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S. 2056 

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 2056, a bill to amend 
title XVIII of the Social Security Act 
to restore financial stability to Medi-
care anesthesiology teaching programs 
for resident physicians. 

S. 2058 
At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the 

name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2058, a bill to amend the Com-
modity Exchange Act to close the 
Enron loophole, prevent price manipu-
lation and excessive speculation in the 
trading of energy commodities, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 2071 
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 

names of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) and the Senator from West 
Virginia (Mr. BYRD) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 2071, a bill to enhance 
the ability to combat methamphet-
amine. 

S. 2088 
At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the 

name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2088, a bill to place rea-
sonable limitations on the use of Na-
tional Security Letters, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 2129 
At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the 

name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2129, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to estab-
lish the infrastructure foundation for 
the hydrogen economy, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 2133 
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 

name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. COLEMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2133, a bill to authorize bank-
ruptcy courts to take certain actions 
with respect to mortgage loans in 
bankruptcy, and for other purposes. 

S. 2140 
At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the 

names of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN), the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. CARPER) and the Senator from 
North Dakota (Mr. CONRAD) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 2140, a bill to award 
a Congressional Gold Medal to Francis 
Collins, in recognition of his out-
standing contributions and leadership 
in the fields of medicine and genetics. 

S. 2209 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 

name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
ENSIGN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2209, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide incentives 
to improve America’s research com-
petitiveness, and for other purposes. 

S. 2279 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, her 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2279, a bill to combat international vio-
lence against women and girls. 

S. 2307 
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 

name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
NELSON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2307, a bill to amend the Global Change 
Research Act of 1990, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 2332 
At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the 

names of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mrs. MCCASKILL) and the Senator from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. CASEY) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 2332, a bill to pro-
mote transparency in the adoption of 
new media ownership rules by the Fed-
eral Communications Commission, and 
to establish an independent panel to 
make recommendations on how to in-
crease the representation of women 
and minorities in broadcast media own-
ership. 

S. 2334 
At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the 

name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
ENSIGN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2334, a bill to withhold 10 percent of the 
Federal funding apportioned for high-
way construction and maintenance 
from States that issue driver’s licenses 
to individuals without verifying the 
legal status of such individuals. 

S. 2344 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 

name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
BAYH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2344, a bill to create a competitive 
grant program to provide for age-ap-
propriate Internet education for chil-
dren. 

S. 2347 
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 

his name was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2347, a bill to restore and protect ac-
cess to discount drug prices for univer-
sity-based and safety-net clinics. 

S. 2355 
At the request of Ms. CANTWELL, the 

name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. LAUTENBERG) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2355, a bill to amend the 
National Climate Program Act to en-
hance the ability of the United States 
to develop and implement climate 
change adaptation programs and poli-
cies, and for other purposes. 

S. 2356 
At the request of Mr. COLEMAN, the 

name of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. ALLARD) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2356, a bill to enhance national se-
curity by restricting access of illegal 
aliens to driver’s licenses and State- 
issued identification documents. 

S. 2372 
At the request of Mr. SMITH, the 

name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. DEMINT) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2372, a bill to amend the 
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the 
United States to modify the tariffs on 
certain footwear. 

S. 2400 
At the request of Mr. SESSIONS, the 

name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2400, a bill to amend title 37, United 

States Code, to require the Secretary 
of Defense to continue to pay to a 
member of the Armed Forces who is re-
tired or separated from the Armed 
Forces due to a combat-related injury 
certain bonuses that the member was 
entitled to before the retirement or 
separation and would continue to be 
entitled to if the member was not re-
tired or separated, and for other pur-
poses. 

S.J. RES. 22 
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 

names of the Senator from Washington 
(Mrs. MURRAY), the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WEBB), and the Senator from 
Montana (Mr. TESTER) were added as 
cosponsors of S.J. Res. 22, a joint reso-
lution providing for congressional dis-
approval under chapter 8 of title 5, 
United States Code, of the rule sub-
mitted by the Centers for Medicare & 
Medicaid Services within the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services re-
lating to Medicare coverage for the use 
of erythropoiesis stimulating agents in 
cancer and related neoplastic condi-
tions. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. 
ENSIGN, Ms. STABENOW, and Mr. 
MARTINEZ): 

S. 2408. A bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to require phy-
sician utilization of the Medicare elec-
tronic prescription drug program; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, seven 
thousand Americans die every year be-
cause of preventable adverse drug 
events. Tens of thousands of more are 
injured. Meanwhile, of the three billion 
prescriptions that are written each 
year, doctors report that nearly one 
billion of them required a followup for 
clarity, costing our health care system 
billions of dollars a year. That is why 
I am pleased to join my colleagues Sen-
ator ENSIGN, Senator STABENOW and 
Senator MARTINEZ to introduce critical 
legislation to help bring our health 
care system into the 21st century 
through electronic prescribing, e-pre-
scribing, of medications in the Medi-
care program. 

The benefits of e-prescribing are 
clear and compelling. When a doctor 
‘‘writes’’ an electronic prescription, a 
computer or handheld device warns of 
potentially dangerous interactions or 
allergies or informs a physician wheth-
er a particular drug is covered by a pa-
tient’s insurance. It also tells the phy-
sician whether a chemically identical 
generic alternative is available at a 
fraction of the price. The path to a 
more modern, accountable health care 
system starts with health information 
technology. The path to robust health 
information technology starts with e- 
prescribing. 

This legislation would provide per-
manent funding for physician payment 
bonuses in Medicare to help offset the 
costs of acquiring e-prescribing sys-
tems and to incentivize the use of the 
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technology. The bill would also require 
all physicians in Medicare to use e-pre-
scribing starting in 2011—1 year later 
than the Institute of Medicine rec-
ommended in their recent study. We 
have talked long enough about using 
technology to stem perpetually rising 
health care costs and poor quality, and 
our legislation takes an important step 
to do something about it. 

I want to give particular credit to 
Mark Merritt and his team at Pharma-
ceutical Care Management Associa-
tion, PCMA, for their hard work and 
leadership. PCMA is responsible for a 
seminal study in this field, which 
showed for the first time that broader 
adoption of e-prescribing will not only 
save lives, but will also save billions of 
dollars for patients, payers and tax-
payers alike. Perhaps most impor-
tantly, PCMA created a strong and di-
verse coalition of health care stake-
holders to advocate for this legislation, 
including business, labor, consumer ad-
vocates, physicians, health plans, phar-
macists, and drug manufacturers. The 
PCMA-led coalition has worked dili-
gently on Capitol Hill in support of 
this important issue. They have edu-
cated Congress on e-prescribing and are 
helping to make sure that we get the 
policy right. 

The Medicare E–MEDS Act gets it 
right. The standards and interoper-
ability for e-prescribing are in place; 
the technology is affordable; and, most 
importantly, the dramatic benefits for 
patients and health care purchasers— 
especially the Federal Government— 
are overwhelmingly clear. This bill is a 
solid step towards addressing these im-
portant issues in the delivery of our 
Nation’s health care. It is time that 
Congress act to save lives and increase 
efficiency in America’s health care sys-
tem. 

Mr. President, I ask for 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 the printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2408 
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 ‘‘Medicare 
Electronic Medication and Safety Protection 
(E-MEDS) Act of 2007’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 
(1) Patient safety is an important issue and 

a priority among patients, providers, insur-
ers, businesses, and government entities 
alike. 

(2) Adverse drug events are defined by the 
Institute of Medicine as ‘‘any injury due to 
medication’’. 

(3) According to the Institute of Medicine, 
more then 1.5 million preventable adverse 
drug events occur every year in the United 
States. 

(4) Studies indicate that at least 530,000 
preventable adverse drug events occur each 
year among the Medicare population, and 
cost the Federal Government upwards of 
$887,000,000, or $1,983 per person. 

(5) Electronic prescription drug programs, 
or e-prescribing, provide for the electronic 

transmittal of prescription information from 
the prescribing health care provider to the 
dispensing pharmacy and pharmacist. 

(6) Electronic prescribing provides for-
mulary and coverage information before a 
prescription is written to better inform the 
patient and prescriber of lower cost options, 
including generics. 

(7) E-prescribing can help to eliminate 
medical errors, injuries, hospitalizations, 
and even death that can result from illegible 
prescriptions and bad drug interactions, in 
addition to reducing patient medication non- 
adherence. 

(8) The Institute of Medicine recommends 
that all physicians create a plan to imple-
ment and use e-prescribing technology by 
2010. 
SEC. 3. INCENTIVES FOR USE OF E-PRESCRIBING 

UNDER MEDICARE. 
(a) BONUS PAYMENTS.—Section 1833 of the 

Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395l) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(v) INCENTIVE PAYMENTS FOR PHYSICIAN 
USE OF E-PRESCRIBING.— 

‘‘(1) ONE-TIME BONUS FOR START-UP COSTS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary deter-

mines, based upon coding in claims sub-
mitted under this part over a duration speci-
fied by the Secretary, that a physician meets 
a threshold volume or proportion (as speci-
fied by the Secretary) of claims for physi-
cians’ services for individuals enrolled under 
this part that— 

‘‘(i) are classified (under section 1848) as 
evaluation and management services; 

‘‘(ii) include the making of a prescription 
that could under law be made using the elec-
tronic prescription drug program; and 

‘‘(iii) use the electronic prescription drug 
program for such prescription, 
the Secretary shall make a payment to the 
physician, in addition to any other payment 
under this part, of the amount specified in 
subparagraph (B). Not more than one pay-
ment may be made under this subsection 
with respect to any physician. 

‘‘(B) AMOUNT.—The payment amount under 
subparagraph (A) shall be, in the case of a 
physician that meets the conditions of sub-
paragraph (A) for a period that begins dur-
ing— 

‘‘(i) 2008 or 2009, $2,000; 
‘‘(ii) 2010 or 2011, $1,500; or 
‘‘(iii) 2012 or a subsequent year, $1,000. 
‘‘(2) ON-GOING BONUS FOR USE OF E-PRE-

SCRIBING.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary deter-

mines, based upon coding in claims sub-
mitted under this part over a period specified 
by the Secretary, that a physician uses the 
electronic prescription drug program for pre-
scribing at least a threshold volume or pro-
portion (as specified by the Secretary) of 
claims for physicians’ services for individ-
uals enrolled under this part, in addition to 
the amount of payment that would otherwise 
be made under this part for physicians’ serv-
ices by the physician that are classified as 
evaluation and management services under 
section 1848, there also shall be paid to the 
physician an amount equal to 1 percent of 
the allowed charges for such services. In ap-
plying the previous sentence, there shall not 
be taken into account claims for prescrip-
tions written for controlled substances 
which may not under law be prescribed using 
the electronic prescription drug program. 

‘‘(B) APPLICATION TO PHYSICIAN SHORTAGE 
BONUSES.—The additional payment under 
this paragraph shall be taken into account in 
applying subsections (m) and (u). 

‘‘(3) AUDITING.—Provisions applicable to 
the auditing of claims for payment and en-
forcement of false claims under this part 
shall apply to claims for payment under this 
subsection. 

‘‘(4) ELECTRONIC PRESCRIPTION DRUG PRO-
GRAM DEFINED.—In this subsection, the term 
‘electronic prescription drug program’ means 
the program established under section 1860D– 
4(e).’’. 

(b) REQUIREMENT FOR USE OF E-PRE-
SCRIBING.—Section 1848(a) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395w–8(a)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(5) ADJUSTMENT IN FEE SCHEDULE FOR 
FAILURE TO USE E-PRESCRIBING.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), effective for physicians’ services fur-
nished on or after January 1, 2011, in the case 
of such services— 

‘‘(i) that are classified as evaluation and 
management services under this section; and 

‘‘(ii) in connection with which there was 
one or more prescriptions made that could 
have been made, but were not all made, 
under the electronic prescription drug pro-
gram, 

the fee schedule amount otherwise applica-
ble under this section shall be reduced by 10 
percent. 

‘‘(B) WAIVER.—The Secretary may waive 
the application of subparagraph (A) until 
January 1, 2012, or January 1, 2013, as speci-
fied by the Secretary, in cases of dem-
onstrated hardship or unforeseen cir-
cumstances specified by the Secretary.’’. 
SEC. 4. REPORTS ON E-PRESCRIBING. 

(a) CMS REPORT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Administrator of the Centers for Medi-
care & Medicaid Services shall submit to 
Congress a report on progress on imple-
menting e-prescribing under the Medicare 
electronic prescription drug program under 
section 1860D–4(e) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1395w–104(e)). 

(2) ITEMS INCLUDED.—Such report shall in-
clude information on— 

(A) the percentage of Medicare physicians 
that utilize the electronic prescription drug 
program; 

(B) the estimated savings resulting from 
the use of e-prescribing; and 

(C) progress on reducing avoidable medical 
errors resulting from the use of e-pre-
scribing. 

(b) GAO REPORT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit to Congress a report on the im-
pact of implementation of such program on 
physicians. 

(2) ITEMS INCLUDED.—Such report shall in-
clude information on— 

(A) factors influencing the adopting of e- 
prescribing by physicians; and 

(B) the impact of this Act on physicians 
practicing in individual or small group prac-
tices and on physicians practicing in rural 
areas. 

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself and 
Mr. OBAMA): 

S. 2411. A bill to require the estab-
lishment of a credit card safety star 
rating system for the benefit of con-
sumers, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, And 
Urban Affairs. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, credit 
card debt is hitting American families 
like a wrecking ball, with our families 
already being hammered by sky-
rocketing fuel prices and the subprime 
mortgage mess. We have seen credit 
card debt go up almost 25 percent in 
the last 3 years. I have brought to the 
floor a typical credit card agreement 
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that millions of our citizens enter into. 
It is 44 pages long. You can’t see it 
from the chair, but it goes on and on 
and on with small print. It is very obvi-
ous to me that buried in all of this 
legalese, buried in all of this technical 
jargon, is a variety of sneaky terms 
that end up hurting consumers because 
it is not possible to understand what is 
in much of the key provisions of these 
agreements. For example, we under-
stand folks in New Jersey, Oregon, or 
anywhere else pay a lot of attention to 
the interest rate provision. They pay a 
lot of attention to the annual fee provi-
sion. But they don’t notice a lot of the 
little disclosures that end up hidden in 
the legalese that can end up making 
the real cost of credit significantly 
higher. 

Last week, I met with students 
across the State of Oregon. A lot of 
them, with the financial aid cutbacks, 
are now walking on an economic tight-
rope. They balance their food bills 
against their fuel bills and their fuel 
bills against their housing costs. They 
are on an economic tightrope. They are 
getting buried in credit card debt. Very 
often they find, for example, that if 
they have a credit card, and they are 
late on another payment with someone 
else, their credit card interest rate 
ends up going up as a result. There 
may be a small provision in their exist-
ing credit card agreement that allows 
it, but nobody, for the most part, 
knows about it. 

Students would say their interest 
rates would double almost overnight 
with virtually no notice. They would 
not be given any clear communication 
about what is going on. They would 
just find their costs would arbitrarily 
skyrocket, and they would again be un-
able to pay their bills. 

Now, I recognize in a free society 
folks have a constitutional right to be 
foolish, to rack up charges that would 
not be wise, but they can do so anyway 
in a free society. I do not think most 
people will do that, certainly not the 
students I met with in Oregon last 
week, if it is possible to understand the 
terms of these credit cards in straight-
forward, plain and simple English rath-
er than see the key provisions buried in 
all kinds of legalese that you would 
have to be a wizard to sort out. 

So I am proposing today, with the 
support of our colleague, Senator 
OBAMA from Illinois, that the Federal 
Reserve, which has great expertise in 
this area, set up a safety rating system 
for credit cards—not one that evalu-
ates credit card companies on provi-
sions that are appropriately evaluated 
in the marketplace, but on safety mat-
ters—for example, whether a credit 
card company gives the consumer ade-
quate notice before they change terms; 
whether, for example, they highlight 
the key kinds of changes rather than 
bury them in the small print. 

I think the Federal Reserve, with the 
technical expertise they have and the 
independent judgment they bring to 
these financial questions, is the ideal 

place to develop and operate a safety 
rating system. Such a system has 
worked quite well for new cars. When 
you have a rating system for cars, peo-
ple can understand how they would be 
protected in a crash. The legislation I 
am offering will tell people whether 
credit card companies are treating 
them fairly and disclosing the key pro-
visions so that a free market can work. 

So under the rating system I propose 
today with Senator OBAMA, it would be 
required for credit card companies to 
put on the card itself, put on the var-
ious promotional materials they are 
using, stars which, in effect, would be 
granted on the basis of the Federal Re-
serve’s independent judgment as to 
whether the key safety criteria are 
being met. 

I am very hopeful that at a time 
when our citizens are being pounded by 
powerful economic forces, particularly 
in the energy and housing field, there 
could at least be bipartisan agreement 
that the Senate could support trans-
parency, disclosure, changes in the 
credit card business, so our con-
sumers—and millions are using these 
credit cards during this holiday sea-
son—can understand the agreements 
they are getting into. 

The students I met with last week 
are taking steps now to better police 
what is going on in the credit card 
field. On several campuses in Oregon, 
they have moved the credit card com-
panies off campus. Yet the credit card 
companies continue to flood the stu-
dents with promotional material. 

I was told, for example, about one 
program where students were brought 
into a room where money was essen-
tially floating in the air, where it was 
as if you would be going to a financial 
paradise if you just signed up for one of 
these credit card agreements. 

I am not proposing heavy-handed reg-
ulation. I am not proposing one-size- 
fits-all government. I am proposing 
that an agency with the expertise to 
make sure there is disclosure, that the 
forms and agreements are printed in 
simple English—that that kind of in-
formation be rewarded in the market-
place. If companies are not willing to 
do it, the American people could find 
that out as well. 

That is the kind of simple, straight-
forward approach—with disclosure, 
transparency, in simple English—that 
makes sense for the digital age. With 
the Federal Reserve completing that 
first safety rating, all Americans could 
get that kind of information quickly 
and conveniently. That is what is in 
the interest of the American people 
with respect to this credit card debt 
issue at a critical time. 

I hope my colleagues will support the 
legislation I introduce today with Sen-
ator OBAMA. 

By Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself, 
Ms. COLLINS, Mr. OBAMA, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. 
BIDEN, Mr. DODD, and Mr. 
KERRY): 

S. 2412. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to reform the sys-
tem of public financing for Presidential 
elections, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, today 
I will reintroduce a bill to repair and 
strengthen the presidential public fi-
nancing system. Bipartisan support is 
a key element of successful campaign 
finance reform efforts, and I am there-
fore delighted that the junior Senator 
from Maine, Sen. COLLINS, has agreed 
to be the principal cosponsor of the 
bill. 

The Presidential Funding Act of 2007 
will ensure that this system will con-
tinue to fulfill its promise in the 21st 
century. The bill will take effect in 
January 2009, so it will first apply in 
the 2012 presidential election. 

The presidential public financing sys-
tem was put into place in the wake of 
the Watergate scandals as part of the 
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1974. 
It was held to be constitutional by the 
Supreme Court in Buckley v. Valeo. 
The system, of course, is voluntary, as 
the Supreme Court required in Buck-
ley. Every major party nominee for 
President since 1976 has participated in 
the system for the general election 
and, prior to 2000, every major party 
nominee had participated in the sys-
tem for the primary election as well. 

In the 2004 election, President Bush 
and two Democratic candidates, How-
ard Dean and the eventual nominee 
JOHN KERRY, opted out of the system 
for the presidential primaries. Presi-
dent Bush and Senator KERRY elected 
to take the taxpayer-funded grant in 
the general election. President Bush 
also opted out of the system for the Re-
publican primaries in 2000 but accepted 
the general election grant. Several of 
the leading candidates for President in 
the 2008 election are not participating 
in the primary system, and it remains 
to be seen whether either major party 
candidate will accept public funds in 
the general election. 

It is unfortunate that the matching 
funds system for the primaries has be-
come less practicable. The system pro-
tects the integrity of the electoral 
process by allowing candidates to run 
viable campaigns without becoming 
overly dependent on private donors. 
The system has worked well in the 
past, and it is worth repairing so that 
it can work in the future. If we don’t 
repair it, the pressures on candidates 
to opt out will increase until the sys-
tem collapses from disuse. 

This bill makes changes to both the 
primary and general election public fi-
nancing system to address the weak-
nesses and problems that have been 
identified by participants in the sys-
tem, experts on the presidential elec-
tion financing process, and an elec-
torate that is increasingly dismayed by 
the influence of money in politics. 
First and most important, it elimi-
nates the state-by-state primary spend-
ing limits in the current law and sub-
stantially increases the overall pri-
mary spending limit from the current 
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limit of approximately $45 million to 
$150 million, of which up to $100 million 
can be spent before April 1 of the elec-
tion year. This should make the sys-
tem much more viable for serious can-
didates facing opponents who are capa-
ble of raising significant sums outside 
the system. The bill also makes avail-
able substantially more public money 
for participating candidates by increas-
ing the match of small contributions 
from 1:1 to 4:1. 

One very important provision of this 
bill ties the primary and general elec-
tion systems together and requires 
candidates to make a single decision 
on whether to participate. Candidates 
who opt out of the primary system and 
decide to rely solely on private money 
cannot return to the system for the 
general election. Candidates must com-
mit to participate in the system in the 
general election if they want to receive 
Federal matching funds in the pri-
maries. The bill also increases the 
spending limits for participating can-
didates in the primaries who face a 
nonparticipating opponent if that op-
ponent raises more than 20 percent 
more than the spending limit. This pro-
vides some protection against being far 
outspent by a nonparticipating oppo-
nent. Additional grants of public 
money are also available to partici-
pating candidates who face a non-
participating candidate spending sub-
stantially more than the spending 
limit. 

The bill also sets the general election 
spending limit at $100 million, indexed 
for inflation. If a general election can-
didate does not participate in the sys-
tem and spends more than 20 percent 
more than the combined primary and 
general election spending limits, a par-
ticipating opposing candidate will re-
ceive a grant equal to twice the general 
election spending limit. 

This bill also addresses what some 
have called the ‘‘gap’’ between the pri-
mary and general election seasons. 
Presumptive presidential nominees 
have emerged earlier in the election 
year over the life of the public financ-
ing system. This has led to some nomi-
nees being essentially out of money be-
tween the time that they nail down the 
nomination and the convention where 
they are formally nominated and be-
come eligible for the general election 
grant. For a few cycles, soft money 
raised by the parties filled in that gap, 
but the Bipartisan Campaign Reform 
Act of 2002 fortunately has now closed 
that loophole. This bill allows can-
didates who are still in the primary 
race as of April 1 to spend an addi-
tional $50 million until funds for the 
general election are made available. In 
addition, the bill allows the political 
parties to spend up to $25 million be-
tween April 1 and the date that a can-
didate is nominated and an additional 
$25 million after the nomination. The 
total amount of $50 million is over 
three times the amount allowed under 
current law. This should allow the 
‘‘gap’’ to be more than adequately 
filled. 

Obviously, these changes make this a 
more generous system. So the bill also 
makes the requirement for qualifying 
more difficult. To be eligible for 
matching funds, a candidate must raise 
$25,000 in matchable contributions—up 
to $200 for each donor—in at least 20 
States. That is five times the threshold 
under current law. 

The bill also makes a number of 
changes in the system to reflect the 
changes in our presidential races over 
the past several decades. For one thing, 
it makes matching funds available 
starting 6 months before the date of 
the first primary or caucus, that’s ap-
proximately 6 months earlier than is 
currently the case. For another, it sets 
a single date for release of the public 
grants for the general election—the 
Friday before Labor Day. This address-
es an inequity in the current system, 
under which the general election 
grants are released after each nomi-
nating convention, which can be sev-
eral weeks apart. 

The bill also prohibits Federal elect-
ed officials and candidates from solic-
iting soft money for use in funding the 
party conventions and requires presi-
dential candidates to disclose bundled 
contributions. The bundling provision 
builds on a provision contained in eth-
ics and lobbying reform bill enacted 
earlier this year. It requires presi-
dential candidates to disclose all 
bundlers of $50,000 or more. 

The purpose of this bill is to improve 
the campaign finance system, not to 
advance one party’s interests. In fact, 
this is an excellent time to make 
changes in the Presidential public 
funding system. The 2008 presidential 
campaign, which is already underway, 
will undoubtedly be the most expensive 
in history. A number of candidates 
from both parties have opted out of the 
primary matching funds system, and 
some experts predict that one or both 
major party nominees will even refuse 
public grants for the general election 
period. It is too late to make the 
changes needed to repair the system 
for the 2008 election. But if we act now, 
we can make sure that an updated and 
revised system is in place for the 2012 
election. If we act now, I am certain 
that the 2008 campaign cycle will con-
firm our foresight. If we do nothing, 
2008 will continue and accelerate the 
slide of the current system into 
irrelevancy. 

Fixing the presidential public financ-
ing system will cost money, but our 
best calculations at the present time 
indicate that the changes to the sys-
tem in this bill can be paid for by rais-
ing the income tax check-off on an in-
dividual return from $3 to just $10. The 
total cost of the changes to the system, 
based on data from the 2004 elections, 
is projected to be around $365 million 
over the 4-year election cycle. To offset 
that increased cost, this bill first 
amends the Energy Policy Act of 2005 
to allow the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment to implement new user fees for 
processing oil and gas permits. It also 

amends the Geothermal Steam Act of 
1970 to increase the yearly mainte-
nance fee and one-time location fee for 
holders of more than 10 mining claims 
on federal land to $150 and $50 per 
claim, respectively, and imposes a 4 
percent royalty on the gross income 
from mining on existing claims. Fi-
nally, it amends the Public Rangelands 
Improvement Act of 1978 to use a 
state’s fee formula to establish the 
grazing fees for federal land in that 
state. 

Though the numbers are large, this is 
actually a very small investment to 
make to protect our democracy and 
preserve the integrity of our presi-
dential elections. The American people 
do not want to see a return to the pre- 
Watergate days of unlimited spending 
on presidential elections and can-
didates entirely beholden to private do-
nors. We must act to ensure the fair-
ness of our elections and the confidence 
of our citizens in the process by repair-
ing the cornerstone of the Watergate 
reforms. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill and a sec-
tion-by-section analysis be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

S. 2412 
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 ‘‘Presidential Funding Act of 2007’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Revisions to system of Presidential 

primary matching payments. 
Sec. 3. Requiring participation in primary 

payment system as condition of 
eligibility for general election 
payments. 

Sec. 4. Revisions to expenditure limits. 
Sec. 5. Additional payments and increased 

expenditure limits for can-
didates participating in public 
financing who face certain non-
participating opponents. 

Sec. 6. Establishment of uniform date for re-
lease of payments from Presi-
dential Election Campaign 
Fund to eligible candidates. 

Sec. 7. Revisions to designation of income 
tax payments by individual tax-
payers. 

Sec. 8. Amounts in Presidential Election 
Campaign Fund. 

Sec. 9. Regulation of convention financing. 
Sec. 10. Disclosure of bundled contributions 

to presidential campaigns. 
Sec. 11. Repeal of priority in use of funds for 

political conventions. 
Sec. 12. Offsets. 
Sec. 13. Effective date. 
SEC. 2. REVISIONS TO SYSTEM OF PRESIDENTIAL 

PRIMARY MATCHING PAYMENTS. 
(a) INCREASE IN MATCHING PAYMENTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 9034(a) of the In-

ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended— 
(A) by striking ‘‘an amount equal to the 

amount’’ and inserting ‘‘an amount equal to 
400 percent of the amount’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘$250’’ and inserting ‘‘$200’’. 
(2) ADDITIONAL MATCHING PAYMENTS FOR 

CANDIDATES AFTER MARCH 31 OF THE ELECTION 
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YEAR.—Section 9034(b) of such Code is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(b) ADDITIONAL PAYMENTS FOR CAN-
DIDATES AFTER MARCH 31 OF THE ELECTION 
YEAR.—In addition to any payment under 
subsection (a), an individual who is a can-
didate after March 31 of the calendar year in 
which the presidential election is held and 
who is eligible to receive payments under 
section 9033 shall be entitled to payments 
under section 9037 in an amount equal to the 
amount of each contribution received by 
such individual after March 31 of the cal-
endar year in which such presidential elec-
tion is held, disregarding any amount of con-
tributions from any person to the extent 
that the total of the amounts contributed by 
such person after such date exceeds $200.’’. 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 9034 
of such Code, as amended by paragraph (2), is 
amended— 

(A) by striking the last sentence of sub-
section (a); and 

(B) by inserting after subsection (b) the 
following new subsection: 

‘‘(c) CONTRIBUTION DEFINED.—For purposes 
of this section and section 9033(b), the term 
‘contribution’ means a gift of money made 
by a written instrument which identifies the 
person making the contribution by full name 
and mailing address, but does not include a 
subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of 
money, or anything of value or anything de-
scribed in subparagraph (B), (C), or (D) of 
section 9032(4).’’. 

(b) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS.— 
(1) AMOUNT OF AGGREGATE CONTRIBUTIONS 

PER STATE.—Section 9033(b)(3) of such Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘$5,000’’ and inserting 
‘‘$25,000’’. 

(2) AMOUNT OF INDIVIDUAL CONTRIBUTIONS.— 
Section 9033(b)(4) of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘‘$250’’ and inserting ‘‘$200’’. 

(3) PARTICIPATION IN SYSTEM FOR PAYMENTS 
FOR GENERAL ELECTION.—Section 9033(b) of 
such Code is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (3); 

(B) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (4) and inserting ‘‘, and’’; and 

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

‘‘(5) if the candidate is nominated by a po-
litical party for election to the office of 
President, the candidate will apply for and 
accept payments with respect to the general 
election for such office in accordance with 
chapter 95, including the requirement that 
the candidate and the candidate’s authorized 
committees will not incur qualified cam-
paign expenses in excess of the aggregate 
payments to which they will be entitled 
under section 9004.’’. 

(c) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY OF PAY-
MENTS.—Section 9032(6) of such Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘the beginning of the 
calendar year in which a general election for 
the office of President of the United States 
will be held’’ and inserting ‘‘the date that is 
6 months prior to the date of the earliest 
State primary election’’. 
SEC. 3. REQUIRING PARTICIPATION IN PRIMARY 

PAYMENT SYSTEM AS CONDITION OF 
ELIGIBILITY FOR GENERAL ELEC-
TION PAYMENTS. 

(a) MAJOR PARTY CANDIDATES.—Section 
9003(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) 
as paragraphs (2) and (3); and 

(2) by inserting before paragraph (2) (as so 
redesignated) the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(1) the candidate received payments under 
chapter 96 for the campaign for nomina-
tion;’’. 

(b) MINOR PARTY CANDIDATES.—Section 
9003(c) of such Code is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) 
as paragraphs (2) and (3); and 

(2) by inserting before paragraph (2) (as so 
redesignated) the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(1) the candidate received payments under 
chapter 96 for the campaign for nomina-
tion;’’. 
SEC. 4. REVISIONS TO EXPENDITURE LIMITS. 

(a) INCREASE IN EXPENDITURE LIMITS FOR 
PARTICIPATING CANDIDATES; ELIMINATION OF 
STATE-SPECIFIC LIMITS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 315(b)(1) of the 
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 
U.S.C. 441a(b)(1)) is amended by striking 
‘‘may make expenditures in excess of’’ and 
all that follows and inserting ‘‘may make ex-
penditures— 

‘‘(A) with respect to a campaign for nomi-
nation for election to such office— 

‘‘(i) in excess of $100,000,000 before April 1 
of the calendar year in which the presi-
dential election is held; and 

‘‘(ii) in excess of $150,000,000 before the date 
described in section 9006(b) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986; and 

‘‘(B) with respect to a campaign for elec-
tion to such office, in excess of $100,000,000.’’. 

(2) CLERICAL CORRECTION.—Section 
9004(a)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 is amended by striking ‘‘section 
320(b)(1)(B) of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971’’ and inserting ‘‘section 
315(b)(1)(B) of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971’’. 

(b) INCREASE IN LIMIT ON COORDINATED 
PARTY EXPENDITURES.—Section 315(d)(2) of 
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 
U.S.C. 441a(d)(2)) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(2)(A) The national committee of a polit-
ical party may not make any expenditure in 
connection with the general election cam-
paign of any candidate for President of the 
United States who is affiliated with such 
party which exceeds $25,000,000. 

‘‘(B) Notwithstanding the limitation under 
subparagraph (A), during the period begin-
ning on April 1 of the year in which a presi-
dential election is held and ending on the 
date described in section 9006(b) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986, the national com-
mittee of a political party may make addi-
tional expenditures in connection with the 
general election campaign of a candidate for 
President of the United States who is affili-
ated with such party in an amount not to ex-
ceed $25,000,000. 

‘‘(C)(i) Notwithstanding subparagraph (B) 
or the limitation under subparagraph (A), if 
any nonparticipating primary candidate 
(within the meaning of subsection (b)(3)) af-
filiated with the national committee of a po-
litical party receives contributions or makes 
expenditures with respect to such can-
didate’s campaign in an aggregate amount 
greater than 120 percent of the expenditure 
limitation in effect under subsection 
(b)(1)(A)(ii), then, during the period de-
scribed in clause (ii), the national committee 
of any other political party may make ex-
penditures in connection with the general 
election campaign of a candidate for Presi-
dent of the United States who is affiliated 
with such other party without limitation. 

‘‘(ii) The period described in this clause is 
the period— 

‘‘(I) beginning on the later of April 1 of the 
year in which a presidential election is held 
or the date on which such nonparticipating 
primary candidate first receives contribu-
tions or makes expenditures in the aggregate 
amount described in clause (i); and 

‘‘(II) ending on the earlier of the date such 
nonparticipating primary candidate ceases 
to be a candidate for nomination to the of-
fice of President of the United States and is 
not a candidate for such office or the date 
described in section 9006(b) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986. 

‘‘(iii) If the nonparticipating primary can-
didate described in clause (i) ceases to be a 
candidate for nomination to the office of 
President of the United States and is not a 
candidate for such office, clause (i) shall not 
apply and the limitations under subpara-
graphs (A) and (B) shall apply. It shall not be 
considered to be a violation of this Act if the 
application of the preceding sentence results 
in the national committee of a political 
party violating the limitations under sub-
paragraphs (A) and (B) solely by reason of 
expenditures made by such national com-
mittee during the period in which clause (i) 
applied. 

‘‘(D) For purposes of this paragraph— 
‘‘(i) any expenditure made by or on behalf 

of a national committee of a political party 
and in connection with a presidential elec-
tion shall be considered to be made in con-
nection with the general election campaign 
of a candidate for President of the United 
States who is affiliated with such party; and 

‘‘(ii) any communication made by or on be-
half of such party shall be considered to be 
made in connection with the general election 
campaign of a candidate for President of the 
United States who is affiliated with such 
party if any portion of the communication is 
in connection with such election. 

‘‘(E) Any expenditure under this paragraph 
shall be in addition to any expenditure by a 
national committee of a political party serv-
ing as the principal campaign committee of 
a candidate for the office of President of the 
United States.’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS RELATING TO 
TIMING OF COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 315(c)(1) of such 
Act (2 U.S.C. 441a(c)(1)) is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘(b), 
(d),’’ and inserting ‘‘(d)(3)’’; and 

(B) by inserting at the end the following 
new subparagraph: 

‘‘(D) In any calendar year after 2008— 
‘‘(i) a limitation established by subsection 

(b) or (d)(2) shall be increased by the percent 
difference determined under subparagraph 
(A); 

‘‘(ii) each amount so increased shall re-
main in effect for the calendar year; and 

‘‘(iii) if any amount after adjustment 
under clause (i) is not a multiple of $100, 
such amount shall be rounded to the nearest 
multiple of $100.’’. 

(2) BASE YEAR.—Section 315(c)(2)(B) of such 
Act (2 U.S.C. 441a(c)(2)(B)) is amended— 

(A) in clause (i)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘subsections (b) and (d)’’ 

and inserting ‘‘subsection (d)(3)’’; and 
(ii) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end; 
(B) in clause (ii), by striking the period at 

the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following new 

clause: 
‘‘(iii) for purposes of subsection (b) and 

(d)(2), calendar year 2007.’’. 
(d) REPEAL OF EXCLUSION OF FUNDRAISING 

COSTS FROM TREATMENT AS EXPENDITURES.— 
Section 301(9)(B)(vi) of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431(9)(B)(vi)) 
is amended by striking ‘‘in excess of an 
amount equal to 20 percent of the expendi-
ture limitation applicable to such candidate 
under section 315(b)’’ and inserting the fol-
lowing: ‘‘who is seeking nomination for elec-
tion or election to the office of President or 
Vice President of the United States’’. 
SEC. 5. ADDITIONAL PAYMENTS AND INCREASED 

EXPENDITURE LIMITS FOR CAN-
DIDATES PARTICIPATING IN PUBLIC 
FINANCING WHO FACE CERTAIN 
NONPARTICIPATING OPPONENTS. 

(a) CANDIDATES IN PRIMARY ELECTIONS.— 
(1) ADDITIONAL PAYMENTS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 9034 of the Inter-

nal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended by sec-
tion 2, is amended by redesignating sub-
section (c) as subsection (d) and by inserting 
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after subsection (b) the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(c) ADDITIONAL PAYMENTS FOR CAN-
DIDATES FACING NONPARTICIPATING OPPO-
NENTS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to any pay-
ments provided under subsections (a) and (b), 
each candidate described in paragraph (2) 
shall be entitled to— 

‘‘(A) a payment under section 9037 in an 
amount equal to the amount of each con-
tribution received by such candidate on or 
after the beginning of the calendar year pre-
ceding the calendar year of the presidential 
election with respect to which such can-
didate is seeking nomination and before the 
qualifying date, disregarding any amount of 
contributions from any person to the extent 
that the total of the amounts contributed by 
such person exceeds $200, and 

‘‘(B) payments under section 9037 in an 
amount equal to the amount of each con-
tribution received by such candidate on or 
after the qualifying date, disregarding any 
amount of contributions from any person to 
the extent that the total of the amounts con-
tributed by such person exceeds $200. 

‘‘(2) CANDIDATES TO WHOM THIS SUBSECTION 
APPLIES.—A candidate is described in this 
paragraph if such candidate— 

‘‘(A) is eligible to receive payments under 
section 9033, and 

‘‘(B) is opposed by a nonparticipating pri-
mary candidate of the same political party 
who receives contributions or makes expend-
itures with respect to the campaign— 

‘‘(i) before April 1 of the year in which the 
presidential election is held, in an aggregate 
amount greater than 120 percent of the ex-
penditure limitation under section 
315(b)(1)(A)(i) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971, or 

‘‘(ii) before the date described in section 
9006(b), in an aggregate amount greater than 
120 percent of the expenditure limitation 
under section 315(b)(1)(A)(ii) of such Act. 

‘‘(3) NONPARTICIPATING PRIMARY CAN-
DIDATE.—In this subsection, the term ‘non-
participating primary candidate’ means a 
candidate for nomination for election for the 
office of President who is not eligible under 
section 9033 to receive payments from the 
Secretary under this chapter. 

‘‘(4) QUALIFYING DATE.—In this subsection, 
the term ‘qualifying date’ means the first 
date on which the contributions received or 
expenditures made by the nonparticipating 
primary candidate described in paragraph 
(2)(B) exceed the amount described under ei-
ther clause (i) or clause (ii) of such para-
graph.’’. 

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
9034(b) of such Code, as amended by section 2, 
is amended by striking ‘‘subsection (a)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘subsections (a) and (c)’’. 

(2) INCREASE IN EXPENDITURE LIMIT.—Sec-
tion 315(b) of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(b)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para-
graph: 

‘‘(3)(A) In the case of an eligible candidate, 
each of the limitations under clause (i) and 
(ii) of paragraph (1)(A) shall be increased— 

‘‘(i) by $50,000,000, if any nonparticipating 
primary candidate of the same political 
party as such candidate receives contribu-
tions or makes expenditures with respect to 
the campaign in an aggregate amount great-
er than 120 percent of the expenditure limita-
tion applicable to eligible candidates under 
clause (i) or (ii) of paragraph (1)(A) (before 
the application of this clause), and 

‘‘(ii) by $100,000,000, if such nonpartici-
pating primary candidate receives contribu-
tions or makes expenditures with respect to 
the campaign in an aggregate amount great-
er than 120 percent of the expenditure limita-
tion applicable to eligible candidates under 

clause (i) or (ii) of paragraph (1)(A) after the 
application of clause (i). 

‘‘(B) Each dollar amount under subpara-
graph (A) shall be considered a limitation 
under this subsection for purposes of sub-
section (c). 

‘‘(C) In this paragraph, the term ‘eligible 
candidate’ means, with respect to any pe-
riod, a candidate— 

‘‘(i) who is eligible to receive payments 
under section 9033 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986; 

‘‘(ii) who is opposed by a nonparticipating 
primary candidate; and 

‘‘(iii) with respect to whom the Commis-
sion has given notice under section 
304(j)(1)(B)(i). 

‘‘(D) In this paragraph, the term ‘non-
participating primary candidate’ means, 
with respect to any eligible candidate, a can-
didate for nomination for election for the of-
fice of President who is not eligible under 
section 9033 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to receive payments from the Secretary 
of the Treasury under chapter 96 of such 
Code.’’. 

(b) CANDIDATES IN GENERAL ELECTIONS.— 
(1) ADDITIONAL PAYMENTS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 9004(a)(1) of the 

Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended— 
(i) by striking ‘‘(1) The eligible candidates’’ 

and inserting ‘‘(1)(A) Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the eligible candidates’’; 
and 

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

‘‘(B) In addition to the payments described 
in subparagraph (A), each eligible candidate 
of a major party in a presidential election 
with an opponent in the election who is not 
eligible to receive payments under section 
9006 and who receives contributions or makes 
expenditures with respect to the primary and 
general elections in an aggregate amount 
greater than 120 percent of the combined ex-
penditure limitations applicable to eligible 
candidates under section 315(b)(1) of the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 shall be 
entitled to an equal payment under section 
9006 in an amount equal to 100 percent of the 
expenditure limitation applicable under such 
section with respect to a campaign for elec-
tion to the office of President.’’. 

(B) SPECIAL RULE FOR MINOR PARTY CAN-
DIDATES.—Section 9004(a)(2)(A) of such Code 
is amended— 

(i) by striking ‘‘(A) The eligible can-
didates’’ and inserting ‘‘(A)(i) Except as pro-
vided in clause (ii), the eligible candidates’’; 
and 

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

‘‘(ii) In addition to the payments described 
in clause (i), each eligible candidate of a 
minor party in a presidential election with 
an opponent in the election who is not eligi-
ble to receive payments under section 9006 
and who receives contributions or makes ex-
penditures with respect to the primary and 
general elections in an aggregate amount 
greater than 120 percent of the combined ex-
penditure limitations applicable to eligible 
candidates under section 315(b)(1) of the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 shall be 
entitled to an equal payment under section 
9006 in an amount equal to 100 percent of the 
payment to which such candidate is entitled 
under clause (i).’’. 

(2) EXCLUSION OF ADDITIONAL PAYMENT 
FROM DETERMINATION OF EXPENDITURE LIM-
ITS.—Section 315(b) of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(b)), as 
amended by subsection (a), is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para-
graph: 

‘‘(4) In the case of a candidate who is eligi-
ble to receive payments under section 
9004(a)(1)(B) or 9004(a)(2)(A)(ii) of the Inter-

nal Revenue Code of 1986, the limitation 
under paragraph (1)(B) shall be increased by 
the amount of such payments received by 
the candidate.’’. 

(c) PROCESS FOR DETERMINATION OF ELIGI-
BILITY FOR ADDITIONAL PAYMENT AND IN-
CREASED EXPENDITURE LIMITS.—Section 304 
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 
(2 U.S.C. 434) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(j) REPORTING AND CERTIFICATION FOR AD-
DITIONAL PUBLIC FINANCING PAYMENTS FOR 
CANDIDATES.— 

‘‘(1) PRIMARY CANDIDATES.— 
‘‘(A) NOTIFICATION OF EXPENDITURES BY IN-

ELIGIBLE CANDIDATES.— 
‘‘(i) EXPENDITURES IN EXCESS OF 120 PER-

CENT OF LIMIT.—If a candidate for a nomina-
tion for election for the office of President 
who is not eligible to receive payments 
under section 9033 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 receives contributions or makes 
expenditures with respect to the primary 
election in an aggregate amount greater 
than 120 percent of the expenditure limita-
tion applicable to eligible candidates under 
clause (i) or (ii) of section 315(b)(1)(A), the 
candidate shall notify the Commission in 
writing that the candidate has received ag-
gregate contributions or made aggregate ex-
penditures in such an amount not later than 
24 hours after first receiving aggregate con-
tributions or making aggregate expenditures 
in such an amount. 

‘‘(ii) EXPENDITURES IN EXCESS OF 120 PER-
CENT OF INCREASED LIMIT.—If a candidate for 
a nomination for election for the office of 
President who is not eligible to receive pay-
ments under section 9033 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 receives contributions or 
makes expenditures with respect to the pri-
mary election in an aggregate amount great-
er than 120 percent of the expenditure limita-
tion applicable to eligible candidates under 
section 315(b) after the application of para-
graph (3)(A)(i) thereof, the candidate shall 
notify the Commission in writing that the 
candidate has received aggregate contribu-
tions or made aggregate expenditures in such 
an amount not later than 24 hours after first 
receiving aggregate contributions or making 
aggregate expenditures in such an amount. 

‘‘(B) CERTIFICATION.—Not later than 24 
hours after receiving any written notice 
under subparagraph (A) from a candidate, 
the Commission shall— 

‘‘(i) certify to the Secretary of the Treas-
ury that opponents of the candidate are eli-
gible for additional payments under section 
9034(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; 

‘‘(ii) notify each opponent of the candidate 
who is eligible to receive payments under 
section 9033 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 of the amount of the increased limita-
tion on expenditures which applies pursuant 
to section 315(b)(3); and 

‘‘(iii) in the case of a notice under subpara-
graph (A)(i), notify the national committee 
of each political party (other than the polit-
ical party with which the candidate is affili-
ated) of the inapplicability of expenditure 
limits under section 315(d)(2) pursuant to 
subparagraph (C) thereof. 

‘‘(2) GENERAL ELECTION CANDIDATES.— 
‘‘(A) NOTIFICATION OF EXPENDITURES BY IN-

ELIGIBLE CANDIDATES.—If a candidate in a 
presidential election who is not eligible to 
receive payments under section 9006 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 receives con-
tributions or makes expenditures with re-
spect to the primary and general elections in 
an aggregate amount greater than 120 per-
cent of the combined expenditure limitations 
applicable to eligible candidates under sec-
tion 315(b)(1), the candidate shall notify the 
Commission in writing that the candidate 
has received aggregate contributions or 
made aggregate expenditures in such an 
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amount not later than 24 hours after first re-
ceiving aggregate contributions or making 
aggregate expenditures in such an amount. 

‘‘(B) CERTIFICATION.—Not later than 24 
hours after receiving a written notice under 
subparagraph (A), the Commission shall cer-
tify to the Secretary of the Treasury for pay-
ment to any eligible candidate who is enti-
tled to an additional payment under para-
graph (1)(B) or (2)(A)(ii) of section 9004(a) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 that the 
candidate is entitled to payment in full of 
the additional payment under such section.’’. 
SEC. 6. ESTABLISHMENT OF UNIFORM DATE FOR 

RELEASE OF PAYMENTS FROM PRES-
IDENTIAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN 
FUND TO ELIGIBLE CANDIDATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The first sentence of sec-
tion 9006(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 is amended to read as follows: ‘‘If the 
Secretary of the Treasury receives a certifi-
cation from the Commission under section 
9005 for payment to the eligible candidates of 
a political party, the Secretary shall, on the 
last Friday occurring before the first Mon-
day in September, pay to such candidates of 
the fund the amount certified by the Com-
mission.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The first 
sentence of section 9006(c) of such Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘the time of a certifi-
cation by the Comptroller General under sec-
tion 9005 for payment’’ and inserting ‘‘the 
time of making a payment under subsection 
(b)’’. 
SEC. 7. REVISIONS TO DESIGNATION OF INCOME 

TAX PAYMENTS BY INDIVIDUAL TAX-
PAYERS. 

(a) INCREASE IN AMOUNT DESIGNATED.—Sec-
tion 6096(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘$3’’ 
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘$10’’; 
and 

(2) in the second sentence— 
(A) by striking ‘‘$6’’ and inserting ‘‘$20’’; 

and 
(B) by striking ‘‘$3’’ and inserting ‘‘$10’’. 
(b) INDEXING.—Section 6096 of such Code is 

amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(d) INDEXING OF AMOUNT DESIGNATED.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—With respect to each tax-

able year after 2008, each amount referred to 
in subsection (a) shall be increased by the 
percent difference described in paragraph (2), 
except that if any such amount after such an 
increase is not a multiple of $1, such amount 
shall be rounded to the nearest multiple of 
$1. 

‘‘(2) PERCENT DIFFERENCE DESCRIBED.—The 
percent difference described in this para-
graph with respect to a taxable year is the 
percent difference determined under section 
315(c)(1)(A) of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 with respect to the calendar year 
during which the taxable year begins, except 
that the base year involved shall be 2008.’’. 

(c) ENSURING TAX PREPARATION SOFTWARE 
DOES NOT PROVIDE AUTOMATIC RESPONSE TO 
DESIGNATION QUESTION.—Section 6096 of such 
Code, as amended by subsection (b), is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(e) ENSURING TAX PREPARATION SOFTWARE 
DOES NOT PROVIDE AUTOMATIC RESPONSE TO 
DESIGNATION QUESTION.—The Secretary shall 
promulgate regulations to ensure that elec-
tronic software used in the preparation or 
filing of individual income tax returns does 
not automatically accept or decline a des-
ignation of a payment under this section.’’. 

(d) PUBLIC INFORMATION PROGRAM ON DES-
IGNATION.—Section 6096 of such Code, as 
amended by subsections (b) and (c), is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(f) PUBLIC INFORMATION PROGRAM.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Federal Election 
Commission shall conduct a program to in-
form and educate the public regarding the 
purposes of the Presidential Election Cam-
paign Fund, the procedures for the designa-
tion of payments under this section, and the 
effect of such a designation on the income 
tax liability of taxpayers. 

‘‘(2) USE OF FUNDS FOR PROGRAM.—Amounts 
in the Presidential Election Campaign Fund 
shall be made available to the Federal Elec-
tion Commission to carry out the program 
under this subsection, except that the 
amount made available for this purpose may 
not exceed $10,000,000 with respect to any 
Presidential election cycle. In this para-
graph, a ‘Presidential election cycle’ is the 4- 
year period beginning with January of the 
year following a Presidential election.’’. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 8. AMOUNTS IN PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION 

CAMPAIGN FUND. 
(a) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNTS IN FUND.— 

Section 9006(c) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 is amended by adding at the end the 
following new sentence: ‘‘In making a deter-
mination of whether there are insufficient 
moneys in the fund for purposes of the pre-
vious sentence, the Secretary shall take into 
account in determining the balance of the 
fund for a Presidential election year the Sec-
retary’s best estimate of the amount of mon-
eys which will be deposited into the fund 
during the year, except that the amount of 
the estimate may not exceed the average of 
the annual amounts deposited in the fund 
during the previous 3 years.’’. 

(b) SPECIAL RULE FOR FIRST CAMPAIGN 
CYCLE UNDER THIS ACT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 9006 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(d) SPECIAL AUTHORITY TO BORROW.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub-

section (c), there are authorized to be appro-
priated to the fund, as repayable advances, 
such sums as are necessary to carry out the 
purposes of the fund during the period ending 
on the first presidential election occurring 
after the date of the enactment of this sub-
section. 

‘‘(2) REPAYMENT OF ADVANCES.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Advances made to the 

fund shall be repaid, and interest on such ad-
vances shall be paid, to the general fund of 
the Treasury when the Secretary determines 
that moneys are available for such purposes 
in the fund. 

‘‘(B) RATE OF INTEREST.—Interest on ad-
vances made to the fund shall be at a rate 
determined by the Secretary of the Treasury 
(as of the close of the calendar month pre-
ceding the month in which the advance is 
made) to be equal to the current average 
market yield on outstanding marketable ob-
ligations of the United States with remain-
ing periods to maturity comparable to the 
anticipated period during which the advance 
will be outstanding and shall be compounded 
annually.’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this subsection shall take effect on 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 9. REGULATION OF CONVENTION FINANC-

ING. 
Section 323 of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441i) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(g) NATIONAL CONVENTIONS.—Any person 
described in subsection (e) shall not solicit, 
receive, direct, transfer, or spend any funds 
in connection with a presidential nominating 
convention of any political party, including 
funds for a host committee, civic committee, 

municipality, or any other person or entity 
spending funds in connection with such a 
convention, unless such funds— 

‘‘(1) are not in excess of the amounts per-
mitted with respect to contributions to the 
political committee established and main-
tained by a national political party com-
mittee under section 315; and 

‘‘(2) are not from sources prohibited by this 
Act from making contributions in connec-
tion with an election for Federal office.’’. 
SEC. 10. DISCLOSURE OF BUNDLED CONTRIBU-

TIONS TO PRESIDENTIAL CAM-
PAIGNS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraphs (1) through 
(3) of section 304(i) of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(i)) are 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(A) DISCLOSURE OF BUNDLED CONTRIBU-

TIONS BY LOBBYISTS.—Each committee de-
scribed in paragraph (6) shall include in the 
first report required to be filed under this 
section after each covered period (as defined 
in paragraph (2)) a separate schedule setting 
forth the name, address, and employer of 
each person reasonably known by the com-
mittee to be a person described in paragraph 
(7) who provided 2 or more bundled contribu-
tions to the committee in an aggregate 
amount greater than the applicable thresh-
old (as defined in paragraph (3)) during the 
covered period, and the aggregate amount of 
the bundled contributions provided by each 
such person during the covered period. 

‘‘(B) DISCLOSURE OF BUNDLED CONTRIBU-
TIONS TO PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGNS.—Each 
committee which is an authorized com-
mittee of a candidate for the office of Presi-
dent or for nomination to such office shall 
include in the first report required to be filed 
under this section after each covered period 
(as defined in paragraph (2)) a separate 
schedule setting forth the name, address, and 
employer of each person who provided 2 or 
more bundled contributions to the com-
mittee in an aggregate amount greater than 
the applicable threshold (as defined in para-
graph (3)) during the election cycle, and the 
aggregate amount of the bundled contribu-
tions provided by each such person during 
the covered period and such election cycle. 
Such schedule shall include a separate list-
ing of the name, address, and employer of 
each person included on such schedule who is 
reasonably known by the committee to be a 
person described in paragraph (7), together 
with the aggregate amount of bundled con-
tributions provided by such person during 
such period and such cycle. 

‘‘(2) COVERED PERIOD.—In this subsection, a 
‘covered period’ means— 

‘‘(A) with respect to a committee which is 
an authorized committee of a candidate for 
the office of President or for nomination to 
such office— 

‘‘(i) the 4-year election cycle ending with 
the date of the election for the office of the 
President; and 

‘‘(ii) any reporting period applicable to the 
committee under this section during which 
any person provided 2 or more bundled con-
tributions to the committee; and 

‘‘(B) with respect to any other com-
mittee— 

‘‘(i) the period beginning January 1 and 
ending June 30 of each year; 

‘‘(ii) the period beginning July 1 and end-
ing December 31 of each year; and 

‘‘(iii) any reporting period applicable to 
the committee under this section during 
which any person described in paragraph (7) 
provided 2 or more bundled contributions to 
the committee in an aggregate amount 
greater than the applicable threshold. 

‘‘(3) APPLICABLE THRESHOLD.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In this subsection, the 

‘applicable threshold’ is— 
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‘‘(i) $50,000 in the case of a committee 

which is an authorized committee of a can-
didate for the office of President or for nomi-
nation to such office; and 

‘‘(ii) $15,000 in the case of any other com-
mittee. 

In determining whether the amount of bun-
dled contributions provided to a committee 
by a person exceeds the applicable threshold, 
there shall be excluded any contribution 
made to the committee by the person or the 
person’s spouse. 

‘‘(B) INDEXING.—In any calendar year after 
2007, section 315(c)(1)(B) shall apply to each 
amount applicable under subparagraph (A) in 
the same manner as such section applies to 
the limitations established under sub-
sections (a)(1)(A), (a)(1)(B), (a)(3), and (h) of 
such section, except that for purposes of ap-
plying such section to the amount applicable 
under subparagraph (A), the ‘base period’ 
shall be 2006.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Subsection 
(i) of section 304 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 434) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘described 
in paragraph (7)’’ each place it appears in 
subparagraphs (C) and (D); 

(2) in paragraph (6), by inserting ‘‘(other 
than a candidate for the office of President 
or for nomination to such office)’’ after 
‘‘candidate’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (8)(A)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘, with respect to a com-

mittee described in paragraph (6) and a per-
son described in paragraph (7),’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘, with respect to a committee described 
in paragraph (6) or an authorized committee 
of a candidate for the office of President or 
for nomination to such office,’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘by the person’’ in clause 
(i) thereof and inserting ‘‘by any person’’; 
and 

(C) by striking ‘‘the person’’ each place it 
appears in clause (ii) and inserting ‘‘such 
person’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to reports filed under section 304 of the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 after Jan-
uary 1, 2009. 
SEC. 11. REPEAL OF PRIORITY IN USE OF FUNDS 

FOR POLITICAL CONVENTIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 9008(a) of the In-

ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
striking the period at the end of the second 
sentence and all that follows and inserting 
the following: ‘‘, except that the amount de-
posited may not exceed the amount available 
after the Secretary determines that amounts 
for payments under section 9006 and section 
9037 are available for such payments.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The second 
sentence of section 9037(a) of such Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘section 9006(c) and for 
payments under section 9008(b)(3)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 9006’’. 
SEC. 12. OFFSETS. 

(a) REMOVAL OF PROHIBITION ON INCREASING 
FEES FOR PERMITS.—Section 365 of the En-
ergy Policy Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 15924) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (i); and 
(2) by redesignating subsection (j) as sub-

section (i). 
(b) DISPOSAL OF MONEYS FROM SALES, BO-

NUSES, RENTALS, AND ROYALTIES.—Section 20 
of the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970 (30 
U.S.C. 1019) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 20. DISPOSAL OF MONEYS FROM SALES, BO-

NUSES, RENTALS, AND ROYALTIES. 
‘‘Subject to section 35 of the Mineral Leas-

ing Act (30 U.S.C. 192), all funds received 
from the sales, bonuses, royalties, and rent-
als under this Act (including payments re-
ferred to in section 6) shall be disposed of in 
the same manner as funds received pursuant 

to section 6 of this Act or section 35 of the 
Mineral Leasing Act (30 U.S.C. 192), as the 
case may be.’’. 

(c) ROYALTY FOR HARDROCK MINING.—The 
Revised Statutes are amended by inserting 
after section 2352 (30 U.S.C. 76) the following: 
‘‘SEC. 2353. RESERVATION OF ROYALTY. 

‘‘(a) DEFINITION OF LOCATABLE MINERAL.— 
In this section: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘locatable min-
eral’ means any mineral, the legal and bene-
ficial title to which remains in the United 
States and that is not subject to disposition 
under— 

‘‘(A) the Mineral Leasing Act (30 U.S.C. 181 
et seq.); 

‘‘(B) the Act of August 7, 1947 (commonly 
known as the ‘Mineral Leasing Act for Ac-
quired Lands’) (30 U.S.C. 351 et seq.); 

‘‘(C) the Act of July 31, 1947 (commonly 
known as the ‘Materials Act of 1947’) (30 
U.S.C. 601 et seq.); or 

‘‘(D) the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970 (30 
U.S.C. 1001 et seq.). 

‘‘(2) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘locatable min-
eral’ does not include any mineral that is 
subject to a restriction against alienation 
imposed by the United States and is— 

‘‘(A) held in trust by the United States for 
any Indian or Indian tribe (as defined in sec-
tion 2 of the Indian Mineral Development 
Act of 1982 (25 U.S.C. 2101)); or 

‘‘(B) owned by any Indian or Indian tribe (s 
defined in section 2 of that Act). 

‘‘(b) ROYALTY.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this section, production of all 
locatable minerals from any mining claim 
located under the general mining laws, or 
mineral concentrates or products derived 
from locatable minerals from any such min-
ing claim, as the case may be, shall be sub-
ject to a royalty of 8 percent of the gross in-
come from mining. 

‘‘(c) LIABILITY FOR PAYMENT.—The claim 
holder or any operator to whom the claim 
holder has assigned the obligation to make 
royalty payments under the claim, and any 
person who controls the claim holder or op-
erator, shall be liable for payment of royal-
ties under this section. 

‘‘(d) ROYALTY FOR FEDERAL LAND SUBJECT 
TO EXISTING PERMIT.—The royalty under sub-
section (b) shall be 4 percent in the case of 
any Federal land that— 

‘‘(1) is subject to an operations permit on 
the date of enactment of this section; and 

‘‘(2) produces valuable locatable minerals 
in commercial quantities on the date of en-
actment of this section. 

‘‘(e) FEDERAL LAND ADDED TO EXISTING OP-
ERATIONS PERMIT.—Any Federal land added 
through a plan modification to an operations 
permit that is submitted after the date of en-
actment of this section shall be subject to 
the royalty that applies to Federal land 
under subsection (b). 

‘‘(f) DEPOSIT.—Amounts received by the 
United States as royalties under this section 
shall be deposited into the general fund of 
the Treasury.’’. 

(d) HARDROCK MINING CLAIM MAINTENANCE 
FEE.— 

(1) FEE.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sec-

tion 2511(e)(2) of the Energy Policy Act of 
1992 (30 U.S.C. 242(e)(2)), for each unpatented 
mining claim, mill, or tunnel site on feder-
ally owned land, whether located before, on, 
or after enactment of this Act, each claim-
ant shall pay to the Secretary, on or before 
August 31 of each year, a claim maintenance 
fee of $150 per claim to hold the unpatented 
mining claim, mill, or tunnel site for the as-
sessment year beginning at noon on Sep-
tember 1. 

(B) RELATION TO OTHER LAW.—A claim 
maintenance fee described in subparagraph 
(A) shall be in lieu of— 

(i) the assessment work requirement in 
section 2324 of the Revised Statutes (30 
U.S.C. 28); and 

(ii) the related filing requirements in sub-
sections (a) and (c) of section 314 of the Fed-
eral Land Policy and Management Act of 
1976 (43 U.S.C. 1744). 

(C) WAIVER.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—The claim maintenance 

fee required under subparagraph (A) shall be 
waived for a claimant who certifies in writ-
ing to the Secretary that on the date the 
payment was due, the claimant and all re-
lated parties— 

(I) held not more than 10 mining claims, 
mill sites, or tunnel sites, or any combina-
tion of mining claims, mill sites, or tunnel 
sites, on public land; and 

(II) have performed assessment work re-
quired under section 2324 of the Revised 
Statutes (30 U.S.C. 28) to maintain the min-
ing claims held by the claimant and all re-
lated parties for the assessment year ending 
on noon of September 1 of the calendar year 
in which payment of the claim maintenance 
fee was due. 

(ii) DEFINITION OF ALL RELATED PARTIES.— 
In clause (i), with the respect to any claim-
ant, the term ‘‘all related parties’’ means— 

(I) the spouse and dependent children (as 
defined in section 152 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986), of the claimant; or 

(II) a person affiliated with the claimant, 
including— 

(aa) a person controlled by, controlling, or 
under common control with the claimant; or 

(bb) a subsidiary or parent company or cor-
poration of the claimant. 

(D) ADJUSTMENT.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Not less than 5 years after 

the date of enactment of this Act, and every 
5 years thereafter, or more frequently if the 
Secretary determines an adjustment to be 
reasonable, the Secretary shall adjust the 
claim maintenance fee required under sub-
paragraph (A) to reflect changes for the 12- 
month period ending the preceding Novem-
ber 30 in the Consumer Price Index for All 
Urban Consumers published by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics of the Department of Labor. 

(ii) NOTIFICATION.—Not later than July 1 of 
any year in which an adjustment is made 
under clause (i), the Secretary shall provide 
claimants notice of the adjustment. 

(iii) APPLICATION.—A fee adjustment under 
clause (i) shall be effective beginning Janu-
ary 1 of the calendar year following the cal-
endar year in which the adjustment is made. 

(2) LOCATION FEE.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, for each unpatented 
mining claim, mill, or tunnel site located 
during the period beginning on the date of 
enactment of this Act and ending on Sep-
tember 30, 1998, the locator shall, at the time 
the location notice is recorded with the Bu-
reau of Land Management, pay to the Sec-
retary a location fee, in addition to the fee 
required by paragraph (1), of $50 per claim. 

(3) DEPOSIT.—Amounts received under 
paragraph (1) or (2) that are not otherwise al-
located for the administration of the mining 
laws by the Department of the Interior shall 
be deposited into the general fund of the 
Treasury. 

(4) CO-OWNERSHIP.—The co-ownership pro-
visions of section 2324 of the Revised Stat-
utes (30 U.S.C. 28) shall remain in effect ex-
cept that the annual claim maintenance fee, 
if applicable, shall replace applicable assess-
ment requirements and expenditures. 

(5) FAILURE TO PAY.—Failure to pay the 
claim maintenance fee required by para-
graph (1) shall conclusively constitute a for-
feiture of the unpatented mining claim, mill, 
or tunnel site by the claimant and the claim 
shall be considered to be null and void by op-
eration of law. 

(6) OTHER REQUIREMENTS.— 
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(A) RELATION TO OTHER LAW.—Nothing in 

this section changes or modifies the require-
ments of subsections (b) or (c) of section 
314(b) of the Federal Land Policy and Man-
agement Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1744). 

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 2324 
of the Revised Statutes of the United States 
(30 U.S.C. 28) is amended by inserting ‘‘or 
section 12(d)(1) of the Presidential Funding 
Act of 2007’’ after ‘‘Act of 1993,’’. 

(e) GRAZING FEES.—Section 6(a) of the Pub-
lic Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978 (43 
U.S.C. 1905) is amended by striking ‘‘the $1.23 
base’’ and all that follows through ‘‘previous 
year’s fee’’ and inserting ‘‘an amount deter-
mined in the same manner as the State in 
which the land is located determines the 
amount of fees charged for public grazing on 
land owned by the State, as determined by 
the Secretary of Agriculture and the Sec-
retary of the Interior, as appropriate’’. 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 13. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as otherwise provided in this Act, 
the amendments made by this Act shall 
apply with respect to elections occurring 
after January 1, 2009. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 
SECTION 1: SHORT TITLE 

SECTION 2: REVISIONS TO SYSTEM OF 
PRESIDENTIAL PRIMARY MATCHING PAYMENTS 
(a) Matching Funds: Current law provides 

for a 1–to–1 match, where up to $250 of each 
individual’s contributions for the primaries 
is matched with $250 in public funds. Under 
the new matching system, individual con-
tributions of up to $200 from each individual 
will be matched at a 4–to–1 ratio, so $200 in 
individual contribution can be matched with 
$800 from public funds. 

Candidates who remain in the primary race 
can also receive an additional 1-to-1 match 
of up to $200 of contributions received after 
March 31 of a presidential election year. This 
additional match applies both to an initial 
contribution made after March 31 and to con-
tributions from individuals who already gave 
$200 or more prior to April 1. 

The bill defines ‘‘contribution’’ as ‘‘a gift 
of money made by a written instrument 
which identifies the person making the con-
tribution by full name and mailing address.’’ 

(b) Eligibility for matching funds: Current 
law requires candidates to raise $5,000 in 
matchable contributions (currently $250 or 
less) in 20 states. To be eligible for matching 
funds under this bill, a candidate must raise 
$25,000 of matchable contributions (up to $200 
per individual donor) in at least 20 states. 

In addition, to receive matching funds in 
the primary, candidates must pledge to 
apply for public money in the general elec-
tion if nominated and to not exceed the gen-
eral election spending limits. 

(c) Timing of payments: Current law 
makes matching funds available on January 
1 of a presidential election year. The—bill 
makes such funds available six months prior 
to the first state caucus or primary. 
SECTION 3: REQUIRING PARTICIPATION IN PRI-

MARY PAYMENT SYSTEM AS CONDITION OF 
ELIGIBILITY FOR GENERAL ELECTIONS PAY-
MENTS 
Currently, candidates can participate in ei-

ther the primary or the general election pub-
lic financing system, or both. Under the bill, 
a candidate must participate in the primary 
matching system in order to be eligible to 
receive public funds in the general election. 
SECTION 4: REVISIONS TO EXPENDITURE LIMITS 
(a) Spending limits for candidates: In 2004, 

under current law, candidates participating 
in the public funding system had to abide by 

a primary election spending limit of about 
$45 million and a general election spending 
limit of about $75 million (all of which was 
public money). The bill sets a total primary 
spending ceiling for participating candidates 
in 2008 of $150 million, of which only $100 mil-
lion can be spent before April 1. State by 
state spending limits are eliminated. The 
general election limit, which the major 
party candidates will receive in public funds, 
will be $100 million. 

(b) Spending limit for parties: Current law 
provides a single coordinated spending limit 
for national party committees based on pop-
ulation. In 2004 that limit was about $15 mil-
lion. The bill provides two limits of $25 mil-
lion. The first applies after April 1 until a 
candidate is nominated. The second limit 
kicks in after the nomination. Any part of 
the limit not spent before the nomination 
can be spent after. In addition, the party co-
ordinated spending limit is eliminated en-
tirely until the general election public funds 
are released if there is an active candidate 
from the opposing party who has exceeded 
the primary spending limits by more than 
20%. 

This will allow the party to support the 
presumptive nominee during the so-called 
‘‘gap’’ between the end of the primaries and 
the conventions. The entire cost of a coordi-
nated party communication is subject to the 
limit if any portion of that communication 
has to do with the presidential election. 

(c) Inflation adjustment: Party and can-
didate spending limits will be indexed for in-
flation, with 2008 as the base year. 

(d) Fundraising expenses: Under the bill, 
all the costs of fundraising by candidates are 
subject to their spending limits. 
SECTION 5: ADDITIONAL PAYMENTS AND IN-

CREASED EXPENDITURES LIMITS FOR CAN-
DIDATES PARTICIPATING IN PUBLIC FINANCING 
WHO FACE CERTAIN NONPARTICIPATING OPPO-
NENTS 
(a) Primary candidates: When a partici-

pating candidate is opposed in a primary by 
a nonparticipating candidate who spends 
more than 120 percent of the primary spend-
ing limit ($100 million prior to April 1 and 
$150 million after April 1), the participating 
candidate will receive a 5-to-1 match, instead 
of a 4-to-l match for contributions of less 
than $200 per donor. That additional match 
applies to all contributions received by the 
participating candidate both before and after 
the nonparticipating candidate crosses the 
120 percent threshold. In addition, the par-
ticipating candidate’s primary spending 
limit is raised by $50 million when a non-
participating candidate spends more than 
the 120 percent of either the $100 million (be-
fore April 1) or $150 million (after April 1) 
limit. The limit is raised by another $50 mil-
lion if the nonparticipating candidate spends 
more than 120 percent of the increased limit. 
Thus, the maximum spending limit in the 
primary would be $250 million if an opposing 
candidate has spent more than $240 million. 

(b) General election candidates: When a 
participating candidate is opposed in a gen-
eral election by a nonparticipating candidate 
who spends more than 120 percent of the 
combined primary and general election 
spending limits, the participating candidate 
shall receive an additional grant of public 
money equal to the amount provided for that 
election—$100 million in 2008. Minor party 
candidates are also eligible for an additional 
grant equal to the amount they otherwise re-
ceive (which is based on the performance of 
that party in the previous presidential elec-
tion). 

(c) Reporting and Certification: In order to 
provide for timely determination of a par-
ticipating candidate’s eligibility for in-
creased spending limits, matching funds, 

and/or general election grants, non-partici-
pating candidates must notify the FEC with-
in 24 hours after receiving contributions or 
making expenditures of greater than the ap-
plicable 120 percent threshold. Within 24 
hours of receiving such a notice, the FEC 
will inform candidates participating in the 
system of their increased expenditure limits 
and will certify to the Secretary of the 
Treasury that participating candidates are 
eligible to receive additional payments. 
SECTION 6: ESTABLISHMENT OF UNIFORM DATE 

FOR RELEASE OF PAYMENTS FROM PRESI-
DENTIAL ELECTIONS CAMPAIGN FUNDS TO ELI-
GIBLE CANDIDATES 
Under current law, candidates partici-

pating in the system for the general election 
receive their grants of public money imme-
diately after receiving the nomination of 
their party, meaning that the two major par-
ties receive their grants on different dates. 
Under the bill, all candidates eligible to re-
ceive public money in the general election 
would receive that money on the Friday be-
fore Labor Day, unless a candidate’s formal 
nomination occurs later. 
SECTION 7: REVISIONS TO DESIGNATION OF IN-

COME TAX PAYMENTS BY INDIVIDUAL TAX-
PAYERS 
The tax check-off is increased from $3 (in-

dividual) and $6 (couple) to $10 and $20. The 
amount will be adjusted for inflation, and 
rounded to the nearest dollar, beginning in 
2009. 

The IRS shall require by regulation that 
electronic tax preparation software does not 
automatically accept or decline the tax 
checkoff. The FEC is required to inform and 
educate the public about the purpose of the 
Presidential Election Campaign Fund 
(‘‘PECF’’) and how to make a contribution. 
Funding for this program of up to $10 million 
in a four year presidential election cycle, 
will come from the PECF. 
SECTION 8: AMOUNTS IN PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION 

CAMPAIGN FUND 
Under current law, in January of an elec-

tion year if the Treasury Department deter-
mines that there are insufficient funds in the 
PECF to make the required payments to par-
ticipating primary candidates, the party 
conventions, and the general election can-
didates, it must reduce the payments avail-
able to participating primary candidates and 
it cannot make up the shortfall from any 
other source until those funds come in. 
Under the bill, in making that determination 
the Department can include an estimate of 
the amount that will be received by the 
PECF during that election year, but the esti-
mate cannot exceed the past three years’ av-
erage contribution to the fund. This will 
allow primary candidates to receive their 
full payments as long as a reasonable esti-
mate of the funds that will come into the 
PECF that year will cover the general elec-
tion candidate payments. The bill allows the 
Secretary of the Treasury to borrow the 
funds necessary to carry out the purposes of 
the fund during the first campaign cycle in 
which the bill is in effect. 

SECTION 9: REGULATION OF CONVENTION 
FINANCING 

Federal candidates and officeholders are 
prohibited from raising or spending soft 
money in connection with a nominating con-
vention of any political party, including 
funds for a host committee, civic committee, 
or municipality. 

SECTION 10: DISCLOSURE OF BUNDLED 
CONTRIBUTIONS 

This section builds on the bundling disclo-
sure provision of the Honest Leadership and 
Open Government Act of 2007 (‘‘HLOGA’’) to 
require presidential campaigns to disclose 
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the name, address, and employer of all indi-
viduals or groups that bundle contributions 
totaling more than $50,000 in the four year 
election cycle. Individuals who are reg-
istered lobbyists would have to be separately 
identified. HLOGA’s definition of bundling 
would apply to bundling disclosure by the 
presidential candidates, and no change is 
made to the requirements of HLOGA with re-
spect to congressional campaigns. 

SECTION 11: REPEAL OF PRIORITY IN USE OF 
FUNDS FOR POLITICAL CONVENTIONS 

Current law gives the political parties pri-
ority on receiving the funds they are entitled 
to from the PECF. This means that parties 
get money for their conventions even if ade-
quate funds are not available for partici-
pating candidates. This section would make 
funds available for the conventions only if 
all participating candidates have received 
the funds to which they are entitled. 

SECTION 12: OFFSET 
This section provides an offset for the in-

creased cost of the presidential public fund-
ing system. The total increased cost is esti-
mated to be $365 million over four years. The 
bill (1) authorizes the Bureau of Land Man-
agement to implement new user fees for 
processing oil and gas permits; (2) increases 
the yearly maintenance fee and one-time lo-
cation fee for holders of more than 10 mining 
claims on federal land to $150 and $50 per 
claim, respectively, and imposes a 4% roy-
alty on the gross income from mining on ex-
isting claims; and (3) uses state formulas to 
set federal grazing fees. 

SECTION 13: EFFECTIVE DATE 
Provides that the amendments will apply 

to presidential elections occurring after Jan-
uary 1, 2009. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President. I rise 
to join my friend from Wisconsin, Sen-
ator FEINGOLD, in introducing the Pres-
idential Funding Act of 2007. 

It was 100 years ago that the re-
former President Theodore Roosevelt 
proposed ‘‘a very radical measure’’ in 
his State of the Union message to Con-
gress. He envisioned a system of cam-
paign financing that would include a 
congressional appropriation to support 
national campaigns so that, as he said, 
‘‘The need for collecting large cam-
paign funds would vanish.’’ 

When the campaign financing re-
forms of the 1970s were enacted, it was 
hoped that we would draw closer to 
achieving Theodore Roosevelt’s goal of 
funding the pursuit of our highest pub-
lic office largely from public rather 
than private funds. 

Our Presidential-campaign finance 
system still suffers from serious de-
fects, however, and current events are 
dramatically highlighting the need for 
continued reform and improvement. 

The current Presidential campaign is 
already shaping up as the most expen-
sive election in history by far. Can-
didate after candidate has chosen to 
forego public funds due to fundamental 
flaws in the system. Fund-raising tal-
lies have already shattered records. If a 
candidate decides to seek public fund-
ing, he or she risks running out of 
funds to counter candidates who can 
attract large amounts of private con-
tributions. 

Current estimates are that the 2008 
contest for the Presidency of the U.S. 
will cost more than $1 billion. Much of 

that cost will be incurred in delivering 
messages to the electorate through ad-
vertising and publications of all sorts. 

One billion dollars is a huge sum. Yet 
we cannot expect modern campaigns to 
be run on budgets that might have suf-
ficed for William McKinley, whose suc-
cessful 1896 campaign relied heavily on 
speeches from his front porch in Can-
ton, Ohio, to admirers who came by 
train to hear him. This idyllic but lim-
ited approach to campaigning is long 
gone. 

Unless we wish to return to the cro-
nyism, influence peddling, and re-
stricted suffrage of the 19th century, 
large expenditures on broadcasting and 
other media are essential for any cam-
paign that hopes to prevail. That finan-
cial fact obliges candidates to spend a 
great deal of time appearing at exclu-
sive, big-ticket fundraisers. 

To allow candidates to spend less 
time raising money, Congress estab-
lished a system of public funding for 
Presidential campaigns that started 
with the 1976 Presidential election. 
That system has not been substantially 
changed since 1984, and its limitations 
have only become more evident with 
time. 

The central problem is that the sys-
tem does not provide enough public 
funds to permit a credible contest 
against well-bankrolled candidates who 
have opted out of the public-financing 
system. 

In November 2003, Governor Dean an-
nounced that he would opt out of pub-
lic financing, saying ‘‘floods of special- 
interest money have forced us to aban-
don a broken system.’’ Senator KERRY 
also felt obliged to opt out so that he 
could lend his campaign $6 million 
rather than be restricted to the use of 
$50,000 in personal funds. 

Citing Senator Dole’s campaign in 
1996, Senator MCCAIN’s campaign in 
2000, and Senator EDWARDS’s campaign 
in 2004, the League of Women Voters 
has spoken of the public system’s ‘‘dev-
il’s bargain’’ for candidates: ‘‘To get 
matching funds, they have to accept a 
spending limit that will leave them 
bankrupt if the contest continues into 
March. . . . With the underdogs boxed 
in by the limits, the frontrunners, and 
others who can afford it, have addi-
tional incentive to opt out.’’ 

The bill we introduce today would 
make a number of important changes. 

The key provisions of the Presi-
dential Funding Act of 2007 would in-
crease the public match for primary- 
season contributions, make funds 
available earlier in the contest, tie the 
availability of public funding during 
the general-election campaign to a 
candidate’s using it during the primary 
season, provide additional funds if a 
non-publicly funded opponent spends 
heavily, and update spending limits to 
more realistic levels. 

All of these steps represent sensible 
and useful improvements in the cam-
paign-finance system. 

I recognize that some of our col-
leagues and some members of the pub-

lic are wary of taxpayer-supported 
funding for Presidential candidates. I 
can only respond that the alternative— 
a complete reliance on private con-
tributions—is worse. 

I would also reassure doubters that 
this bill is no giveaway or an induce-
ment to fringe candidates of narrow ap-
peal. Its provisions are predicated upon 
matches for individual contributions, 
not absolute grants, and it requires 
achieving significant levels of indi-
vidual contributions in at least 20 
States. 

We all understand that the current 
system of public funding for campaigns 
has defects. The growing inclination of 
candidates to opt out of the system un-
derscores that fact. The Presidential 
Funding Act of 2007 would cure some 
serious problems and help restore the 
appeal of public funding. 

If enacted, this bill would take effect 
in January 2009. By moving toward vir-
tually full realization of Theodore Roo-
sevelt’s ‘‘very radical measure,’’ we can 
take a big step toward making the fi-
nancing, the conduct, and the outcome 
of the 2012 presidential campaign a gen-
uine source of pride for American citi-
zens of all political affiliations. 

By Mr. ENZI (for himself and 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN): 

S. 2413. A bill to provide death and 
disability benefits for aerial fire-
fighters who work on a contract basis 
for a public agency and suffer death or 
disability in the line of duty, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, the 2007 fire 
season was one of the worst in recent 
history. Millions of acres burned across 
America. The fires destroyed homes, 
and their damage is estimated in the 
hundreds of millions of dollars. These 
fires would have been worse, if not for 
the skill and bravery of the aerial fire-
fighters who risked their lives to fight 
them. 

Aerial firefighters take on the dan-
gerous tasks of maneuvering aerial ve-
hicles in and out of fire zones. Each 
time they step in a plane, their life is 
at risk. Unfortunately, while we expect 
aerial firefighters to risk their lives to 
help control fires, we refuse to provide 
their families with the knowledge that 
they will be made financially whole if 
their husband or wife dies in the line of 
duty. 

This is because aerial firefighters do 
not qualify for death benefits under the 
Public Safety Officers’ Benefit, PSOB, 
program, which provides financial and 
educational benefits to individuals 
serving a public safety agency in an of-
ficial capacity, on a paid or volunteer 
basis. Currently, those receiving bene-
fits include, but are not limited to, law 
enforcement officers, firefighters, 
emergency medical technicians, ambu-
lance crew members, and corrections 
officers. 

Senator FEINSTEIN and I say that 
these pilots do the same work and take 
on the same risks as other public safe-
ty officers. They should get the same 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:19 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00049 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S05DE7.REC S05DE7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES14798 December 5, 2007 
benefits. That is the reason that we 
have introduced the Aerial Firefighter 
Relief Act of 2007. This important legis-
lation will remedy this problem and 
makes aerial firefighters eligible for 
death benefits. 

The Department of Justice’s Bureau 
of Justice Assistance, BJA, the agency 
that administers the PSOB, has ruled 
that aerial pilots are ineligible because 
they are contractors and not employed 
directly by the federal and state agen-
cies involved in wildland fire manage-
ment and suppression. The 1980 official 
finding that prohibits the pilots and 
their families from receiving benefits 
states that pilots are not ‘‘a ‘public 
safety officer’ as this term is defined in 
the PSOB ACT because [they are] not 
serving a public agency in an official 
capacity . . . as a fireman.’’ 

Unfortunately, pilots also often do 
not receive benefits from their employ-
ers. Federal agencies outsource air 
tanker missions to the lowest-cost pri-
vate operators who do not provide ben-
efits to keep their costs down. Some 
companies do offer a minimal amount 
of life insurance. However, it is expen-
sive, both for the pilot and the con-
tractor. In the ‘‘low cost’’ competitive 
bid situation they are in, the contrac-
tors cannot afford to add more ex-
penses to the payroll or they reduce 
their chances of winning a fire suppres-
sion contract—and go out of business. 
Other forms of life insurance are also 
difficult to obtain because of the dan-
gerous nature of aerial firefighting. 

It is common sense legislation that 
deserves the support of my colleagues, 
and I am pleased to have Senator FEIN-
STEIN as an original cosponsor. In the 
coming months, I look forward to 
working with the appropriate commit-
tees to move this legislation forward so 
that our brave aerial firefighters can 
take to the skies knowing that their 
families will be taken care of if they 
pass away taking care of our country. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 
today I am pleased to cosponsor Sen-
ator ENZI’s Aerial Firefighter Relief 
Act of 2007. 

On August 27, 2001, a California pilot 
named Larry Groff took off from Ukiah 
in State Air Tanker 87, doing what he 
loved, flying and fighting fires. 

Like thousands of contract fire-
fighters hired by the Government, he 
figured that if anything ever happened 
to him, his family would be taken care 
of. But that day, while maneuvering 
above a north coast fire started by a 
couple of Hells Angels who had blown 
up their methamphetamine lab, Larry 
Groff died in a midair collision. 

Faced with the prospect of raising 
their 6 children alone, his widow, 
Christine Wells-Groff, filed a claim 
under the Public Safety Officers’ Ben-
efit Program. This PSOB Program pro-
vides a lump-sum payoff to survivors of 
any ‘‘public safety officer,’’ a term 
which can include not only actual gov-
ernment employees but also any volun-
teer or any person acting in a ‘‘similar 
relationship of performing services as 
part of a public agency.’’ 

At the time of his death, Larry Groff 
had been flying a State-operated air 
tanker. He was wearing a California 
Department of Forestry uniform. And 
after his death, the California agency 
for which he had worked issued an 
opinion stating that he was an offi-
cially recognized member of that agen-
cy. But he was also a contract em-
ployee. 

Because of that, Ms. Wells-Groff’s 
PSOB claim was initially denied by the 
Bureau of Justice Affairs, based on its 
opinion that contract employees can-
not qualify for PSOB benefits. Ms. 
Wells-Groff then appealed, and she 
later convinced a trial court that de-
spite being a contract employee, her 
husband had held a ‘‘similar relation-
ship of performing services as part of a 
public agency,’’ thereby qualifying him 
as a ‘‘public safety officer’’ entitled to 
PSOB benefits. 

Unfortunately, on July 3, the U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the Federal Cir-
cuit reversed that decision. The appel-
late court agreed that Mr. Groff’s facts 
might fall within the applicable regula-
tion’s key definition of a ‘‘similar rela-
tionship’’ but it said that the question 
of whether he had met this standard 
was not entirely clear and that it 
would defer to the Government’s nar-
row interpretation of that language, 
absent further clarification from Con-
gress. 

Following this decision, Ms. Wells- 
Groff petitioned the Supreme Court to 
take her case. However, it is unclear if 
the Court will hear the case, let alone 
decide in her favor. So today, I want to 
go on record to support the policy that 
these contract employees should be en-
titled to the same PSOB benefits as 
other injured firefighters and volun-
teers. 

The bill that Senator ENZI is intro-
ducing and that I am pleased to co-
sponsor will make it clear that sur-
vivors of aerial firefighters like Larry 
Groff who make the ultimate sacrifice 
should qualify for PSOB benefits. In 
addition, this legislation will clarify 
that the district court was right in the 
Wells-Groff case. Brave firefighters 
like Larry Groff, who regularly put 
their lives on the line in officially 
sanctioned aerial firefighting activities 
to protect us, do this country a great 
service. 

This bill will clarify that when actu-
ally up in the air carrying out official 
firefighting missions, contract employ-
ees will be deemed to hold a ‘‘similar 
relationship of performing services as 
part of a public agency’’—and meet the 
regulatory standard already in place— 
so that they are covered by the PSOB 
laws, and their survivors can receive 
the benefits they need and deserve. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation. 

By Mr. REID (for Mrs. CLINTON): 
S. 2415. A bill to require the Presi-

dent and the Office of the Global AIDS 
Coordinator to establish a comprehen-
sive and integrated HIV prevention 

strategy to address the vulnerabilities 
of women and girls in countries for 
which the United States provides as-
sistance to combat HIV/AIDS, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, today 
I rise to introduce the Protection 
Against Transmission of HIV for 
Women and Youth, PATHWAY, Act of 
2007, legislation that is a companion to 
the bill introduced by Representative 
BARBARA LEE. 

Women and girls account for about 
half of the 33 million infections world-
wide. But in the places that are hardest 
hit by epidemic, AIDS has a dispropor-
tionate impact upon women. In sub-Sa-
haran Africa, women account for more 
than 60 percent of those living with 
HIV/AIDS. Young women account for 3 
out of every 4 new HIV infections 
among sub-Saharan youth. Our preven-
tion messages are not reaching youth— 
in studies completed in 17 countries in 
2003, more than 75 percent of the young 
women surveyed could not identify 
ways to protect themselves against 
HIV infection. 

Clearly, we need to do more to stem 
the rising tide of HIV infection in 
women, particularly in sub-Saharan 
Africa. But what doing more requires is 
an examination of the factors that con-
tribute to women’s vulnerability to 
HIV infection. There are links between 
gender-based violence and increased 
risk for HIV infection, links between 
lack of education and economic oppor-
tunity and increased risk for HIV infec-
tion, links between human trafficking 
and sexual exploitation and increased 
risk for HIV infection. 

Unfortunately, our current policies 
do not allow us to take these factors 
into account. The law governing fund-
ing of the President’s Emergency Plan 
for AIDS Relief, PEPFAR, requires 1⁄3 
of all prevention funding to be spent on 
abstinence-until-marriage programs. In 
addition, a 2005 guidance from the Of-
fice of the Global AIDS Coordinator 
found that countries were directed to 
spend half of their prevention funds on 
sexual transmission prevention, with a 
full 2⁄3 of that funding to be spent on 
‘‘abstinence and be faithful’’ programs, 
rather than comprehensive HIV preven-
tion education efforts. 

More than 40 percent of women in Af-
rica and South Asia are married before 
the age of 18. Directing funding to ab-
stinence-until-marriage programs fails 
to address their needs. Exhorting them 
to ‘‘be faithful’’ in relationships where 
they may not have control over their 
partners’ behavior is short-sighted. 
Making it the official policy of the U.S. 
Government to restrict funding for ef-
forts that could help these women 
learn about female-controlled preven-
tion methods is unconscionable. 

In 2003, President Bush pledged to 
prevent 7 million new HIV infections 
through PEPFAR. But we cannot let 
that promise go unmet due to ideology. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today will lift restrictions on funding 
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for our prevention efforts. It will also 
require the President to develop and 
implement a coordinated, comprehen-
sive HIV strategy to address gender 
disparities in HIV infection, with a 
focus on the stigma surrounding HIV, 
the links between gender-based vio-
lence and HIV infection, the ways in 
which increasing educational and eco-
nomic opportunities for women can 
prevent HIV infection, and ways in 
which to improve access to female-con-
trolled prevention methods. This strat-
egy is a step forward—one that can en-
sure that the disproportionate risks 
faced by too many women are taken 
into account in our global AIDS ef-
forts. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues to ensure that women’s vul-
nerability to HIV infection is addressed 
as we work to reauthorize PEPFAR. 

By Mr. CASEY (for himself, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, and Mrs. FEINSTEIN): 

S. 2418. A bill to ensure the safety of 
imported food products for the citizens 
of the United States, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the EAT SAFE Act 
of 2007. I am pleased to be joined by my 
colleague on the Agriculture Com-
mittee, Senator GRASSLEY, to intro-
duce this important piece of food safe-
ty legislation. 

As we have all seen this past year, in 
the wake of massive recalls of pet food 
manufactured using contaminated Chi-
nese gluten and consumer warnings 
about the safety of various imported 
food products, ensuring the safety of 
food products and food ingredients 
being brought into this country from 
other nations has taken on a greater 
urgency. 

A report issued in September by the 
President’s Interagency Working 
Group on Import Safety acknowledged 
that ‘‘aspects of our present import 
system must be strengthened to pro-
mote security, safety, and trade for the 
benefit of American consumers.’’ The 
EAT SAFE Act that we are introducing 
today is designed to address one of 
those critical aspects of the food and 
agricultural import system that, in the 
face of the mounting imported food 
safety crisis, has received little public 
focus. That issue is food and other agri-
cultural products that are being smug-
gled into the U.S. 

When many people think of food 
smuggling, they likely think of it as 
something that occurs when travelers 
attempt to bring small amounts of for-
eign food or agricultural products into 
the U.S. by concealing it in their vehi-
cles, luggage, or other personal affects. 
While this type of smuggling is unques-
tionably a problem that U.S. authori-
ties must and do address, the larger 
threat of smuggled food and agricul-
tural products comes from the compa-
nies, importers, and individuals who 
circumvent U.S. inspection require-
ments or restrictions on imports of cer-

tain products from a particular coun-
try. 

The ways in which these companies, 
importers, and individuals circumvent 
the system can happen in any number 
of ways. Many times smuggled prod-
ucts are intentionally mislabeled and 
bear the identification of a product 
that can legally enter the country. 
Other times, smuggled products gain 
import entry through falsifying the 
products’ countries of origin. And, 
many times, products that have pre-
viously been denied entry are later 
‘‘shopped around,’’ that is, presented to 
another U.S. port of entry in the effort 
to gain importation undetected. 

Just some examples of prohibited 
products discovered in commerce in 
the United States in recent years in-
clude duck parts from Vietnam and 
poultry products from China, both na-
tions with confirmed human cases of 
avian influenza; unpasteurized raw 
cheeses from Mexico containing a bac-
terium that causes tuberculosis; straw-
berries from Mexico contaminated with 
hepatitis A; and mislabeled puffer fish 
from China containing a potentially 
deadly toxin. These smuggled food and 
agriculture products present safety 
risks to our food, plants, and animals, 
and pose a threat to our Nation’s 
health, economy, and security. 

The EAT SAFE Act addresses these 
serious risks by applying commonsense 
measures to protect our food and agri-
cultural supply. This legislation au-
thorizes funding for the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture and the Food and 
Drug Administration to bolster their 
efforts by hiring additional personnel 
to detect and track smuggled products. 
It also authorizes funding to provide 
food safety cross training for Homeland 
Security Agricultural Specialists and 
agricultural cross training for Cus-
toms’ Border Patrol Agents to ensure 
that those men and women working on 
the front lines are knowledgeable 
about these serious food and agricul-
tural threats. 

In addition to focusing on increased 
personal and training, the EAT SAFE 
Act also seeks to increase importer ac-
countability. The legislation requires 
private laboratories conducting tests 
on FDA-regulated products on behalf of 
importers to apply for and be certified 
by FDA. It also imposes civil penalties 
for laboratories or importers who 
knowingly or conspire to falsify im-
ported product laboratory sampling 
and for importers who circumvent the 
USDA import reinspection system. 

Finally, the EAT SAFE Act will also 
ensure increased public awareness of 
smuggled products, as well as recalled 
food products, by requiring the USDA 
and FDA to provide this information to 
the public in a timely and easily 
searchable manner. 

These commonsense measures are an 
important first step towards safe-
guarding Americans’ food and agricul-
tural supply and ensuring our Nation’s 
health, economy, and security. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
this legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent 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. 2418 

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 ‘‘Ending Agricultural Threats: Safe-
guarding America’s Food for Everyone (EAT 
SAFE) Act of 2007’’. 

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

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Findings. 
Sec. 3. Definitions. 
Sec. 4. Food safety training, personnel, and 

coordination. 
Sec. 5. Reporting of smuggled food products. 
Sec. 6. Civil penalties relating to illegally 

imported meat and poultry 
products. 

Sec. 7. Certification of food safety labs. 
Sec. 8. Data sharing. 
Sec. 9. Public notice regarding recalled food 

products. 
Sec. 10. Foodborne illness education and 

outreach competitive grants 
program. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 
Congress finds that— 
(1) the safety of the food supply of the 

United States is vital to— 
(A) the health of the citizens of the United 

States; 
(B) the preservation of the confidence of 

those citizens in the food supply of the 
United States; and 

(C) the success of the food sector of the 
United States economy; 

(2) the United States has the safest food 
supply in the world, and maintaining a se-
cure domestic food supply is imperative for 
the national security of the United States; 

(3) in a report published by the Govern-
ment Accountability Office in January 2007, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
described food safety oversight as 1 of the 29 
high-risk program areas of the Federal Gov-
ernment; and 

(4) the task of preserving the safety of the 
food supply of the United States is com-
plicated by pressures relating to— 

(A) food products that are smuggled or im-
ported into the United States without being 
screened, monitored, or inspected as required 
by law; and 

(B) the need to improve the enforcement of 
the United States in reducing the quantity 
of food products that are— 

(i) smuggled into the United States; and 
(ii) imported into the United States with-

out being screened, monitored, or inspected 
as required by law. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) ADMINISTRATION.—The term ‘‘Adminis-

tration’’ means the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration. 

(2) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis-
trator’’ means the Administrator of the Ani-
mal and Plant Health Inspection Service. 

(3) DEPARTMENT.—The term ‘‘Department’’ 
means the Department of Agriculture. 

(4) FOOD DEFENSE THREAT.—The term ‘‘food 
defense threat’’ means any intentional con-
tamination, including any disease, pest, or 
poisonous agent, that could adversely affect 
the safety of human or animal food products. 

(5) SMUGGLED FOOD PRODUCT.—The term 
‘‘smuggled food product’’ means a prohibited 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES14800 December 5, 2007 
human or animal food product that a person 
fraudulently brings into the United States. 

(6) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Agriculture. 
SEC. 4. FOOD SAFETY TRAINING, PERSONNEL, 

AND COORDINATION. 
(a) DEPARTMENT.— 
(1) TRAINING PROGRAMS.— 
(A) AGRICULTURAL SPECIALISTS.— 
(i) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 

establish training programs to educate each 
Federal employee who is employed in a posi-
tion described in section 421(g) of the Home-
land Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 231(g)) on 
issues relating to food safety and 
agroterrorism. 

(ii) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subparagraph $1,700,000. 

(B) CROSS-TRAINING OF EMPLOYEES OF 
UNITED STATES CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTEC-
TION.— 

(i) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish training programs to educate bor-
der patrol agents employed by the United 
States Customs and Border Protection of the 
Department of Homeland Security about 
identifying human, animal, and plant health 
threats and referring the threats to the ap-
propriate agencies. 

(ii) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subparagraph $4,800,000. 

(2) ILLEGAL IMPORT DETECTION PER-
SONNEL.—Subtitle G of the Department of 
Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 
U.S.C. 6981 et seq.) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 263. FOOD SAFETY PERSONNEL AND TRAIN-

ING. 
‘‘(a) ADDITIONAL EMPLOYEES.—Not later 

than 2 years after the date of enactment of 
the Ending Agricultural Threats: Safe-
guarding America’s Food for Everyone (EAT 
SAFE) Act of 2007, the Secretary shall hire a 
sufficient number of employees to increase 
the number of full-time field investigators, 
import surveillance officers, support staff, 
analysts, and compliance and enforcement 
experts employed by the Food Safety and In-
spection Service as of October 1, 2007, by 100 
employees, in order to— 

‘‘(1) provide additional detection of food 
defense threats; 

‘‘(2) detect, track, and remove smuggled 
human food products from commerce; and 

‘‘(3) impose penalties on persons or organi-
zations that threaten the food supply. 

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $10,000,000.’’. 

(b) ADMINISTRATION.—Chapter IV of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 
U.S.C. 341 et seq.) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 417. FOOD SAFETY PERSONNEL AND TRAIN-

ING. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 

after the date of enactment of the Ending 
Agricultural Threats: Safeguarding Amer-
ica’s Food for Everyone (EAT SAFE) Act of 
2007, the Administration shall hire a suffi-
cient number of employees to increase the 
number of full-time field investigators, im-
port surveillance officers, support staff, ana-
lysts, and compliance and enforcement ex-
perts employed by the Administration as of 
October 1, 2007, by 150 employees, in order 
to— 

‘‘(1) provide additional detection of food 
defense threats; 

‘‘(2) detect, track, and remove smuggled 
food products from commerce; and 

‘‘(3) impose penalties on persons or organi-
zations that threaten the food supply. 

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $15,000,000.’’. 

(c) COORDINATION OF FEDERAL AGENCIES.— 
Section 411(b) of the Homeland Security Act 
of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 211(b)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

‘‘(4) COORDINATION OF FEDERAL AGENCIES.— 
The Commissioner of United States Customs 
and Border Protection, in coordination with 
the Secretary of Agriculture and the Com-
missioner of Food and Drugs, shall conduct 
activities to target, track, and inspect ship-
ments that— 

‘‘(A) contain human and animal food prod-
ucts; and 

‘‘(B) are imported into the United States.’’. 

SEC. 5. REPORTING OF SMUGGLED FOOD PROD-
UCTS. 

(a) DEPARTMENT.— 
(1) PUBLIC NOTIFICATION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 days 

after the date on which the Department 
identifies a smuggled food product, the Sec-
retary shall provide to the public notifica-
tion describing the food product identified 
by the Department and, if available, the in-
dividual or entity that smuggled the food 
product. 

(B) REQUIRED FORMS OF NOTIFICATION.—The 
Secretary shall provide public notification 
under subparagraph (A) through— 

(i) a news release of the Department for 
each smuggled food product identified by the 
Department; 

(ii) a description of each smuggled food 
product on the website of the Department; 

(iii) the management of a periodically up-
dated list that contains a description of each 
individual or entity that smuggled the food 
product identified by the Secretary under 
subparagraph (A); and 

(iv) any other appropriate means, as deter-
mined by the Secretary. 

(2) NOTIFICATION TO DEPARTMENT OF HOME-
LAND SECURITY.—Not later than 30 days after 
the date on which the Department identifies 
a smuggled food product, the Secretary shall 
provide to the Department of Homeland Se-
curity notification of the smuggled food 
product. 

(b) ADMINISTRATION.— 
(1) PUBLIC NOTIFICATION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 days 

after the date on which the Administration 
identifies a smuggled food product, the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services shall 
provide to the public notification describing 
the smuggled food product identified by the 
Administration and, if available, the indi-
vidual or entity that smuggled the food prod-
uct. 

(B) REQUIRED FORMS OF NOTIFICATION.—The 
Secretary of Health and Human Services 
shall provide public notification under sub-
paragraph (A) through— 

(i) a press release of the Administration for 
each smuggled food product identified by the 
Administration; 

(ii) a description of each smuggled food 
product on the website of the Administra-
tion; 

(iii) the management of a periodically up-
dated list that contains a description of each 
individual or entity that smuggled the food 
product identified by the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services under subparagraph (A); 
and 

(iv) any other appropriate means, as deter-
mined by the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services. 

(2) NOTIFICATION TO DEPARTMENT OF HOME-
LAND SECURITY.—Not later than 30 days after 
the date on which the Administration identi-
fies a smuggled food product, the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services shall provide 
to the Department of Homeland Security no-
tification of the smuggled food product. 

SEC. 6. CIVIL PENALTIES RELATING TO ILLE-
GALLY IMPORTED MEAT AND POUL-
TRY PRODUCTS. 

(a) MEAT PRODUCTS.—Section 20(b) of the 
Federal Meat Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 
620(b)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(b) The Secretary’’ and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(b) DESTRUCTION; CIVIL PENALTIES.— 
‘‘(1) DESTRUCTION.—The Secretary’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) CIVIL PENALTIES.—Each individual or 

entity that fails to present each meat article 
that is the subject of the importation of the 
individual or entity to an inspection facility 
approved by the Secretary shall be liable for 
a civil penalty assessed by the Secretary in 
an amount not to exceed $25,000 for each 
meat article that the individual or entity 
fails to present to the inspection facility.’’. 

(b) POULTRY PRODUCTS.—Section 12 of the 
Poultry Products Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 
461) is amended— 

(1) by striking the section heading and all 
that follows through ‘‘(a) Any person’’ and 
inserting the following: 
‘‘SEC. 12. PENALTIES. 

‘‘(a) PENALTIES RELATING TO THE VIOLATION 
OF CERTAIN SECTIONS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any person’’; and 
(2) in subsection (a) (as amended by para-

graph (1)), by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(2) FAILURE TO PRESENT POULTRY PROD-
UCTS AT DESIGNATED INSPECTION FACILITIES.— 
Each individual or entity that fails to 
present each poultry product that is the sub-
ject of the importation of the individual or 
entity to an inspection facility approved by 
the Secretary shall be liable for a civil pen-
alty assessed by the Secretary in an amount 
not to exceed $25,000 for each poultry product 
that the individual or entity fails to present 
to the inspection facility.’’. 

(c) EGG PRODUCTS.—Section 12 of the Egg 
Products Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 1041) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking the section heading and all 
that follows through ‘‘(a) Any person’’ and 
inserting the following: 
‘‘SEC. 12. PENALTIES. 

‘‘(a) PENALTIES RELATING TO THE VIOLATION 
OF CERTAIN PROHIBITED ACTIONS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any person’’; and 
(2) in subsection (a) (as amended by para-

graph (1)), by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(2) FAILURE TO PRESENT EGG PRODUCTS AT 
DESIGNATED INSPECTION FACILITIES.—Each in-
dividual or entity that fails to present each 
egg product that is the subject of the impor-
tation of the individual or entity to an in-
spection facility approved by the Secretary 
shall be liable for a civil penalty assessed by 
the Secretary in an amount not to exceed 
$25,000 for each egg product that the indi-
vidual or entity fails to present to the in-
spection facility.’’. 
SEC. 7. CERTIFICATION OF FOOD SAFETY LABS; 

SUBMISSION OF TEST RESULTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter IV of the Federal 

Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 341 
et seq.), as amended by section 4(b), is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 418. CERTIFICATION OF FOOD SAFETY 

LABS; SUBMISSION OF TEST RE-
SULTS. 

‘‘(a) DEFINITION OF FOOD SAFETY LAB.—In 
this section, the term ‘food safety lab’ means 
an establishment that conducts testing, on 
behalf of an importer through a contract or 
other arrangement, to ensure the safety of 
articles of food. 

‘‘(b) CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A food safety lab shall 

submit to the Secretary an application for 
certification. Upon review, the Secretary 
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may grant or deny certification to the food 
safety lab. 

‘‘(2) CERTIFICATION STANDARDS.—The Sec-
retary shall establish criteria and meth-
odologies for the evaluation of applications 
for certification submitted under paragraph 
(1). Such criteria shall include the require-
ments that a food safety lab— 

‘‘(A) be accredited as being in compliance 
with standards set by the International Or-
ganization for Standardization; 

‘‘(B) agree to permit the Secretary to con-
duct an inspection of the facilities of the 
food safety lab and the procedures of such 
lab before making a certification determina-
tion; 

‘‘(C) agree to permit the Secretary to con-
duct routine audits of the facilities of the 
food safety lab to ensure ongoing compliance 
with accreditation and certification require-
ments; 

‘‘(D) submit with such application a fee es-
tablished by the Secretary in an amount suf-
ficient to cover the cost of application re-
view, including inspection under subpara-
graph (B); and 

‘‘(E) agree to submit to the Secretary, in 
accordance with the process established 
under subsection (c), the results of tests con-
ducted by such food safety lab on behalf of 
an importer. 

‘‘(c) SUBMISSION OF TEST RESULTS.—The 
Secretary shall establish a process by which 
a food safety lab certified under this section 
shall submit to the Secretary the results of 
all tests conducted by such food safety lab 
on behalf of an importer.’’. 

(b) ENFORCEMENT.—Section 303(f) of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 
U.S.C. 333(f)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (3), (4), and 
(5) as paragraphs (5), (6), and (7), respec-
tively; 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(3) An importer (as defined in section 418) 
shall be subject to a civil penalty in an 
amount not to exceed $25,000 if such importer 
knowingly engages in the falsification of 
test results submitted to the Secretary by a 
food safety lab certified under section 418. 

‘‘(4) A food safety lab certified under sec-
tion 418 shall be subject to a civil penalty in 
an amount not to exceed $25,000 for know-
ingly submitting to the Secretary false test 
results under section 418.’’; 

(3) in paragraph (2)(C), by striking ‘‘para-
graph (3)(A)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph 
(5)(A)’’; 

(4) in paragraph (4), as so redesignated, by 
striking ‘‘paragraph (1) or (2)’’ each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘paragraph (1), (2), (3), 
or (4)’’; and 

(5) in paragraph (6), as so redesignated, by 
striking ‘‘paragraph (4)’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘paragraph (6)’’. 
SEC. 8. DATA SHARING. 

(a) DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE MEMO-
RANDA OF UNDERSTANDING.—The Secretary 
shall ensure that the agencies within the De-
partment of Agriculture, including the Food 
Safety and Inspection Service, the Agricul-
tural Research Service, and the Animal and 
Plant Health Inspection Service, enter into a 
memorandum of understanding to ensure the 
timely and efficient sharing of all informa-
tion collected by such agencies related to 
foodborne pathogens, contaminants, and ill-
nesses. 

(b) INTERAGENCY MEMORANDUM OF UNDER-
STANDING.—The Secretary, in collaboration 
with the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, shall enter into a memorandum of 
understanding between the agencies within 
the Department of Agriculture, including 
those described in subsection (a), and the 
agencies within the Department of Health 

and Human Services, including the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention and the 
Food and Drug Administration, to ensure the 
timely and efficient sharing of all informa-
tion collected by such agencies related to 
foodborne pathogens, contaminants, and ill-
nesses. 

SEC. 9. PUBLIC NOTICE REGARDING RECALLED 
FOOD PRODUCTS. 

(a) DEPARTMENT.— 
(1) NEWS RELEASES REGARDING RECALLED 

FOOD PRODUCTS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—On the date on which a 

human or animal food product regulated by 
the Department is voluntarily recalled, the 
Secretary shall provide to the public a news 
release describing the human or animal food 
product. 

(B) CONTENTS.—Each news release de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) shall contain a 
comprehensive list of each human and ani-
mal food product regulated by the Depart-
ment that is voluntarily recalled. 

(2) WEBSITE.—The Secretary shall modify 
the website of the Department to contain— 

(A) not later than 1 business day after the 
date on which a human or animal food prod-
uct regulated by the Department is volun-
tarily recalled, a news release describing the 
human or animal food product; 

(B) if available, an image of each human 
and animal food product that is the subject 
of a news release described in subparagraph 
(A); and 

(C) not later than 90 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, a search engine 
that— 

(i) is consumer-friendly, as determined by 
the Secretary; and 

(ii) provides a means by which an indi-
vidual could locate each human and animal 
food product regulated by the Department 
that is voluntarily recalled. 

(3) STATE-ISSUED AND INDUSTRY PRESS RE-
LEASES.—To meet the requirement under 
paragraph (1)(A), the Secretary— 

(A) may provide to the public a press re-
lease issued by a State; and 

(B) shall not provide to the public a press 
release issued by a private industry entity in 
lieu of a press release issued by the Federal 
Government or a State. 

(4) PROHIBITION ON DELEGATION OF DUTY.— 
The Secretary may not delegate, by contract 
or otherwise, the duty of the Secretary— 

(A) to provide to the public a news release 
under paragraph (1); and 

(B) to make any required modification to 
the website of the Department under para-
graph (2). 

(b) ADMINISTRATION.— 
(1) PRESS RELEASES REGARDING RECALLED 

FOOD PRODUCTS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—On the date on which a 

human or animal food product regulated by 
the Administration is voluntarily recalled, 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
shall provide to the public a press release de-
scribing the human or animal food product. 

(B) CONTENTS.—Each press release de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) shall contain a 
comprehensive list of each human and ani-
mal food product regulated by the Adminis-
tration that is voluntarily recalled. 

(2) WEBSITE.—The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall modify the website of 
the Administration to contain— 

(A) not later than 1 business day after the 
date on which a human or animal food prod-
uct regulated by the Administration is vol-
untarily recalled a press release describing 
the human or animal food product; 

(B) if available, an image of each human 
and animal food product that is the subject 
of a press release described in subparagraph 
(A); and 

(C) not later than 90 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, a search engine 
that— 

(i) is consumer-friendly, as determined by 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services; 
and 

(ii) provides a means by which an indi-
vidual could locate each human and animal 
food product regulated by the Administra-
tion that is voluntarily recalled. 

(3) STATE-ISSUED AND INDUSTRY PRESS RE-
LEASES.—For purposes of meeting the re-
quirement under paragraph (1)(A), the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services— 

(A) may provide to the public a press re-
lease issued by a State; and 

(B) may not provide to the public a press 
release issued by a private industry entity in 
lieu of a press release issued by a State or 
the Federal Government. 

(4) PROHIBITION ON DELEGATION OF DUTY.— 
The Secretary of Health and Human Services 
may not delegate, by contract or otherwise, 
the duty of the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services— 

(A) to provide to the public a press release 
under paragraph (1); and 

(B) to make any required modification to 
the website of the Administration under 
paragraph (2). 
SEC. 10. FOODBORNE ILLNESS EDUCATION AND 

OUTREACH COMPETITIVE GRANTS 
PROGRAM. 

Title IV of the Agricultural Research, Ex-
tension, and Education Reform Act of 1998 (7 
U.S.C. 7621 et seq.) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 412. FOODBORNE ILLNESS EDUCATION AND 

OUTREACH COMPETITIVE GRANTS 
PROGRAM. 

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘Adminis-

trator’ means the Administrator of the Food 
Safety and Inspection Service. 

‘‘(2) COMMISSIONER.—The term ‘Commis-
sioner’ means the Commissioner of Food and 
Drugs. 

‘‘(3) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—The term ‘eligible 
entity’ means— 

‘‘(A) the government of a State (including 
a political subdivision of a State); 

‘‘(B) an educational institution; 
‘‘(C) a private for-profit organization; 
‘‘(D) a private non-profit organization; and 
‘‘(E) any other appropriate individual or 

entity, as determined by the Secretary. 
‘‘(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary (act-

ing through the Administrator of the Coop-
erative State Research, Education, and Ex-
tension Service), in consultation with the 
Administrator and the Commissioner, shall 
establish and administer a competitive grant 
program to provide grants to eligible enti-
ties to enable the eligible entities to carry 
out educational outreach partnerships and 
programs to provide to health providers, pa-
tients, and consumers information to enable 
those individuals and entities— 

‘‘(1) to recognize— 
‘‘(A) foodborne illness as a serious public 

health issue; and 
‘‘(B) each symptom of foodborne illness to 

ensure the proper treatment of foodborne ill-
ness; 

‘‘(2) to understand— 
‘‘(A) the potential for contamination of 

human and animal food products during each 
phase of the production of human and animal 
food products; and 

‘‘(B) the importance of using techniques 
that help ensure the safe handling of human 
and animal food products; and 

‘‘(3) to assess the risk of foodborne illness 
to ensure the proper selection by consumers 
of human and animal food products. 

‘‘(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $3,500,000 for fiscal 
year 2008 and each fiscal year thereafter.’’. 
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SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 388—DESIG-
NATING THE WEEK OF FEB-
RUARY 4 THROUGH FEBRUARY 8, 
2008, AS ‘‘NATIONAL TEEN DAT-
ING VIOLENCE AWARENESS AND 
PREVENTION WEEK’’ 

Mr. CRAPO (for himself, Mrs. CLIN-
TON, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Ms. MURKOWSKI, 
and Mr. BIDEN) submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 388 

Whereas 1 in 3 female teenagers in a dating 
relationship has feared for her physical safe-
ty; 

Whereas 1 in 2 teenagers in a serious rela-
tionship has compromised personal beliefs to 
please a partner; 

Whereas 1 in 5 teenagers in a serious rela-
tionship reports having been hit, slapped, or 
pushed by a partner; 

Whereas 27 percent of teenagers have been 
in dating relationships in which their part-
ners called them names or put them down; 

Whereas 29 percent of girls who have been 
in a relationship said that they have been 
pressured to have sex or to engage in sexual 
activities that they did not want; 

Whereas technologies such as cell phones 
and the Internet have made dating abuse 
both more pervasive and more hidden; 

Whereas 30 percent of teenagers who have 
been in a dating relationship say that they 
have been text-messaged between 10 and 30 
times per hour by a partner seeking to find 
out where they are, what they are doing, or 
who they are with; 

Whereas 72 percent of teenagers who re-
ported they’d been checked up on by a boy-
friend or girlfriend 10 times per hour by 
email or text messaging did not tell their 
parents; 

Whereas parents are largely unaware of the 
cell phone and Internet harassment experi-
enced by teenagers; 

Whereas Native American women experi-
ence higher rates of interpersonal violence 
than any other population group; 

Whereas violent relationships in adoles-
cence can have serious ramifications for vic-
tims, putting them at higher risk for sub-
stance abuse, eating disorders, risky sexual 
behavior, suicide, and adult revictimization; 

Whereas the severity of violence among in-
timate partners has been shown to be greater 
in cases where the pattern of violence has 
been established in adolescence; and 

Whereas the establishment of National 
Teen Dating Violence Awareness and Preven-
tion Week will benefit schools, communities, 
and families regardless of socio-economic 
status, race, or sex: Now, therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) designates the week of February 4 

through February 8, 2008, as ‘‘National Teen 
Dating Violence Awareness and Prevention 
Week’’; and 

(2) calls upon the people of the United 
States, high schools, law enforcement, State 
and local officials, and interested groups to 
observe National Teen Dating Violence 
Awareness and Prevention Week with appro-
priate programs and activities that promote 
awareness and prevention of the crime of 
teen dating violence in their communities. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 389—COM-
MEMORATING THE 25TH ANNI-
VERSARY OF THE UNITED 
STATES AIR FORCE SPACE COM-
MAND HEADQUARTERED AT 
PETERSON AIR FORCE BASE, 
COLORADO 

Mr. ALLARD (for himself, Mr. SALA-
ZAR, Mr. TESTER, Mr. ISAKSON, Ms. COL-
LINS, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. COCHRAN, 
Mr. HAGEL, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. DORGAN, 
Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. HATCH, Mr. CHAM-
BLISS, Mr. INHOFE, and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) 
submitted the following resolution; 
which was referred to the Committee 
on Armed Services: 

S. RES. 389 

Whereas, on September 1, 1982, the United 
States Air Force created the United States 
Air Force Space Command to defend North 
America through its space and interconti-
nental ballistic missile operations; 

Whereas 2007 marks the 25th year of excel-
lence and service of Air Force Space Com-
mand to the United States of America; 

Whereas the mission of Air Force Space 
Command is to deliver trained and ready air-
men with unrivaled space capabilities to de-
fend the United States; 

Whereas Air Force Space Command orga-
nizes, trains, and equips forces to supply 
combatant commanders with the space and 
intercontinental ballistic missile capabili-
ties to defend the United States and its na-
tional interests; 

Whereas Air Force Space Command’s 
Ground-based radar and Defense Support 
Program satellites monitor ballistic missile 
launches around the world to guard against a 
surprise missile attack on North America; 

Whereas Air Force Space Command pro-
vides a significant portion of United States 
Strategic Command’s war fighting capabili-
ties, including missile warning, strategic de-
terrence, and space-based surveillance capa-
bilities; 

Whereas Air Force Space Command space 
radar provide vital information on the loca-
tion of satellites and space debris for the Na-
tion and the world; 

Whereas the current war on terror requires 
extensive use of space-based communica-
tions, global positioning systems, and mete-
orological data to effectively prosecute mili-
tary operations; 

Whereas Air Force Space Command pro-
vides war fighters with ‘‘high ground’’ 
through satellite communications and posi-
tioning and timing data for ground and air 
operations and weapons delivery; 

Whereas Air Force Space Command de-
ployed helicopters to the Gulf Coast region 
during the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina 
to deliver meals, water, and medical supplies 
and to conduct search and rescue operations; 

Whereas the work done by the men and 
women of Air Force Space Command is vital 
to our military, making the Nation more 
combat effective and helping save lives every 
day; and 

Whereas Air Force Space Command advo-
cates space capabilities and systems for all 
unified commands and military services, and 
collectively provides space capabilities 
America needs today and in the future: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) recognizes the contributions made by 

Air Force Space Command to the security of 
the United States; and 

(2) commemorates Air Force Space Com-
mand’s 25 years of excellence and service to 
the Nation. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 3803. Mr. MCCONNELL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 3500 proposed by Mr. HARKIN 
(for himself, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. BAUCUS, and 
Mr. GRASSLEY) to the bill H.R. 2419, to pro-
vide for the continuation of agricultural pro-
grams through fiscal year 2012, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 
SA 3803. Mr. MCCONNELL submitted 

an amendment intended to be proposed 
to amendment SA 3500 proposed by Mr. 
HARKIN (for himself, Mr. CHAMBLISS, 
Mr. BAUCUS, and Mr. GRASSLEY) to the 
bill H.R. 2419, to provide for the con-
tinuation of agricultural programs 
through fiscal year 2012, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. l. ASSET TREATMENT OF HORSES. 

(a) 3-YEAR DEPRECIATION FOR ALL RACE 
HORSES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Clause (i) of section 
168(e)(3)(A) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 (relating to 3-year property) is amended 
to read as follows: 

‘‘(i) any race horse,’’. 
(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 

made by this section shall apply to property 
placed in service on or after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

(b) REDUCTION OF HOLDING PERIOD TO 12 
MONTHS FOR PURPOSES OF DETERMINING 
WHETHER HORSES ARE SECTION 1231 ASSETS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-
tion 1231(b)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 (relating to definition of livestock) is 
amended by striking ‘‘and horses’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2007. 
SEC. l. ELIMINATION OF PRIVATE PAYMENT 

TEST FOR PROFESSIONAL SPORTS 
FACILITY BONDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 141(a) (defining 
private activity bond) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new flush sentence: 
‘‘In the case of any professional sports facil-
ity bond, paragraph (1) shall be applied with-
out regard to subparagraph (B) thereof.’’. 

(b) PROFESSIONAL SPORTS FACILITY BOND 
DEFINED.—Section 141 is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(f) PROFESSIONAL SPORTS FACILITY 
BOND.—For purposes of subsection (a)— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘professional 
sports facility bond’ means any bond issued 
as part of an issue any portion of the pro-
ceeds of which are to be used to provide a 
professional sports facility. 

‘‘(2) PROFESSIONAL SPORTS FACILITY.—The 
term ‘professional sports facility’ means real 
property and related improvements used, in 
whole or in part, for professional sports, pro-
fessional sports exhibitions, professional 
games, or professional training.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to bonds 
issued after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, other than bonds with respect to which 
a resolution was issued by an issuer or con-
duit borrower before January 24, 2007. 

f 

NOTICE OF INTENT TO OBJECT TO 
PROCEEDING 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I wish to 
notify the Senate of my intent to ob-
ject to proceeding to S. 311, a bill to 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:19 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00054 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S05DE7.REC S05DE7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y


		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-15T13:17:52-0400
	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




