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As chair of the House Committee on

Science’s Subcommittee on Tech-
nology, we have held six hearings on
the Year 2000 problem, many in con-
junction with the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight’s Sub-
committee on Operations, chaired by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
HORN).

In legislation, we required the cre-
ation of a national Federal strategy on
the Year 2000 problem. Federal quar-
terly reporting requirements and a
statutory prohibition on the Federal
purchase of any information tech-
nology which is not Year 2000 compli-
ant.

I am also very pleased that the Presi-
dent has finally joined with Congress
to help ensure that our Nation will ad-
dress the Year 2000 problem in a timely
and effective manner. The President’s
recent Executive order establishing a
Year 2000 Conversion Council, chaired
by John Koskinen, to make correcting
the problem the highest priority atten-
tion for both the public and private
sector, is vital to our Nation’s ability
to correct the problem by the unrelent-
ing deadline. This is an important step
if we are to avert catastrophic failure
of government and industry computer
systems. We have been calling for lead-
ership from our Nation’s chief execu-
tive for over a year. The President is at
last giving this issue the attention it
deserves.

And while I am anxious to work with
Mr. Koskinen and the national Year
2000 Council on future efforts, today I
intend to support this necessary meas-
ure to ensure the American people that
not only is their money safe, but they
will have reasonable timely access to it
in the Year 2000 and beyond.

So, Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to join me in passing H.R. 3116.
I also want to again congratulate
Chairman LEACH and Ranking Member
LAFALCE for their leadership, and I
look forward to working with them as
Congress moves to enact other Year
2000 solutions.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume just to
conclude by saying this issue is ex-
traordinarily important for consumers.
It is important for America’s competi-
tive position abroad. To become Year
2000 compliant will involve a multi-bil-
lion dollar cost to the economy and
success or failure will affect the com-
petitive position of many types of pri-
vate sector organizations at home and
abroad.

I am particularly concerned at home
with the competitive position of var-
ious vendors to financial institutions,
some of which are on top of the prob-
lem, some of which are less so. Abroad,
we could literally see a run to Amer-
ican financial institutions who are on
top of the problem, in contrast with
foreign competitors. Europe is inter-
twined with a series of problems relat-

ed to European Community. In Asia
there is a series of very different kinds
of problems. Neither in the world is
putting as much attention as the
United States is. So as there are chal-
lenges, there are also potential oppor-
tunities for those institutions who are
on top of this particular subject mat-
ter.

Mr. Speaker, let me just conclude by
saying that also from a job sense, we
are going to see perhaps the greatest
shortage of software engineers and
technicians in the history of the coun-
try in almost any industry. And it is
important for individuals not only in
the financial services sector, but in
other types of critical industries, to be
very sensitive to these issues. Obvi-
ously, relating to airlines which is one
most in the public mind, but there are
many others as well.

In any regard, this is a very, very
modest bill that the Congress is put-
ting forth. Behind the bill is also the
sense that involved is an education
process of which the Congress is a part.
And while this bill will not be an an-
swer to anything, it is intended to pre-
cipitate serious attention to the issue.

Mr. Speaker, with that, I have no fur-
ther requests for time. I would like to
thank particularly the gentleman from
New York (Mr. LAFALCE) and the gen-
tlewoman from New Jersey (Mrs. ROU-
KEMA), as well as the gentlewoman
from Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA) for her
thoughtful attention.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, this Legislation,
H.R. 3116, will not solve the Year 2000 prob-
lem. Giving some financial regulators ‘‘statu-
tory parity’’ with other regulators will not solve
the problem. Everyone will have to take re-
sponsibility to secure that their own systems
will be Year 2000-compliant. We must hope
that the government will be as diligent in its
compliance with the so-called Millennium Bug
problem as it want the private sector to be.

The General Accounting Office (GAO) has
reported unfavorably on the FDIC’s readiness.
Before the Subcommittee on Financial Serv-
ices and Technology, Committee on Banking,
Housing and Urban Affairs, US Senate, Jack
L. Brock, Jr., Director, Governmentwide and
Defense Information Systems, testified on
February 10, 1998 (Year 2000 Computing Cri-
sis: Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation’s
Efforts to Ensure Bank’s Systems Are Year
2000 Compliant) that the Federal Deposit In-
surance Corporation (FDIC) has not met its
own ‘‘y2k-compliant’’ standards. According to
GAO, the FDIC has not yet completed the as-
sessment phase of the remediation process,
despite its own standard that banks under the
agency’s supervision should have completed
this phase by the end of the third quarter of
1997.

The bill requires the regulators to provide in-
formation (seminars, etc.), make available to
financial institutions model approaches to ad-
dress the Year 2000 problem, and to give the
regulators examination authority to examine
third party service provides under contract to
federally-insured institutions.

James Mills, of NAFCU, testified before the
House Committee on Banking and Financial
Services, ‘‘Historically, the role of providing
education and training is one best performed

by the private sector, namely trade associa-
tions and industry-related organizations . . .
Rather than require federal agencies to offer
seminars, perhaps any legislative efforts
should require federal agencies to participate
in such programs or make it advisable and
permissible to participate.’’ NAFCU believes
that the focus of H.R. 3116 should be strictly
limited to ensuring compliance. In its present
form, H.R. 3116 contains a broad and perma-
nent expansion of NCUA’s examination and
regulatory authority . . . Legitimate questions
may be raised as to whether, absent the year
2000 issue, NCUA, as a federal financial regu-
latory agency, should have the authority not
just to examine but to actually regulate private
business enterprises incorporated under the
laws of various states. The authority given to
NCUA in H.R. 3116, is not limited to the ex-
amination and regulation of credit unions, but
would allow NCUA to examine and regulate
third-party businesses, vendors and outside
providers. Do the members of the Committee
intend to give NCUA authority to regulate pri-
vate entities?’’

Ellen Seidman, Director OTS, added,
‘‘Clearly, the primary responsibility and liability
for Year 2000 compliance rests with the regu-
lated institutions themselves, including those
that rely on service providers . . . Some serv-
ice providers, however, have been resistant to
these contractual provisions and, as a result,
thrifts have been hindered in their ability to
contract for services.’’

This bill raises legal liability questions that
may actually thwart a financial institution’s
ability to address the y2k problem more effec-
tively. Introducing legislation on the y2k issue
would only give more people more incentive to
sue companies which are not compliant. How
does the bill define ‘‘year 2000 compliance’’?
It isn’t clear. Such ambiguity only causes fur-
ther problems. The real problem with y2k isn’t
the computers, its the people. More legislation
will only compound the problem.

Year 2000 issues with computers cause nu-
merous headaches but by no means
unsolvable problems. Solutions exist, and
since we do exist in a relatively free market,
we should allow it to work.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAW). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. LEACH) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3116, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
include in the RECORD additional state-
ments and to revise and extend their
remarks on H.R. 3116, the bill just
passed.

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

There was no objection.
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AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, EX-

TENSION, AND EDUCATION RE-
AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1998

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and agree to
the resolution (H. Res. 365) regarding
the bill S. 1150, the Agricultural Re-
search, Extension, and Education Re-
authorization Act of 1998.

The Clerk read as follows:
H. RES. 365

Resolved, That, upon the adoption of this
resolution, the House shall be considered to
have—

(1) taken from the Speaker’s table the bill
S. 1150, to ensure that federally funded agri-
cultural research, extension, and education
address high-priority concerns with national
or multistate significance, to reform, extend,
and eliminate certain agricultural research
programs, and for other purposes;

(2) struck out all after the enacting clause
of the bill S. 1150 and inserted in lieu thereof
an amendment consisting of the text of the
bill H.R. 2534, to reform, extend, and repeal
certain agricultural research, extension, and
education programs, and for other purposes,
as passed by the House;

(3) passed the bill S. 1150 as amended; and
(4) insisted on the House amendment and

requested a conference with the Senate
thereon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. SMITH) and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of House Resolution 365. This resolu-
tion, upon adoption, will delete all of
the Senate language within S. 1150, in-
cluding that which has been the cause
of concern of many Members, and in-
sert in its place the language of H.R.
2534, which was passed by the House
last November.

Passage of the resolution is merely a
necessary procedural step which allows
the House to declare itself in disagree-
ment with the Senate and to request a
conference on the House-passed lan-
guage.

Mr. Speaker, so there is no confusion,
I know my colleagues had concern with
the Senate language. The objective
here in H.R. 365 is simply to reauthor-
ize the Foreign Agricultural Research
Extension and Education Programs
within the Department of Agriculture.
The funding provisions which came
under scrutiny in the Senate version
are not, I repeat, are not in this bill or
the language in this resolution.

The language identical to 365 passed
the Committee on Agriculture by a
unanimous vote on Wednesday, October
29, and the full House on November 8
by a vote of 291 to 125. It is the first
comprehensive overhaul of agricultural
research programs since 1977. It encom-
passes over $14 billion in 5 years.

The last two decades have brought
sweeping changes to agricultural trade,
production, and the government’s ap-

proach to agriculture culminating in
the reforms accomplished in the Fed-
eral Agriculture Improvement and Re-
form Act of 1996, commonly referred to
as the Freedom to Farm Bill.

In the Committee on Agriculture, we
have adapted to these changes by fo-
cusing on American agriculture’s com-
petitiveness around the globe, working
to eliminate barriers to American farm
products and to open international
markets.

Mr. Speaker, every farmer I know
would prefer a market to a subsidy,
and it is on that principle and in that
knowledge that Congress, 2 years ago,
began getting government out of the
farmers’ business. But that is not to
say that government does not still
have a role. It clearly does, and agri-
cultural research is an enormous part
of it.

Today, agricultural research is more
important than ever in transitioning to
a market economy and securing new
markets for American farm products
overseas and ensuring that we continue
to produce the world’s highest quality
food and fiber at competitive prices.
The core bill, H.R. 365 lives up to this
challenge in addition to reauthorizing
numerous agricultural research pro-
grams through the year 2002.

b 1500
The bill includes reform provisions to

ensure peer and merit review of all
USDA research programs, greater ac-
countability in the development of
Federal research priorities, and greater
dependence on cost sharing through re-
quirements for matching funds. I urge
my colleagues to support the resolu-
tion so that we may move forward with
this issue.

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

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of H.R. 365, a resolution which
contains four provisions that upon
their adoption will provide the follow-
ing:

One, it will take Senate bill 1150 from
the Speaker’s table; two, it will strike
all after the enacting clause and insert
the text of H.R. 2534 as passed by the
House and ably described by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. SMITH); three,
it will pass Senate bill 1150 as amended
by H.R. 2534 and insist on the House
amendment and request a conference
with the Senate.

I would like to make it perfectly
clear that this resolution merely al-
lows us to go to conference with the
Senate. That is all.

H.R. 2534 passed the House on Novem-
ber the 8th, 1997, by a vote of 291 to 125
and is the result of a bipartisan effort.
H.R. 2534 provides for a straightforward
reauthorization and reform of current
USDA agricultural research programs.
H.R. 2534 does not contain any of the
savings and reallocation measures as-
sociated with Senate bill 1150.

Confusion and concern over this issue
prevented our going to conference on

this bill at the end of the first session,
the 105th Congress. I recognize that
there are concerns about provisions in
the Senate bill. For this reason I urge
Members to permit us to go to con-
ference so we can begin to work
through these differences. The sooner
we begin working on a suitable con-
ference report, the more time we will
have to carefully consider these con-
cerns while ensuring that support for
vital agricultural research programs is
not unnecessarily delayed.

Again, I strongly urge passage of this
resolution.

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

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. LIVINGSTON).

(Mr. LIVINGSTON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time; and I rise in support of the
resolution.

I would like to take the opportunity
to congratulate the Committee on Ag-
riculture on this bill. Agricultural re-
search is the heart of a system of agri-
culture which allows less than 2 mil-
lion American farmers and ranchers to
feed 260 million Americans and hun-
dreds of millions of more people over-
seas.

This bill reflects great credit on the
distinguished chairman of the commit-
tee, my good friend, the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. SMITH), and all of his
colleagues, particularly my two good
friends, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
COMBEST) and the distinguished rank-
ing member, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM).

I do wish to raise a serious concern
about the bill that has come out of the
other body. That bill, creates more
than $1 billion in new mandatory
spending that I believe contradicts all
the hard work that has been done in
cutting the budget here in this House
in the last 3 years.

In particular, section 301 of the Sen-
ate bill creates a new $780 million man-
datory spending program for research;
and I would point out that we already
are spending annually about $1.6 billion
in the two major agriculture research
programs in the discretionary account.

Section 226 of the Senate bill adds
$300 million to an existing mandatory
program called ‘‘The Fund for Rural
America.’’ About half of the annual
$100 million of spending in that pro-
gram goes to research which, as I have
already pointed out, already gets sub-
stantial discretionary funding.

The other half of the annual $100 mil-
lion goes to rural development activi-
ties. I would like to remind all my col-
leagues that, in the current fiscal year,
we are supporting a program level of
more than $6 billion in rural develop-
ment through discretionary funding.

Again, I think the House bill is a
good bill; and I commend the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. SMITH) and
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