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ed and the anticipated achedule for redus-
{ng the number of deficlencies in the State.

(b) ExrorcEMErT. -

(1) WITHHOLDING OF FEDERAL FUNDING. —

(A) In oRwxRAL-—Whenever the Attorney
General finds that there has been & failure
10 compply substantially with any provision
Gf this Act, the Attorney Geperal ahall
after potifying the State, withhold sny pay-
ments or portions of payments (0 be made
to the State under Federal law for adminis-
trative costs relating to the provision of
services or amounts to be paid to elderly and
disabled persona. Until the Attorney Gener-
al 18 satisfled that there I8 no longer any
failure to comply with the provisiona of this
Act, no {urther such payments or portions
of payments may be made.

(B) NONWITHECLD:NG DF DIRECT FUNDS.—
Puyments or portions of payments to States
withheld under paragraph (1) may not in-
clude amounts to be paid to elderly snd dis-
abled persons or amounts for direct services
providsd to elderly and disahled persons,

(C) ErrrecT of WITHEOLDING.—Withholding
of payments or portions oi paymenta for ad-
ministrative costs relating to the provision
of serviees aor amounts to be paid to eiderly
and disabled persons under paragraph (1)
shal’ pot effect the avaliability and delivery
of such services or amounts.

(D) DFICIENCTES AS PADLORE TO COMPLY.—
Fallure to reduce the number of deficiencies
found under section 6(cX3) within a reason-
able time may be consldered a failure to
comply substantially with the provisions of
thiz Act

(F) APPEAL CrF FINDING OF NONCOMPLI-
ance —The Attorney Genersl shall esuablish
by reguiation a procesa for & State that has
been found unger subparagraph (A} to have
fuiled to comply substantially with any pro-
vision of this Act to appeal the finding of
noncompliance.

(2) FroERAL COURT ENPORCENENT.—I{ the
Attorney General or United States Attormey
tor the appropriate judieial district finds a
consistent pattern of noncompliance with
the terms of this Act by a State, the Attor.
ney General or United States Attormey may
bring sult in an appropriate distriet court of
the United States to require the State to
comply with the provisions of this Act.

SEC. & CRANTS TO STATES FOR OOMPLIANCE.

(a) EsTARLISEM®NT OF GRAWT PROGRAM. —
The Attormey General may make grants
under this secticn to States for the purposs
of ensbdling compliance by States with the
provisions of this Act. Grants under ihis
section may be used for the {ollowing:

‘1) PrOVIDING COUNSBEL ARD EVALDATION
TEAME. —T0 provide counsel acd evaluation
teams for elleged incapacitatad individuals.

(2) TRAINING GUARDIANG.—TO0 provide
training for guardianz of alleged (ncapaci-
tated individuals as required by this Act

(3) TRAINING COUNSEL AMD JUDGES.—T0 pro-
vide training for counsel for alleged inca-
pacitated individuals end judges in guard-
ianship proceedings regarding this Act.

(4) MODEYL GUARDIANAHYP MATERIALS —TO
develop mnodel materials for orfentation and
trawning of guardians,

(b) Iszuicoamrrry roR GraNTS.-A State
may not receive a grant under this section if
the Attorney General finds & consistent pat-
tern of noncompliance with the terms of
this Act by the State.

{C) APPLICATION awD SELECTION Or GRANT
RECIPIENTE. ~

(1) APPLICATION.—~TO receive g grant under
this section, a State shall submit an spplica-
tion to the Attorney General in accordance
with the requirementa established by the
Attorney Ganzral,

(2) SELECTION.—

(A) In gENERAL —Subject to subparagraph
{B). the Attorney General shall establish

SOL/03H
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criteria for the selection of States to receive
graats under this section.

(B) PrzrmDics PoE INNOVATIVE PFRO-
GEAMA. —In zelecting States to recaive grants

sources to comply with the provisions of
this Act

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONE.—
There are authorized to be appropriated
SUch sums 83 MAY be Necessary to caITy out
this section.

SEC. 5. DEFINITIONA

For purposes of this Act:

(1) ALLECED INCAPACTTATED INDIVIDUAL.—
The term “alleged incapacitated individual™
means an individual who iz subjret to s
guardiananip action nnder State law.

(2) EVALUATION TEAM.—Th# term “evalus-
tion team" means the Independent profes-
alona]l guardianship evaluation team ap-
pointed under section 3(e).

(3) Cuamntax —The term “guardian”
means & person who has been appointed by
& court to nave responsibility for the care
and proteciion of the person or the manage
ment of the =atate of the ipcapacitated indj-
vidual, as specified {n & guardianahip order.

(4) GuarntawzEnr acTION.—The term
~guardianship action” means an action to
declare an individual incapacitated or to
transfer the respansibility for the care and
protecticn of the person or the management
of the estate of an incapacitated indjvidual
t¢ & guardian. The term does not include an
action to transfer the exercise by a separuie
individual of the responsibility for the care
and protection of the person or the
ment of the estate of & minor.

5) CUARDIAMEMTF OLBIR—~The &
“guardianship order” means any arder by a
ecourt in & guardianship action to transfer
the responsibility for the care and protec-
tion of the person or the mapagement of
the estate «f an incapacitated individual o
& guardian. The term does pot Include any
order by » court in = proceeding related to
the exercise by s separate individual of the
responaibility for the care and protection of
the perscn or the management of the estate
of a minor,

(8) GUARDIANSHDF PrroxTICN.—The term
“guardianship petition” means the pleading
that is gpecessary under the applicable State
law to commence & guardianship action.

(7) GUARDIANSHIF FROCEEDING.—The téerm

“guardianship proceeding” means any court
procesding in A guardianship action related

to the determination of Incapacitation of an -

alleged incapacitated individual or to the
entering of a guardianship order. The term
does not include a proceeding related to the
exercise by a separate individual of the
right to manage the person or estate of &
minor.

(8) IncaPaCITATED.~The term “Incabacitat-
ed"” means an inability of an individual to
effectively manage the perscn or estate of
the individual because the individual lacks
the mental ot physical capacity to do so dus
to lllness, disability, or other incapacitation,

(8) INCAPACITATED INGIVIDUAL—The term
‘“incapacitated individual” means an alleged
incapacitated individual who has besn de-
tarmined in & gusrdianship proceading to be
Incapacitated.

(10) ProrecTs> PERSOM.—The term “pro-
tectad person” means an incapacitated indi-
vidusl for whom a guardianship order has
been entered.

(11) STATE.—The term “Stiate” meanz the
States of the United States, the District of
Columbis, the Commonwesaith of Puerto
Rico, the Commanwealth of the Northern
Muariana Islands. Guam. the Virgin Islands,
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Sunday, or legal public holiday

in leu.lnn 6103(n) of title 5, United States

Code).

SBC. 1. LIMITATION ON FEDERAL COURT JUm1S.
DICTION

e

This Act may not be construed to grant to

action that is not provided or allowed nnder
Federal 1aw o the date of the enactment of
this Act.

S8EC. 11. PEEMISS{BILITY OF ADDITIONAL STATE
LAW PROTECTIONS,

This Act may not be construed to preciude
or supersede any Federal, Stata, or local law
that imposes of additional or

incapacitated

BEC. 11 TIME OF COMPLIANCE.
Each State ahall comply with the provi-

- GorE, and Mr. cnrnt.m-'y,

S. 353 A bill to require the Director
of the National Institute for Occupa-
tional Safety and Health to conduct a
study of the prevalence and lssues re-
lJated to contamination of workers’
homes with hezardous chemmu and
gubstances their
workplace and to issue or rebnrt on
regulations to prevent or mitigate the
future contamination of workers'
homes, and for other purposes: to the
Committee on Labor and Human Re-
aonirces.

WORKERS' FAMTLY PROTECTION ACT '

& Mr. JEFFORDS. .Mr. President, in
the 1980's, we passed or reauthorized
legisiation to cleanup our Nation's
dump sites, waters, and air, We've fo-
rused considerahle attention on radon,
on asbestos, on lead, and on chemicals
in our food such as alar. You would
think we'd evaluated every environ-
fnental risk there is. Unfortunately,
Mr. President, this is not the case.

We spend cansiderable amounts of
money on remediating hazardous
waste gites even when there is no
known exposure. The EPA issues regu-
1ations to protect the public which will
cost millions of dollars per health
effect prevented. Meanwhile, we are
neglecting the exposure of our chil-
dren and spouses to toxic chemicals
right in their own homes.

Right now, as I speak, workers in
our Nation's industries are unknowing-
ly bringing home toxic chemicals from
thelr place of emplowmm\‘. Lead, mer-
cury, pharmaceuticals, and even ra-
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dionueciides have been carried home by
workera on their clothing where expo-
sure 1o their families occurs.

1 am pot talking about a hypotheti-
cal problem, but a real problem. In my
home State of Vermoant, both lead and
mercury have been tracked home, In
both Vermont incidents, elevated
levels of toxics were found in the chil-
dren of several of the workers. Similar
incidents have occurred {n the recent
past in North Carolina, South Carcli-
na, and Tenhnessee among other
States. Right now, the Agency for
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
ts investigating similar incidents in
North Caroling and Michigan.

The bill I em introducing today with
many of my colleagues ls designed to
prevent future such incidents from oc-
curing, The first step in this process is
Lo incrense awareness of the problem.
1n the 1970's, workers homes were ¢on-
taminated with lead from smeilters.
Reguigtions to prevent future such in-
cidenis were issued as a result.

Science and our understanding of
toxicology has come B long way since
the 1570's. Last year, the Senate Envi-
ronment and Public Works Coramittee
held a hearing on the effects of chemi-
cals such az lead eor mercury. These
compounds and others can cause per-
manent damage to the nervous system.
Worse yet, as we iearned in this hear-
‘ng, many mcre chemicals than we
know ahout may cause similar heaith
effects. Therefore, it is vitally {mpor-
tant that we protect the most sensitive
of us, our children, from expoasure to
these chemicais.

Our country's workers deserve not
only personal protection, but also pro-
tection of their families, We need to
re-examine this problem agsain in light
of our current state-of-the-art. We rlso
need to examine the effects of home
contamination on the families. Work-
ers’ famliles have reported feeling
raped by the contamination. Their
families have been ostracized because
their friends are afraid they may
catch the contamination. The parants
suffer incredible =anxiety worrying
about whether or not their children
have been permanently burt. It's terri-
tle that not only must our workers
werry about whether they will have a
job in the future, but also if thelr job
will harm their families.

This bill requires the Natlonal Insti-
tute for Occupational - Safetv and
Health {(NIOSH] to sponsor rejearch
‘nto the causes and effects of past inel-
cents of home contamination. The re-
sulting studies will help us determine
the extent of the problem. Once we
determine the extent of the protlem,
this bill would require the Qccupation-
al Safety and Heslth Administretion
to iscue regulations to prevent future
cuch incidents. Then, hopefully, our
families will be safe.® :

Mr, REID. Mr. President, I join roy
colleague, Senator JEFFORDS, i the n-
troduction of the Workers' Famuly
Protection Act of 1990. The insidious
link berween hazardous chemicals and
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substances present in the workplace,
resulting in contamination of workers’
homes, transiates into & real health
threat to significant numbers of Amer-
ican workers.

The Subcommittee on Toxie Sub-
stances, Environmental Oversight, Re-
search and Development of the Envi-
ronment and Public Works Committee
held hearings on worker exposure to
toxic chemicals in the perospace indus-
try. Workers were not only adversely
affected by toxic substances while on
the job, but were rlso transporting
hazardous chemicais hcme on their
clothing and their person. This may
have humorous overtones when watch-
ing Homer 8:mpscn coming home with
his back pack glowing. When listening
10 & woman testify that she cannot re-
member the ages of her children, or In
another instance, a woman who was
driving with her windshield complete-
ly covered and did oot realize it, the
humaor soon dissipates. The stark real-
lzztion that there is & serious and im-
minent health hazard takes over,

And in the recent hearings I chalred
in that same subcommittee on
Wednesday, October 3, Dr. Peter
Spenser, the Director for the Center
for Research on Qccupational and En-
vironmental Toxicology, testified that
prolonged exposure in the workplace
constituted a significant threat to the
health of the workers involved. Yet,
the data compiled by the Office of
Technology Assessment [OTA] strong-
ly suggests that the Natignal Institute
for Occupetional Safety and Health
[NIOSH] has ccnducted few studies
on neurctoxic effects of the chemical
substances In the workplace. In fact,
OTA suggested that, “given the mag-
nitude of the problem of exposure to
neurotoxic substances in the work-
place, the present level of effort will
net ensure an sdequate database to
support the anticipated needs of the
Occupational Safety and Health Ad-
minictration.”

Attempts are belng made to address
the problem of toxic substances in the
home and workplace o a broad {ront.
I have introduced legislation to reduce
the threat of lead poisoning. Lead is
an cxtremely troublesome ueurotoxic
substance. It is ubigquitous in the envi-
ronment and poses a probiem in the
workplace. However, the lack of input
on the part of NIOSH, as wel! a5 other
Federal research programs involved in
the study of neurotoxic chemicals and
their Lnk to neurodegenerative dis-
eages, i3 inhibiting the overall effort to
identify, define, and operaticnzlize ef-
fective responses to the giarming prob-
lem nf neuroctoxicity.

‘This legislation will ke an important
step toward edvancing the research
being cone on the relationship be-
tween toxie substances and the ad-
verse effects they are known tc have
on Amaricans in the norkplace

By Mr. EASTEN!
S. 354. A bill to amend the Internal
Re'.-enue Code of 1988 to permit mort-
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gage revenue bond financing of mort-
gages {or veterans of Operation Desert
Storm; to the Committee on Finance.

8. 355. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1988 to permit mort-
gege revenue bond financing of mort-
gages for veterans of Operation Desert
Storm; to the Committee on Finance.

VETERANS OF OPERATION DESERT STOKK
HOMPOWNERSHIP LEGISLATION

® Mr. EASTEN. Mr. President, I rise
today ' to Introduce legislation that
would make sure that the brave men
and women called to duty in the Per-
sian Gulf receive the zame State hous-
ing benefits that their predecessors
from World War II, the Korean war
and the Vietnem war enjoyed.

My legislation—the Veterans of Op-
eration Desert Storm Homeownership
Act of 1891—would amend the Inter-
nal! Revenue Code of 1886 to permit
mortgage revenue bond {inancing of
home mortgage loans for veterans of
Operation Desert Storm.

Two weeks ago, we enacted the
Desert Storm Tax Rellef Act—an im-
portant measure which gave our
troops in the Persian Gulf some much
deserved tax relief.

But it {5 important thiat we recognize
that this move is only a first step. I
think we ought to make sure that our
young men and women of Operation
Desert Storm aiso get the benefits
they deserve when they eventually
come home, In fact, my bill is designed
to make it easier for them to own &
home when they return.

Current law does not permit certain
States to issue bonds to make home
loans to veterans discharged after Jan-
uary 1, 1377—following the Vietnam
ara. This limitation on veterans mort-
gage bonds was enacted in the Defleit
Reducticn Act of 1984.

Congress decided to limit tax-exempt
hond funding for these veterans mort-
gages because it was concerned about
the rising volume of bonds heing used
hy & number of States—and therefore
abeut the potential tax revenue loss
for the U.S. Treasury.

The issuance cof these bonds was cut
back to amounts based upon previous
votume levels and limited to only
those veterans who had served on
active duty prior to January 1, 1977
The 1984 act also limited the issuing
of those ponds to the five States that
were currently particlpatingz iz this
tax-exempt bond program: Wisconsin,
California, Texas, Alasks and Oregon.

Specifically, my legislation wowld in-
clude in the definition of qualified vet-
erans all American service men and
womsh serving in; the tieatre of hostil-
{ties Bs determined by the Prcsident
since August 2, 1980.

One version of my legislaticn would
amend the Tax Code to permit tax-
exempt State honding {or mortgage
1aans to Operstion Desert Storm vet-
erans lving in one of the five afore-
mentioned States. These States were
the only ones participating in the pro-
gram prior to June 22, 1984.
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‘Ihe aim of the Subchapter & Revizion Act

makes the subchapter 8

passthru regime less complicated and more

availahle to these ordinary taxpeyers. With

this gos! tn mind, every attempt wzs made

to eraft the legiaiaticn to avoid disqualifics-
status.

ahips to the extent that the proposed regu-
lations apply retroactively and carry oppres-
douhle taxation

sive penglties, inelnding
caused by revocation of subchapter 8 status.
Sueh a result is uneonscionable, and there-
fore, 1 request that you reconsider the pro-
posed reguiations.
Sincerely.
Davip PRYOL®

HONORING THE MUNICIPAL
CLERKS OF WISCONSIN

® Mr. EASTEN. Mr. President, public
service i one of the most bmportant
ways in which the citizens of a democ-
racy can show devotion to their com-
munity.

The men and women who make the

machinery of our local government
run effectively—meeting our human
needs end making our State a better
place to live—cdeserve our gratitude
and respect.
The week of May 5-11, 1881, Munici-
pal Clerks Week, will provide all
Americang an opportunity to 33y
thank you to their neighbors in public
service. 1 personally would like to
extend a special thanks to the Wiscon-
sin Municipal Clerks who will be meet-
ing in Neenah, Wisconsin on May 8.

Thanks for making our lives egsier—
the citizens of Wisconsin appreciate
the important work you do.e

THE FAMILY PROTECTION ACT'
T OF1991.8.383 -

e Mr, D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise
todey ms an original cosponsor of S
353, legislation that will reduce the in-
cidence of home contamination from
nazardous waste. This blll, the Work-
ers’ Family Protection Act, will help
fignt the risk of the iradvertent intro-
Jduction of toxic chemicels into work-
ers’ homes.

Many workers In our Natlon find
themselves in johs where they ccme (n
rlase contact with hazardous maten-
als. BDecause of this contact. there
have been instances where toxic
chemicals have been brought inte the
home by way of a warker's clothing.
This has occurred in several! homes tn
my State of New York. Workers in o
thermometer factory on the New
York/Vermont border were found to
have excessive levels of mercury
the'r homes. In same cases, children
weare found to have above normeal mer-
cury levels in their body fluids. It is
nrohable that treces of mercury found
their way tnto the workers’ homes by
way of thelr clothing.
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By introducing this bill, Senstor Jer-
rosbs and 1 hope thai a solution to
this problem will arise. The ‘Workers'
Family Protection Act will empower
the government to study the preva-
lence of home contamination sand give
financial assistance to States tfo
~ombst toxic hazards in the home. Of
course. businesses are encouraged to
seek more efficlent ways to eliminate
housenold contamination through
providing work-place clotning and
lzundry facilities.

Mr. President, whenever cbvious
health hezards exist, we should do all
tbat we ean to correct them. This is
one such instance. I believe that 8. 353
will help lessen instances af home con-
tamination in our Natiox. I az pl :
to cosponsor this bill, and I encourage
my colleagues Lo join me.@ .

W- "'_As,_l'.r. s A qno

AGRICULTURE

e Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, today 1
rse in further response tc the admin-
irration’s budget proposal s it relates
vo agriculture. This is a statement thet
I sincerely wish was not necessary, but
due to the serious policy repercussions
that this suggested budget would have,
1 fee! it s tncumbent upon me to take
issue with the proposal and serve a re-
minder notice to the sdministration
that agriculture was just asked to co
more than its fair share in the budget
game of this past year. It is way v00
early to present such flawed and mis-
guided iceas to this chamber in hopes
of quetly securing some short-term
SAViNgs.

Last year we approved a farm bill
that placed Pederal expenditures st
approximately $54 billion over 5 years.
But shortly thereafter, we passed a
budgec agreement that required us o
zo back aund lower agriculture spend-
ing to $40 billion. This srmounted to a
o5-percent cut. It was significant and
it was dramatic. Qur oniy consolation
was that agriculture was told that the
woret was over, thet egriculture hzd
dope its duty toward balancing the
Federal budget and that the budget
agreement would be binding for the
next 5 years Now we find that the
worst {3 far from over, and thils i dis-
appointing indeed. This latest budget
propoces to cut up to almost $400 mil-
lion more from {Arm Programs.

This iatest budget proposal from the
adminictration wmounts to broken
{alth. If our farmers are expected Lo
continue providing this country with &
safe and stable food and flber supply,
then ‘hese cuts cannot comntinue.

Just thiy past Caongress, over Lwo-
thirds of my Sepate colieagues joined
together in rejecting tlie coneept of a
means test, an idea that has now been
resurrectad in the budget proposal. A
means test §5 the mest poorly devised
policy idea to be debated in svicul-
ture in recent vears. I canact fathom
how such & program would even be im-
plemenrted: would farmers be trequired
1o take their past year's tax records to
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the local ASCS office in order to prove
how much money they made last year?
How would leaders view the stability
and cash flow predictability of large
farms if those farms were excluded
from commaiity Dprogram benefits?
And exactly what will constitute off-
farm income * * * income derived from
one's interest in & cotton gin, the stock
dividend in a rice mill, money made
from trucks hauling other’s grain to
market? These are sorae of the imme-
diate questions this policy brings to
reind, but what about the implications
for the future?

If the purpose of farm programs is
to improve the stabflity in agriculture
£0 long term adjustments and technol-
ogy adoption can take place in order

"to continue providing & safe food

supply, then how will the removal of
many farmers from Program

tion etfect these goals? That's one
guestion I know the answer to, Mr.
President. Adversely is the only way it
sould affect them. Further reduction
of benefits will only serve to force
more producers out of the program,
thereby forcing those still in the pro-
mwh&nh&h«:r:d-ﬁdulnorder
to achieve some supply stability, and
this will only drive the cost of the pro-
gram up, and the farmer's income
down. Think of the effect such &
policy would bave on rural business,
banks and the school districts that
serve these areas. I have sald it before,
but ciearly somecne needs to be re-
minded * * * this would result in rural
enaos. Such s policy would bhave terri-
ble effects on agriculture, the environ-
ment, and the U.S. consumer.

This budget proposal also makes fur-
ther cuts in the rural Electric Admin-
istration’s lending capzbility. It also
reducez the premium COVErage for
thase choosing to use crop insurance.
One would think, with all of these
ideas sailing around and these fiscal
changes being propogcd that the ad-
ministration wouwld have taken the
time to aliccate funds for disaster as-
sistance for 1990 crops, the only poor
crop year that has thus far been ne-
glected In recent years. Why?

This budget propozal says one thing
to me. Apparently, this administration
does not take last year's budget agree-
ment seriously and it does not take
formers seriously. 1 think and hobe
that Cocgress can do better.

The long-term policy implications
that this budget wouid inflict on agri-
culture would be savere. Our farmers
and the consunung public they serve
deserve better.@

CENTENNIAL OF THE PORT OF
PORTLAND

® Mr. PACKWOQOD. Mr. President, I
rise todey to recognize nn important
svent for the Port of Portland—the
celebration of its 100Lh anniversary.
One hundred years ago there Was a
dream to make Porijand a major west
coast eity. However, the treachervs
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According to the Bureau of Reclamation, H
me drought in Caldornia continues as fore-
cast, Reclamation water deliveries to for Call-
fornia agricultural use will only be 25 percent
of normal, and for wmicipal usa, only 45 per-
cant of normal. The Calilomia Department of
Water Resources has cunailed all water dellv-
aries for agricuttural purposes from the State
water Project [SWP], and municipal water
supplies from the SWP may aiso be reduced.

PERMANENT FEDERAL ACTICN NEEDED
when drought conditions occurmred through-
out tha west in 1877 and again in 1887 and
19&.W_M1mmm
drouvgnt legislation—the Orought
Act of 1888 (P L. 95-107), and the Factama-

tion States Assistance Act of 1688
(P.L 100-387). The 1988 legisiation drectad
the Bureau of Reclamation [BuRec] o heip
mitigaie the effects of drought conditions
through financial aid and resource manage-
ment, in coordination with State governments.
However, that tamporary authority epired at
the end of 1989. Although $25 milion was au-
*horized to be appropriated, no funds were ap-
propriated. Within available funding at the
time, and under the temporary authority, the
BuRec did accomplish a number of drougitt
response and planning studies. Although eof-
forts were made to pass new legisiaton, the
Congreas falled to pess new temporary
drought assistance legislation in the 101st

Congrass.
Both earker acts wera not edequats to ad-
the emergency natura of drought pro-
grams. primarty because of the temporary

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD

SOL/0SH

bz Sl R R A Y

a

pal and industrial and other uses outside the
wommimum—mmdﬂqum
Act Authority. :
Provide short-tarm water from dead or inac-
tive storage Or ground water systems.
Allocate emergency funds and request addi-
tional funds &s needed.
Frovide

Authorize the Commissioner of Reclamation
to provide lechnical assistance to U.S. tenrito-
res, Stats and othar non-Faderal water au-
thorities east of the 100th mandian for conser-
valion, contingency and research,
with funding advanced to the Sec:stary. Alsa,
to conduct & Precpitation Management Tach-
nclogy Transfer Program and fisld studies on
@ cost-shared basis with the States.

impiement all secretarial authority gramed
by tha act and the implamanting ndas.
) that ail these new
or extended authorities shal with the
National Envronmental Policy Act [NEPA] and
ail other apphcable environmental laws.

| urge my especally those from

colleagues,
hard hit drought areas in the weat, 10 oin ma
in sponsoring this kegisiation.

@ 005005
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diraction. Join me in helping to make familie:
zafa. Cosponsor the Warkers' Family Prolac
Hon Act.
Senalor JAMES JEFFORDS introduced com
legisiation in the Senato earlier this

panion
wook. A summary of the bill is istod bolow.

ERCTTON-RY-SICTI0N SUMMARY OF THE
WoRKERs' FAMILY PROTECTION ACT

This act s entitled the Workess' Pamily
Protection Act of 1991,
SECTION 3. TINDINGS AWND PURFOSES

The purpose of the bill i to study the
problem of worker hame contamination
Racent history has shown that chemical
found on work clothes are frequently
bronght into the family home. Thix poses 8
health riek to the workers’ families, particn-

lem and if federal regulations are needed.

GECTION 3. STUDY OF EMFLOYEX TRANSPORTED
CONTAMIKANT RELEASTS

Caze atudies make up the primary empha-
#iz of this section. A total of $1 million is au-
thorized, allowing gp 0 10 case studies
($100,000 each) of recent incdents. The case
studias will review recent intidents to detar.
mine not anly why they happened, but
what, if any, long-term affects resulted.

In addition, both the National Institute
far Occupationa] Safety and Health
(NIOEH) and the Secretary of Labor are 10
conduct evaluations of home contamination
of workplace chemicaly NIOSH Is to: (1)
identify industries proneto such contaming.
tions based upon pest incidents and enforoe-

m the west as popudation and Other water -

warsen.  VWater ehortages influenced by
drought will most likely occur more requently
in the future, requiring both water supply and
demand to be managed more effectivery and

|

oi the available water conservetcn ef-
pursued by the Bureau cf Recle-
axisting authority. Fowever, leg-
is needad to broaden ewsting law 10
apply t0 multipwpose water taciities rather
tacites. Legisiation s aiso
the Secrotary with the per-
authority to work with State govern-
the Burgau of Reclamaton to
in short-term drought comangency
and othar drought amargency re-

The Rectamation Drought Hesponse Act of
1891 would provide permanent authority for
tha Sacretary of the Intenor to

Deciare and terminata raciamation contin-
gency plan activities.

Facditate water transiarns or institute & water

8
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Wednesday, February 8, 1991
- Me. BALLENGER. Wr. Speaker, | am intro-

indoor air quality issues us they reiste to
home contamination: and (3) determifie the
means families have to rectify contamine-

contamination
have been dooumented of sre believed iikely
with these chemicals.
EECTION 5. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROFRIATIONS
Tha cost of this legizlation is not yet
rnown. It is not the intent of this bill o
create a costly program. Maximmm expendi-
turea oo the order of $3-5 million over the
course of the Act gre anticipated.

their familes. My bill is one smali step in that




