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DRUG-FREE
" COMMUNITIES ACT

OF 1997




On June 27, 1997, President Clinton signed into law The Drug-Free . v . .
Communities Act of 1997. This act will serve as a catalyst for :

increased citizen participation in our efforts to reduce substance use

among our youth and provide community anti-drug coalitions with .

much needed funds to carry out their important missions. . s . N

Here are some the highlights of the Act:

Requires grants to be made to coalitions of representatives of youth, - . - . ' .
parents, businesses, the media, schools, youth organizations, law
enforcement, religious or fraternal organizations, civic groups, health
care professionals, State, local, or tribal governmental agencies, and
other organizations.

Requires the Director of the Office of National Drug Control Policy,
in carrying out the Program, to: (1) make and track grants to grant
recipients; (2) provide for technical assistance and training, data col-
lection and dissemination of information on state-of-the-art practices
that the Director determines to be effective in reducing substance
abuse; and (3) provide for the general administration of the Program.
Authorizes appropriations for FY 1998 through 2002.

Sets forth specified criteria a coalition shall meet to be eligible to
receive an initial or a renewal grant. Prescribes limitations concem-
ing: (1) grant amounts; (2) coalition awards; and (3) rural coalition

grants.
Requires the minimization of reporting requirements by grant recipi-

ents. The ease of the application and reporting requirements will be a
key feature of this program. '

Establishes the Advisory Commission on Drug-Free Communities to
advise, consult with, and make recommendations to the Director
conceming activities carried out under the Program. Sets forth the
duties of the Advisory Commission.

Visit our Website at www.whitehousedrugpolicy.gov
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111 STAT. 224  -—-PUBHLIETAW 105-20-JUNE 27, 1997 -

DR AT T . Public Law.105-20  _
' - ' 105th Congress
‘ A An Act

To amend the National Narcotics Leadership Act of 1988 to establish a program
June 27, 1997 to support and encourage local communities that first demonstrate a comprehen-

H.R. 966) sive, long-term commitment to reduce substance abuse among youth, and fo!
v i other purposes. :
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of
Drug-Free the United States of America in Congress assembled,
Communities Act -
of 1997. SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.
:ﬁt,;}_sc 1501 . 9'19‘1115 Act may be cited as the “Drug-Free Communities Act
of 1997”.

SEC. 2. NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The National Narcotics Leadership Act of
1988 (21 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.) is amended—
(1) by inserting between sections 1001 and 1002 the

following:
“CHAPTER 1—OFFICE OF NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL
POLICY"; :
' : ' o and
T : o (2) by adding at the end the following:
: / ' 4 “CHAPTER 2—DRUG-FREE COWUNITIES .

21 USC 1521, “SEC. 1021. FINDINGS.

“'Coniress finds the following: .
“(1) Substance abuse among youth has more than doubled

}

§ in the §-year period preceding 1996, with substantial increases
R in the use of marijuana, i ants, cocaine, methamphetamine,

. . . . . - LSD, and heroin. :
%2) The most dramatic increases in substance abuse has

occurred among 13- and 14-year-olds.

B “(3) Casual or periodic substance abuse by youth today
. i 5 will contribute to hard core or' chronic substance abuse by

. . .. . ‘ the next generation of adults. ‘
: ‘ ‘{4) Substance abuse is at the core of other problems,:
such as rising violent teenage and violent gang crime, increas-
ing health care costs, HIV infections, teenage pregnancy, high

school dropouts, and lower economic productivity,

*(5) Increases in substance abuse among youth are due
in large part to an erosion of understanding by youth of the
high risks associated with substance abuse, and to the softening
of peer norms against use.

N
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“{6XA) Substance abuse is a preventable behavior and a
treatable disease; and . ‘ ,

“(BXi) during the 13-year period beginhing with 1979 :
monthly use of illegal drugs among youth 12 to 17 years of i * .t -t
age declined by over 70 percent; and

“(ii) data suggests that if parents would simply talk to
their children reiularly about the dangers of substance abuse, :
use among youth could be expected to decline by as much . .
as 30 percent. . ) e y

“(7) Community anti-drug coalitions throughout the United
States are successfully developing and implementing com- l
prehensive, long-term strategies to reduce substance abuse :
among youth on a sustained basis. - o . . ' .

“(%3' Intergovernmental cooperation and coordination '
through national, State, and local or tribal leadership and
partnerships are critical to facilitate the reduction of substance
abuse among youth in communities throughout the United

States. N . . .

§  b22 PURPOSES. | 21USC 1522. )
: e purposes of this chapter are—
A “(P 1) to reduce substance abuse among youth in communities .
throughout the United States, and over time, to reduce sub- : . . C.

stance abuse among adilts;

“(2) to strengthen collaboration among eommunities, the
-Federal Government, and State, local, and tribal governments:

“(3) to enhance inte;govemmenta] cooperation and
coordination on the issue of substance abuse among youth; . . R

“(4) to serve as a catalyst for increased citizen participation .
and greater collaboration among all sectors and organizations
of a community that first demonstrates a long-term commit-
ment to reducing substance abuse among youth; , ) , B :

~ (5) to reciannel resources from the fiscal year 1998 4 Cow s * Y
Federal drug control budget to provide technical assistance, T ~ S
guidance, and financial support to communities that dem-
onstrate a long-term commitment in reducing substance abuse
among youth; ,

“(6) to disseminate to communities timely information
regarding the state-of-the-art practices and initiatives that have
proven to be effective in reducing substance abuse among youth;
~ *™(7) to enhance, not supplant, local community initiatives

'reducing substance abuse among youth; and

“(B) to encourage the creation of and sugport for community

anti-drug coalitions throughout the United States.

EC. 1023, DEFINITIONS. 21 USC 1523. o
" “In this chapter: o ' ,
“(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘Administrator’ means the g f , * Aot
Administrator appointed by the Director under section 1031(c). Tees : o
_ “(2) ApvisorY coMMiSSION.—The term ‘Advisory Commis-
\n{.means the Advisory Commission established under section
#

. “(8) CoMMUNITY.—The term ‘community’ shall have the
o tgprmrided that term by the Administrator, in consulta-
tion with the Advisory Commission. ' o :

“(4) DIRECTOR.—The term Director’ means the Director — -
of the Office of National Drug Control Policy. : . . . .
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“5) ELIGIBLE COALITION.—The term _‘eligible coalition’
means a coalition that meets the applicable criteria under
section 1032(a). '

“(6) GRANT RECIPIENT.—The term ‘grant recipient’ means
the recipient of a grant award under section 1032.
- “7) NONPROFIT ORGANIZATION.—The .. term - ‘nonprofit -
....organization* -means-an-organization described under section
"501(cX8) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 that is exempt
from taxation under section 501(a) of the Internal--Revenue
o o Codeof 1986, - - e T
“(8) PROGRAM.—The term ‘Program’ means the program
established under section 1081(a). -
“(9) SUBSTANCE ABUSE.—The term ‘substance abuse’
meang— ,
“(A) the illegal use or abuse of dru%?, including sub-
stances listed in schedules I through V of section 112
of the Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 812);
“(B) the abuse of inhalants; or
“(C) the use of alcohol, tobacco, or other related product
as such use is prohibited by State or local law.
“(10) YouTH.—The term ‘youth’ shall have the meaning
provided that term by the Administrator, in consultation with
the Advisory Commission.

. ‘ 21 USC 1524. “SEC. 1024. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

“(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be appropriated
c:f txl)m the Office of National Drug Control Policy to carry out this
Y chapter—
. “(1) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1998;
] “(2) $20,000,000 for fiscal year 1999;
i *“(3) $30,000,000 for fiscal year 2000;
ol “(4) $40,000,000 for fiscal year 2001; and
| “(5) $43,500,000 for fiscal year 2002.
) . : 1 “b) ADMINISTRATIVE Co0STS.—~Not more than the following
. . . j ’ gzrcentages of the amounts authorized under subsection (a) may
]
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used to pay administrative costs:
“(1) 10 percent for fiscal year 1998.
“(2) 6 percent for fiscal year 1999.
“(3) 4 percent for fiscal year 2000.
“(4) 3 percent for fiscal year 2001.
“(5) 3 percent for fiscal year 2002.

“Subchapter I—Drug-Free Communities Support Program
21USC1531. -, “SEC. 103L ESTABLISHMENT OF DRUG-FREE COMMUNITIES SUPPORT

PROGRAM.

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director shall establish a program
to support communities in the development and implementation
of comprehensive, long-term plans ang programs to prevent and
treat substance abuse among youth.

haﬁ) PROGRAM.—In carrying out the Program, the Director
s
Grants. © (1) make and track ts to grant recipients;

: . - “(2) provide for ical assistance and training, data
collection, and dissemination of information on state-of-the-
art practices that the Director determines to be effective in
reducing substance abuse; and

e T O RIS
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“(3) provide for the general administration of the Program i

“(c) ADMINISTRATION.—Not later than 30 days after receiving
recommendstions from the Advxsory Commission under section
104%(ha)(1), the Director shall appoint an Administrator to cany ‘
out the

“(d) CONTRACTING.—The Director may employ any necessary
staff and may enter into contracts or agreements with national
drug control agencies, including interagency agreements to delegate
authonty for the execution of grants and for such other act)vxtxes '
_necessary to carry out this chapter.

“SEC, 1032. PROGRAM AUTHORIZATION. 21 USC 1532.

“(a) GRANT Euemmty.—To be eligible to receive an initial-
grant or a renewal grant under this subchapter, a coalition shall
meet each of the following criteria:

“(1) APPLICATION.—The coalition shall submit an applica-

tion to the Administrator in accordance with section 1033(a)(2)

“(2) MAJOR SECTOR INVOLVEMENT.—

“(A) IN GmmtAL.—-The coalition shall consist of 1 or

more representatives of each of the following categories:
(i) Youth.

“(ii) Parents.

“(iii) Businesses.

“?v)) The medm.

“(v) Schoo

“vi) Organnatxons serving youth.

“(vii) Law enforcement.

*“(viii) Religious or frateral organizations.

“(ix) Civic and volunteer groups.

“(x) Health care professionals.

“(xd) State, local, or fxibal governmental agencies E
with expertise in the field of substance abuse (includ- g -
ing, if ap;hwble the State authority with primary
authority for substance abuse).

“(xii) Other orgamzatwns involved in reducing
substance abuse.

“B) ELECTED omcmLs.——If feasible, in addition to

representatives from the categories listed in sub aragraph
(Ag the coalition shall have an elected official (or a rep-
resentative of an elected official) from—

“1) the Federal Government; and

“(ii) bd%overnment of thé appmpnate State and
political subdivision .thereof or the govemmg or
an Indian tribe (as that term is defined in section
3(5%) b?f) );.he Indian Self-Determination Act (25 U.S.C.

e

“C) REPRESENTATION.—An individual who is a member
of the coalition may serve on the coalition as a representa-
(tzf of not more than 1 category listed under subparagraph
“(8) CommMiTMENT —The coalition shall demonstrate to the

satisfaction of the Administrator—

“{A) that the representatives of the coalition have
worked together on substance abuse reduction initiatives,
which, at a minimum, includes initiatives that target drugs -
referenced in section 1023(9XA), for a period of not less .
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_ than 6 months, acting through entities such as task forces,

, subcommittees, or community boards; and

f : ' “(B) substantial participation from volunteer leaders
. . e . in the community involved (especially in cooperation with

AR individuals involved with youth such as parents, teachers,
He - & - - 2 iie.zcoachesyyouth workers, and members of the clergy).--or
“(4) MISSION AND STRATEGIES.—The "coalition shall, with
respect to the community involved-—
et (A).-haver.as its principal. mission. the. reduction . of.
substance abuse, which, at a minimum, includes the use
and abuse of drugs referenced in section 1023(9XA), in
a comprehénsive and long-term manner, with a primary
focus on youth in the community;

“(B) describe and document the nature and extent of
the substance abuse problem, which, at a mirimum,
includes the use and abuse of drugs referenced in section
1023(9XA), in the community;

“(CXi) provide a description of substance abuse preven-
tion and treatment programs and activities, which, at a
minimum, includes programs and activities relating to the
use and abuse of drugs referenced in section 1023(9XA),
in existence at the time of the grant application; and

) A _ S “(ii) identify substance abuse programs and service

FE - A gaps, which, at 3 minimum, includes programs and gaps

g relating to the use and abuse of drugs referenced in section
1023(9XA), in the community; '

“(D) develop a strategic plan to reduce substance abuse

, . among youth, which, at a minimum, includes the use and

. » ’ - s . abuse of drugs referenced in section 1023(9XA), in a com-
prehensive and long-term fashion; and

“(E) work to develop a consensus regarding the prior-
, ities of the community to combat substance abuse among

. : . youth, which, at a minimum, includes the use and abuse
} > - . ~ of drugs referenced in section 1023(9XA).
) ' . “(5) SUSTAINABILITY.—The coalition shall demonstrate that
y : the coalition is an ongoing concern by demonstrating that the
’ © coalition— i
“(A) is—
¢ : - . “(iXI) a nonprofit organization; or
“(II) an entity that the Administrator determines
to be appropriate; or
“(ii) part of, or is agsociated with, an established
y ) legal entity;
’ - ‘ ‘ d 5 v “B) receives financial support (incduding, in the
: ' discretion of the Administrator, in-kind contributions) from
non-Federal sources; and :

“C) has a strategy to solicit substantial financial
support from non-Federal sources to ensure that the coali-
tion and the programs operated by the coalition are self-
sustaining. :
“(6) ACCOUNTABILITY.~~The coalition shall—

“(A) establish a system to measure and report
outcomes— :

“(i) consistent with common indicators and evalua-
tion protocols established by the Administrator; and
ii) approved by the Administrator;
“(B) conduct—

. §
' §
- - - -
;e .
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“{i) for an initial grant under this subchapter, an

initial benchmark survey of drug use among youth i

(or use local surveys or performance measures avail- {

able or accessible in the community at the time of

the grant application); and
“(ii) biennial surveys (or inoogorate local surveys . -
in existence at the time of the evaluation) to measure

the progress and effectiveness of the coalition; and J

“(C) provide assurances that the entity conducting an .
evaluation under this paragraph, or from which the coali- )
tion receives information, has experience—

“(i) in gathering data related to substance abuse
among youth; or ' )
“(iig'in evaluating the effectiveness of community

. anti-drug coalitions. -
“(b) GRANT AMOUNTS.— ;
. (1) IN GENERAL.— . !
© “(A) GRANTS.— i
“(i) IN GENERAL—Subject to clause (iv), for a fiscal !
year, the Administrator may grant to an eligible coali-
- tion under this paragraph, an amount not to exceed
the amount of non-Federal funds raised by the coali-
tion, including in-kind contributions, for that fiscal

ear.

d “(ii) SUSPENSION OF GRANTS.—If such grant recipi-
ent fails to continue to meet the criteria specified in
subsection (a), the Administrator may suspend the
grant, after providing written notice to the grant recipi-
ent and an opportunity to appeal.

“(jiil) RENEWAL GRANTS.—Subject to clause (iv), the
Administrator may award a renewal grant to a grant
recipient under this subparagraph for each fiscal year
following the fiscal year for which an initial grant
i3 awarded, in an amount not to exceed the amount
of non-Federal funds raised by the coalition, including
in-kind contributions, for that fiscal year, during the
4-year period following the period of the initial grant.

“(iv) LimMrraTioN.—The amount of a grant award
under this subparagraph may not exceed $100,000 for
a fiscal year.

“{B) COALITION AWARDS.—

“(i) IN GENERAL—Except as provided in clause
(ii), the Administrator may, with respect to a commu-
nity, make a grant to 1 eligil':le coalition that represents
that community.

“(ii) EXCEPTION.—The Administrator may make a
grant to more than 1 eligible coalition that represents
a community if—

“(I) the eligible coalitions demonstrate that the

coalitions are collaborating with one another; and
“(IT) each of the coalitions has independentl

_ met the requirements set forth in subsection (a).

“(2) RURAL COALITION GRANTS.— ,
“(A) IN GENERAL—

“(i) IN GENERAL.—In addition to awarding grants
under paragraph (1), to stimulate the development of
coalitions in sparsely populated and rural areas, the

v rmspreci g o
AR
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a ] Administrator, in consultation with the Advisory

J ' ‘ Commission, may award a t in accordance wi
this section to a coalition that represents a coun

e ot T < 3 with a population that does not exceed 30,000 individ-

oo ke In awanding. a. grant under this pasagraph, the

, - " “Adininistrator may waive-any-réquirémert under sub-

i : V S section (a) if the Administrator considers that waiver

e e LR e I ...tobe appropriate, . . ... . ... . -

: ' A b “Gi1) A 38;“?6 mqumamg.;‘is\ibjéct to

! : subparagrap or a fiscal year, the Administrator

may grant to an efigible coalition under this paragra;g\,

an amount not to exceed the amount of non-Federal

funds raised by the coalition, including in-kind éon-
tributions, for that fiscal year.

“(iii) SUSPENSION OF GRANTS.—If such grant recipi-
ent fails to continue to meet any criteria specified
in subsection (a) that has not been waived by the
Administrator t‘gursuamt to clause (i), the Administrator
may suspend the grant, after providing written notice
to the grant recipient and an opportunity to appeal.
“(B) RENEWAL GRANTS.—The Administrator may award

a renewal grant to an eligible coalition thsit is a grant
recipient under this par ph for each fiscal year following
j the fiscal year for. which an initial grant is awarded, in
3 an amount not to exceed the amount of non-Federal funds
- raised by the coalition, including in-kind contributions, dux-
) ; , ing the.4-year period following the period of the initial
L3 a N - ant, .
; “(C) LMITATIONS. —
“(i) AMOUNT.—The amount of a grant award under
~ this paragraph shall not exceed $100,000 for a fiscal
ear,

; - . v . 2 “(ii) AWARDS.—With res to a county referred
: : ‘8 to in subparagraph (A), the inistrator may award
: a grant under this section to not more than 1 eligible
coalition that represents the county.

21 USC 1533. “SEC. 1033. INFORMATION COLLECTION AND DISSEMINATION WITH
RESPECT TO GRANT RECIPIENTS.

“(a) COALITION INFORMATION,— : :
“(1) . GENERAL AUDITING AUTHORITY.—For the purpose of
4 audit and examination, the Administrator—
N PR . .. i ) “(A) shall have access to any books, documents, papers,
and records that are pertinent to any grant or grant
. renewal request under this chapter; and » v
“(B) may periodically request information from a grant
recipient to ensure that the grant recipient meets the
applicable criteria under section 1032(a).
"&3 APPLICATION PROCESS.—The Administrator shall issue

e TS e

a request for proposal with respect to the grants

|
|
;
]
} awarded under section 1032, tﬁ’e application process, grant
. ) o # renewal, and suspension or withhoiﬁ of renewal grants. Each
T * * ; - application under this &arzgdra h
: e

be in writing and shall
be subject to review by istrator.

“(3) REPORTING.—The Administrator shall, to the maximum
extent practicable and in a manner consistent with applicable
law, minimize reporting requirements by a grant recipient and
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exgggite any application for a renewal grant made under this
su pter,
“(b) DATA COLLECTION AND DISSEMINATION.— '
o “(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may collect data
rom—
: “(A) national substance abuse organizations that work
with eligible coalitions, community anti-drug coalitions,
departments or agencies of the Federal Government, or
State or local governments and the governing bodies of
Indian tribes; and v
“B) any other entity or organization that carries out
activities that relate to the purposes of the Program.
“(2) ACTIVITIES OF ADMINISTRATOR.—The Administrator
may—

to the purposes of the Program;
“(B) conduct an evaluation of the Program; and
“C) disseminate information described in this sub-
section to— ’
(i) eligible coalitions and other substance abuse
organizations; and
“(ii) the general public.
“SEC. 1034. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND TRAINING.
“(a) IN GENERAL.— . )

“(1) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND AGREEMENTS.—With
respect to any grant recipient or other organization, the
Administrator may— '

‘“{A) offer technical assistance and training; and
“(B) enter irito contracts and cooperative agreements.

“(2) COORDINATION OF PROGRAMS.—The Administrator may
facilitate the coordination of programs between a grant recipi-
ent and other organizations and entities. .

“(b) TRAINING.—The Administrator may provide training to any
representative designated by a grant recipient in—

“(1) coalition building; '

“(2) task force development;

“(8) mediation and facilitation, direct service, assessment
and evaluation; or

“(4) any other activity related to the purposes of the

Program.
“Subchapter II—Advisory Commission

“SEC. 1041. ESTABLISHMENT OF ADVISORY COMMISSION.

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a commission to
be known as the ‘Advisory Commission on Drug-Free Communities’.
“(b) PUurPOSE.—~The Advisory Commission shall advise, consult
with, and make recommendations to the Director concerning
matters related to the activities carried out under. the Program..

“SEC. 1042, DUTIES.

*(a) IN GENERAL~The Advisory Commission—

“(1) shall, not later than 30 days after its first meeting,
make recommendations to the Director regarding the selection
of an Administrator; ‘

“(A) evaluate the utility of specific initiatives relating .

21USC 1534.

21USC 1541

21 USC 1542




) ‘ ] o o - %(2) may make recommendations to the Director m?:ding
any grant, contract, or cooperative-agreement made by the

Program;
~“(8) may make recommendations to the Director regarding

. o, .- R the activities of the Program;
. o ‘o “(4) may make recommendations to the Director regarding
- : T %y}vgglicx-;orfCﬁ%ﬁ%mbﬁshediby;the_mm;mcam out

o ; e ,
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o _ “(5) may—
et o e + ... . *(A).collect, by correspondence or by personal investiga-
, ' v * , tion, information concerning initiatives, studies, services,
L . T : pro; , or other activities of coalitions or orgnizations
: working in the field of substance abuse in United
’ States or any other country; and
“B) with the apgoroval of the Director, make the
information referred in subpmgaph, (A) availabl¢
through appropriate publications or other methods for the
benefit of eligible coalitions and the general public; anc
“(6) may appoint subcommittees and convene workshop:
and conferences. : '

“(b) RECOMMENDATIONS.—If the Director rejects any rec
ommendation of the Advisory Commission under subsection (a)X1.
the Director shall notify the Advisory Commission in writing ¢
the reasons for the rejection not later than 156 days after receivin
the recommendation. ,

“(c) CoNFLICT OF INTEREST.—A member of the Advisor
Commission shall recuse himself or herself from any decision thse

would constitute a conflict of interest.

' ~ . i 21})&3 1543. “SEC. 1043, MEMBERSHIP.
' * : . § President. “(a) IN GENERAL.—The President shall appoint 11 membel

" to the Adviso? Commission as follows:
- 8 “(1) four members shall be appointed from the gener

public and shall include leaders—
“(A) in fields of youth development, public policy, lax

Notification.

j o * * o or business; or
2 “(B) of nonprofit organizations or private foundatio
: | ;. that fund substance abuse programs.
3 “(2) four members shall ge appointed from the leadi:
: representatives of national substance abuse reduction organiz
tions, of which no fewer than three members shall have exte
_ sive training or experience in drug prevention.
3 “(3) three members shall be appointed from the leadi
:_epresentatives of State substance abuse reduction organiz
- ions.
“(b) CHAIRPERSON.—The Advisory Commission shall elect
i chairperson or irpersons from among its members.
g “¢) Ex OFFicio MEMBERS.—The ex officio membership of .t
- v Advisory Commission shall consist of any two officers or employe
of the United States that the Director determines to be necess:z
for thé Advisory Commission to effectively carry out its functio:

21 USC 1544. “SEC. 1044. COMPENSATION. ‘
“(a) IN GENERAL.—Members of the Advisory Commission w
are officers’ or eniployees of the United States shall not rece
: any additional compensation for service on the Advisory Comu
’ sion. The remaining members of the Advisory Commission sk
' : receive, for each day (including travel time) that they are engay

N it i e
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the performance of the functions of the Advisory Commission,
mpensation at rates not to exceed the daily equivalent to the
::da\lﬂ rate of basic pay payable for grade GS-10 of the General
H e‘ . .
“(b) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—Each member of the Advisory Commis- 2 * T :
»n shall receive travel expenses, including per diem in lieu of -
bsistence, in accordance with sections 5702 and 5703 of title
United States Code.

EC. 1045. TERMS OF OFFICE.

“Ca) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b), the term of office
a member of the Advisory Commission shall be 3 years, except
at, as designated at the time of appointment— .

“(1) of the initial members appointed under section )
1043(a)X1), two shall be appointed for a term of 2 years;
“(2) of the initial members appointed under section
1043(a)2), two shall be appointed for a term of 2 years; and
“(3) of the initial members appointed under section
1n43(aX3), one shall be appointed for a term of 1 year. . . . .
‘}VACANCIES.——éAny member appointed to fill a vacancy for .
vy pired term of a member shall serve for the remainder
t. “mexpired term. A member of the Advisory Commission ‘
3y ocrve after the expiration of such member’s term until a .
ecessor has been appointed and taken office. . : . . C. .

EC. 1046. MEETINGS. ' 21USC 1546.

“(e) IN GENERAL-—After its initial meeting, the Advisory )
mmission shall meet, with the advanced approval of the Adminis- .
itor; at the call of the Chairperson (or Co-chairpersons) of the . . . ) . .

21 USC 1545. NS . . . N

ivisory Commission or a majority of its members or upon the
pest of the Director or Administrator of the Program.

“b) QUORUM.—Six members of the Advisory Commission shall
astitute a quorum. : . - :

IC, 1047. STAFF. 21 USC 1547.

“The Administrator shall make available to the Advisory
mmission adequate staff, information, and other assistance.
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> | 21USC158.  “SEC. 1048 TERMINATION.
. ‘ “l‘heAdvisoryCommisaionshalltermiﬁntaat‘theendofﬁscﬂl
S R mvsc 1501 y CES.—Each reference in Federal law to subtxtle
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of the
Mnited States of America

AT THE FIRST SESSION

Begun and held at the City of Washington on Wednesday,
the third day of January, two thousand and one

An Act

To extend the authorization of the Drug-Free Communities Support Program for
an’ additional 5 years, to authorize a National Community Antidrug Coalition
Institute, and for other purposes. -

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of
the United States of America in Congress assembled,
-SECTION 1. FIVE-YEAR EXTENSION OF DRUG-FREE CONM(WITEES SUP-
PORT PROGRAM.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the following findings:

(1) In the next 15 years, the youth population in the United
States will grow by 21 percent, adding 6,500,000 youth to
the population of the United States. Even if drug use rates

remain constant, there will be a huge surge in g-related -

roblems, such as academic failure, drug-related violence, and
E’IIV incidence, simply due to this population increase. }
(2) According to the 1994-1996 National Household Survey,
60 percent of students age 12 to 17 who frequently cut classes
and. who reported delinquent behavior in the past 6 months
used marijuana 52 days or more in the Szevious year,
(3) The 2000 Washington Kids Count survey conducted

by the University of Washington reported that students whose B

eers have little or no involvement with- drinking and drugs
* ave higher math and reading scores than ‘students whose
peers had low level drinking or drug use. -

(4) Substance abuse prevention works. In 1999, only 10
percent of teens saw marijuana users as popular, compared
to 17 percent in 1998 and 19 percent in 1997. The rate of

ast-month use of any drug among 12-.to 17-year-olds declined
56 percent between 1997 and 1999. Marijuana use for sixth
through eighth graders is at the lowest point in 5 years, as
is use of cocaine, inhalants, and hallucinogens. .

(5) Community Anti-Drug Coalitions throughout the United ¢
States are successfully developing and implementing com-
prehensive, long-term strategies o reduce substance abuse {
among youth on a sustained basis. For example: :

(A) The Boston Coalition brought college and university
presidents together to creats the Cooperative Agreement

on Underage %nn.km ing. This agreement represents the first

coordinated effort of Boston's many institutions of higher

education to address issues such as binge drinking, under-

age drinking, and changing the norms surrounding aleohol

abuse that exist on college and university campuses. :

(B) In 2000, the Coalition for a Drug-Free Greater
Cincinnati surveyed more than 47,000 local students in

-
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grades 7 through 12. The resuls provided evidence that
the Coalition’s initiatives are working. For the first time
in a decade, teen drug use in Greater Cincinnati appears
. to be. leveling off. The data collected from the survey has
served as a tool to strengthen relationships between schools
and communities, as well as facilitate the growth of anti-
drug coalitions in communities where such coalitions had
not existed. . ] ~
~ (C) The Miami Coalition used a three-part strategy
. to decrease the percentage of high school seniors who
reported using marijuana at least once during the most
. recent 30-day period. The development of a media strategy,
the creation of a network of prevention agencies, and
discussions with high school students about the dangers
of marijuana all contributed to a decrease in the percentage
of seniors who reported using marijuana from over 22
percent in 1995 to 9 percent in 1997, The Miami Coalition
was able to achieve these results while national rates of
marijuana use were increasing,

(D) The Nashville Prevention Partnership worked with
elementary and middle school children in an attempt to
influence them toward positive life goals and discourage
them from using substances. The Partnership targeted an
area in East Nashville and created after school programs,
mentoring opportunities, attendance initiatives, and safe
passages to and from school. Attendance and test scores
increased as a result of the program. _

(E) At a youth-led town meeting -sponsored by the
Bering Strait Community Partnership in Nome, Alaska,
youth identified a need for a safe, substance-free space.
With help from a variety of community partners, the Part- .

- pership staff and youth members created the Java Hut,
a substance-free coffechouse designed for youth. The Java
Hut is helping to change norms in the community by pro-
viding a fun, youth-friendly atmosphere and activities that
are not centered around alcohol or marijuana. _—

(F) Portland’s Regional Drug Initiative (RDI) has pro-
mofed the establishment of drug-free workplaces among

- the city’s large and small employers. Over 3,000 employers
have attended an RDI training session, and of those, 92
percent have instituted drug-free workplace policies. As
a result, there has been a 5.5 percent decrease in positive
workplace drug tests. '

(@) San Antonio F:;ihﬁng Back worked to increase
the age at which youth first used illegal substances
Research suggests that the later the age of first use, the
lower the risk that a young person become a regular
substance abuser. As a result, the age of first illegal drug
;zgg?ina'eased from 9.4 years in 1992 to 13.5 years in

(H) In 1990, multiple data sources confirmed a trend
of increased alcohol use by teenagers in the Troy commu-
nity. Using its “multiple strategies over multiple sectors”
appmach, the Troy Coalition worked with parents, physi-
cians, students, coaches, and others to address this problem
from several angles. As a result, the rate of twelfth grade
students who had consumed alcohol in the past month

Pt



H.R.2291-3

decreased from 62.1 percent to 53.3 percent between 1991
and 1998, and the rate of eighth grade students decreased
from 26.3 percent to 17.4 percent. The Troy Coalition
believes that this decline represents not only a change
in behavior on the part of students, but also a change
in the norms of the community.

(8) Despite these successes, drug use continues to be a
serious problem facing communities across the United States.

For examgle: .
(A) According to the Pulse Check: Trends in Drug

Abuse Mid-Year 2000 report— .

(i) crack and powder cocaine remains the most
serious drug problem; _

(ii) marijuana remains the most widely available
illicit drug, and its potency is on the rise; .

(iii) treatment sources report an increase in admis-
sions with marijuana ag the primary drug of abuse—
and adolescents outnumber other age groups entering
treatment for marijuana; '

(iv) 80 percent of Pulse Check sources reported
increased availability of club drugs, with ecstasy
(MDMA) and ketamine the most widely cited club
drugs and seven sources reporting that powder cocaine
is being used as a club drug by young adults;

(v) ecstasy abuse and trafficking is expanding, no
longer confined to the “rave” scene;

(vi) the sale and use of cub has grown
from nightclubs and raves to high schools, the streets,
neighborhoods, open venues, and younger ages;

(vii) ecstasy users often are unknowingly pur-
chasing adulterated tablets or some other substance

- sold as MDMA; and

(viii) . along with reports of increased heroin
.snorting as a route of administration for initiates, there
is also an increase in injecting initiates and the nega-
tive health consequences associated with injection (for
example, increases in HIV/AIDS and Hepatitis C) sug-
gesting that there is a generational forgetting of the
dangers of injection of the drug. C
(B) The 2000 Parent’s Resource Institute for Drug Edu-

cation study reported that 23.6 percent of children In the
sixth through twelfth grades used illicit drugs in the past
year. The same study found that monthly usage among
this group was 15.3 percent.

(C) According to the 2000 Monitoring the Future study,
the use of ecstasy among eighth graders increased from
1.7 fercent in 1999 to 3.1 percent in 2000, among tenth
graders from 4.4 percent to 5.4 percent, and from 5.6 per-
cent to 8.2 percent among twelfth graders.

(D) A 1999 Mellman Group study found that—

(i) 66 percent of the population in the United
States believed that drug use was increasing in 1999;

(ii) 92 percent of the Ipopula‘t.ion viewed illegal
dr\ég. use as a serious problem in the United States;
and

(iii) 73 percent of the population viewed illegal
drug use as a serious problem in their communities.
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(7) According to the 2001 report of the National Center
on Addiction and Substance Abuse at Columbia University
entitled “Shoveling Up: The Impact of Substance Abuse on
State Budgets”, using the most conservative assumption, in
1998 States spent $77,900,000,000 to shovel up the wreckage

of substance abuse, only $3,000,000,000 to prevent and treat

the problem and $433,000,000 for aleohol and tobacco regulation
and compliance. This $77,900,000,000 burden was distributed
as follows: - :
(A) $30,700,000,000 in the justice system (77 percent
of justice spending). o
®) $1%e,500,000,000 in education costs (10 percent of
education spending). .
(Cy $15,200,000,000 in health "costs (25 percent of
health spending).

D) $7,700,000,000 in child and family assistance (32.

percent of child and family assistance spending).
() $5,900,000,000 in mental health and developmental
disabilities (31 percent of mental health spending).
(F) $1,500,000,000 in public safety (26 percent of public
safety spending) and $400,000,000 for the state workforce.
(8) Intergovernmental cooperation and coordination
through national, State, and local or tribal leadership and
partnerships are critical to facilitate the reduction of substance
abuse among youth in communities across the United States.
(9) Substance abuse is perceived as a much greater problem
nationally than at the community level. According to a 2001
stl:idg Oso%ofsored'by The Pew Charitable Trusts, between 1994
an ,

of Americans who felt progress was being made in the
war on drugs at the community level;

(A) there was a 43 percent increase in the percentage .

(B) only 9 percent of Americans say drug abuse is ~
a ‘“crisis” in their neighborhood, compared to 27 percent’

who say this about the nation; and .
(C) the percentage of those who felt we lost ground

in the war on drugs on a community level fell by more |

ghz;nmza quarter, from 51 percent in 1994 to 37 percent
m .

(b) EXTENSION AND INCREASE OF PROGRAM.—Section 1024(a)
of the National Narcotics Leadership Act of 1988 (21U S.C. 1524(a))
is amended—

(1) by striking “and” at the end of paragraph (4); and

(2) by striking paragraph (5) and inserting tﬁe following
new paragraphas: .

“(5) $50,600,000 for fiscal year 2002;

“(6) $60,000,000 for fiscal year 2003;

“(7) $70,000,000 for fiscal year 2004; -

“(8) $80,000,000 for fiscal year 2005; :

“(9) $90,000,000 for fiscal year 2006; and

“(10) $99,000,000 for year 2007.",

{c) EXTENSION OF LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—Sec-
tion 1024(b) of that Act (21 U.S.C, 1524(b)) is amended by striking
paragraph (5) and inserting the following new paragraph (5):

“(5) 6 percent for each of fiseal years 2002 through 2007.”.
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(d) ADDITIONAL GRANTS.—Section 1032(b) of that Act (21 U.S.C.
1533(b)) is amended by adding at the end the following new para-
graph (3):

‘(3) ADDITIONAL GRANTS.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph (F), the
Administrator may award an additional grant under this
paragraph to an eligible coalition awarded a grant under

- paragraph (1) or (2) for any first fiscal year after the
end of the 4-year period following the period of the initial
grant under paragraph (1) or (2), as.the-case may be.

© *“(B) SCOPE OF GRANTS.—A coalition awarded a grant

l under pax;agraﬁ (1) or (2), indduding a renewal grant under .

sach paragraph, may not be awarded another grant under
such paragraph, and is eligible for an additional grant
under this section only under this paragraph.

“(C) NO PRIORITY .FOR APPLICATIONS.—The Adminis-
trator may not afford a higher priority in the award of
an additional grant under this paragraph than the
Administrator would afford the applicant for the grant

; if the applicant were submitting an application for an
; initial grant under paragraph (1) or-(2) rather than an
application for a grant under this paragraph.

“(D) RENEWAL GRANTS.—Subject to subparagraph (F),
the Administrator may award a renewal grant to a grant
recipient under this paragraph for each of the fiscal years
of the 4-fiscal-year period following the fiscal year for which

. the initial additional grant under subparagraph (A) is
. awarded in an amount not to exceed amounts as follows:

’ “(i) For the first and second fiscal years of that
4-fiscal-year period, the amount equal to 80 percent

of the non-Federal funds, including in-kind contribu-

,tions, raised by the coalition for the applicable fiscal
ear. .
“(ii) For the third and fourth fiscal years of that
4-fiscal-year period, the amount equal to 67 percent
of .the non-Federal funds, including in-kind contribu-
tions, raised by the coalition for the applicable fiscal

ear.

(E) SUSPENSION.~If a grant recipient under this para-
graph fails to continue to meet the criteria specified in
subsection (a), the Administrator may suspend the grant,
after providing written notice to the grant recipient and
an opportunity to appeal.

(F) LiMrTATION.—The amount of a grant award under
this paragraph may not exceed $100,000 for a fiscal year.”,

(e) DATA COLLECTION AND DISSEMINATION.—Section 1033(h) of
that Act (21 U.S.C. 1533(b)) is amended by adding at the end
the following new paragraph: ‘

“3) CoNSULTATION.—The Administrator shall ecarry out
activities under this subsection in copsultation with the

Advisory Commission and the National Community Antidrug

Coalition Institute.”. A

) (f) LMeTATION ON USE OF CERTAIN FUNDS FOR EVALUATION

OF PROGRAM.—Section 1033(b) of that Act, as amended by sub-
section (e) of this section, is further amended by adding at the
end the following new paragraph: .

- . .

At e s
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“(4) LDMTATION ON USE OF CERTAIN FUNDS FOR EVALUATION

OF PROGRAM.—Amounts for activities under paragraph (2XB)

may not be derived from amounts under section 1024&) except

for amounts that are available under section 1024(b) for
administrative costs.”.

(g) TREATMENT OF FUNDS FOR COALITIONS REPRESENTING CER-
TAIN ORGANIZATIONS.—Section 1032 of that Act {21 U.S.C. 1532)
is further amended by adding at the end the following new sub-
section: . : ’

“(&) TREATMENT OF FUNDS FOR COALITIONS REPRESENTING CER-
TAIN ORGANIZATIONS.—Funds appropriated for the substance abuse
activities of a coalition that includes a representative of the Bureau
of Indian Affairs, the Indian Health Service, or a tribal government
agency with e:fertise in the field of substance abuse may be counted
as non-Federal funds raised by the coalition for purposes of this
section.”, N

(b) PRIORITY IN AWARDING GRANTS.—Section 1032 of that Act
(21 U.S.C. 1532) is further amended by adding at the end the
following new subsection: . .

“(d) PRIORITY IN AWARDING GRANTS.—In awarding grants under
subsection (b}(1XAXJ), priority shall be given to a coahtion serving
economically disadvantaged areas.”.

SEC. 2. SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS FOR COALITION MENTORING ACTIVI-
TIES UNDER DRUG-FREE COMMUNITIES SUPPORT PRO-
GRAM.

Subchapter I of chapter 2 of the National Narcotics Leadership
Act of 1988 (21 US.C. 1531 et seq) is amended by adding at
the end the following new section:

“SEC. 1035. SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS FOR COALITION MENTORING
ACTIVITIES,

“(a) AuTHORITY TO MAXE GRANTS.—As part of the program
established under section 1031, the Director may award an initial
ant under this subsection, and renewal grants under subsection
), to any coalition awarded a grant under section 1032 that meets
the criteria specified in subsection (d) in order to fund coalition
mentoring activities by such coalition in support of the program.
“(b) TREATMENT WITH OTHER GRANTS.—
“(1) SUPPLEMENT.—A grant awarded to a coalition under

this section is in addition to any grant awarded to the coalition -

under section 1032, : ,
“(2) REQUIREMENT FOR BASIC GRANT.—A coalition may not
be awarded a grant under this section for a fiscal year unless
the coalition was awarded a grant or renewal grant under
section 1032(b) for that fiscal year. :

“(c) APPLICATION.—A coalition seeking a {{ant under this sec-
tion shall submit to the Administrator an application for the grant
in such form and manner as the Administrator may require.

“(d) CRITERIA—A coalition meets the criteria specified in this
subsection if the ¢oalition—

- “(1) has been in existence for at least 5 years;
“(2) has achieved, by or through its own efforts, measurable
results in the prevention and treatment of substance abuse

amon(g ;'outh;

“3) has staff or members willing to serve as mentors for
persons geeking to start or expand the activities of othar coali-
tions in the prevention and treatment of substance abuse; _
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“(4) has demonstrable st;iport from some members of the
community in which the coalition mentoring activities to be
support(;led by the grant under this section are to be carried
out; an

“(5) submits to the Administrator a detailed plan for the -

coalition mentoring activities to be supported by the grant
under this section.

“(e) USE oF GRANT FUNDS.—A coalition awarded a grant under

this section shall use the grant amount for mentoring activities
to support and encourage the development of new, self-supporting
community coalitions that are focused on the prevention ami, treat-
ment of substance abuse in such new coalitions’ communities. The
mentoring coalition shall encourage such development in accordance

with the plan submitted by the mentoring coalition under subsection

@xs).’
- “(f) RENEWAL GRANTS.—The Administrator may make a

renewal grant to any coalition awarded a grant under subsection
(a), or a previous renewal grant under this subsection, if the coali-

tion, at the time of application for such renewal grant—
@ “(]c.l) continues to meet the criteria specified in subsection

; an
“(2) has made demonstrable progress in the development
of one or more new, self-supporting community coalitions that
are focused on the prevention and treatment of substance abuse.
“(g) GRANT AMOUNTS,—

"~ (1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraphs (2) and (3), the
total amount of grants awarded to a coalition under this section
. for a fiscal year may not exceed the amount of non-Federal
funds raised by the coalition, including in-kind contributions,
for that fiscal year. Funds appropriated for the substance abuse
activities of a coalition that includes a representative of the
Bureau.of Indian Affairs, the Indian Health Service, or a txibal
government agency with expertise in the field of substance

abuse may be counted as non-Federal funds raised by the

coalition.

“2) INITIAL GRANTS.—The amount of the initial grant
gw;x&)%d to a coalition undér subsection (a) may not exceed

75,000.

“(3) RENEWAL GRANTS.—The total amount of renewal grants
awarded to a coalition under subsection (f) for any fiscal year
may not exceed $75,000. - :

“th) FISCAL YEAR LIMITATION ON AMOUNT AVAILABLE FOR
GraNTS.—The total amount available for grants under this section,
including repmewal grants under subsection {f), in any fiscal year
may not exceed the amoéunt equal to five percent of the amount
authorized to be appropriated by section 1024(a) for that fiscal

year

tial grants under this section, priority shall be given to a coalition
that expressly proposes to provide mentorship to a coalition or
aspiring coalition serving economically disadvantaged areas.”. '

SEC. 3. FIVE-YEAR EXTENSION OF ADVISORY COMMISSION ON DRUG-
FREE COMBIUNITIES.

Section 1048 of the National Narcotics Leadership Act of 1988
(21 U.8.C. 1548) is amended by striking “2002” and inserting “2007".

() PRIORITY IN AWARDING INITIAL GRANTS.—In awarding ini- |
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SEC. 4. AUTHORIZATION FOR NATIONAL COMMUNITY ANTIDRUG L
COALITION INSTITUTE. ' )

(a) IN GENERAL—~The Director of the Office of National Dmﬁ
Control Policy may, using amounts authorized to be appmgnate
. by subsection (d), make a grant to an eligible organization to
. provide for the establishment of a National Community Antidrug
Coalition Institute,

(b) ELIGIBLE ORGANIZATIONS.—An organization eligible for the
grant under subsection (a) is any national nonprofit organization
that represents, provides technical assistance and training to, and
has special expertise and broad, national-level experience in commu-
nity antidrug coalitions under section 1032 of the National Narcotics
Leadership Act of 1988 (21 U.S.C. 1532). '

(c) USE OF GRANT AMOUNT.—The orgdnization receiving the
grant under subsection (a) shall establish a National Community
Antidrug Coalitien Institute to—

(1) provide education, training, and technical assistance
for coalition leaders and community teams, with emphasis on
the development of coalitions serving economically disadvan-
taged areas; .

(2) develop and disseminate evaluation tools, mechanisms,
and measures to better assess and document coalition perform-
ance measures and outcomes; and

_ (3) bridge the gap between research and practice by trans-
lating knowledge from research into practical information.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—There is authorized

. . to be appropriated for p es of activities under this section,
including the grant under subsection (a), amounts as follows:

(1) For each of fiscal years 2002 and 2003, $2,000,000.

(2) For each of fiscal years 2004 and 2005, $1,000,000.

(8) For each of fiscal years 2006 and 2007, $750,000.

SEC. 5. PROHIBITION AGAINST DUPLICATION OF EFFORT. :

The Director of the Office -of National Drug Control- Poli

" shall ensure that the same or similar activities are not carried
out, through the use of funds for administrative costs provided
under subchapter II of the National Narcotics Leadership Act of
1988 (21 U.S.C. 1521 et seq.) or funds provided under sectio
4 of this Act, by more than one recipient of such funds.- -

Speaker of the House of Representatives.

Vice President of the United States and
’ President of the Senate.

e
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The amendment is as follows:
Strike all after the enacting clause and insert the following:

SECTION 1. FIVE-YEAR EXTENSION OF DRUG-FREE COMMUNITIES
SUPPORT PROGRAM.

(a) FINDINGS- Congress makes the following findings:
(1) In the next 15 years, the youth population in the United States will grow by 21
percent, adding 6,500,000 youth to the population of the United States. Even if
drug use rates remain constant, there will be a huge surge in drug-related
problems, such as academic failure, drug-related violence, and HIV incidence,
simply due to this population increase.
(2) According to the 1994-1996 National Household Survey, 60 percent of
students age 12 to 17 who frequently cut classes and who reported delinquent
behavior in the past 6 months used marijuana 52 days or more in the previous
year.
(3) The 2000 Washington Kids Count survey conducted by the University of
Washington reported that students whose peers have little or no involvement with
drinking and drugs have higher math and reading scores than students whose
peers had low level drinking or drug use.
(4) Substance abuse prevention works. In 1999, only 10 percent of teens saw
marijuana users as popular, compared to 17 percent in 1998 and 19 percent in
1997. The rate of past-month use of any drug among 12- to 17-year-olds declined
26 percent between 1997 and 1999. Marijuana use for sixth through eighth
graders is at the lowest point in 5 years, as is use of cocaine, inhalants, and
hallucinogens.
(5) Community Anti-Drug Coalitions throughout the United States are
successfully developing and implementing comprehensive, long-term strategies to
reduce substance abuse among youth on a sustained basis. For example:
(A) The Boston Coalition brought college and university presidents
together to create the Cooperative Agreement on Underage Drinking. This
agreement represents the first coordinated effort of Boston's many
institutions of higher education to address issues such as binge drinking,
underage drinking, and changing the norms surrounding alcohol abuse that
exist on college and university campuses.
(B) In 2000, the Coalition for a Drug-Free Greater Cincinnati surveyed
more than 47,000 local students in grades 7 through 12. The results
provided evidence that the Coalition's initiatives are working. For the first
time in a decade, teen drug use in Greater Cincinnati appears to be
leveling off. The data collected from the survey has served as a tool to
strengthen relationships between schools and communities, as well as
facilitate the growth of anti-drug coalitions in communities where such
coalitions had not existed.
(C) The Miami Coalition used a three-part strategy to decrease the
percentage of high school seniors who reported using marijuana at least



once during the most recent 30-day period. The development of a media
strategy, the creation of a network of prevention agencies, and discussions
with high school students about the dangers of marijuana all contributed to
a decrease in the percentage of seniors who reported using marijuana from
over 22 percent in 1995 to 9 percent in 1997. The Miami Coalition was
able to achieve these results while national rates of marijuana use were
increasing.
(D) The Nashville Prevention Partnership worked with elementary and
middle school children in an attempt to influence them toward positive life
goals and discourage them from using substances. The Partnership
targeted an area in East Nashville and created after school programs,
mentoring opportunities, attendance initiatives, and safe passages to and
from school. Attendance and test scores increased as a result of the
program.
(E) At a youth-led town meeting sponsored by the Bering Strait
Community Partnership in Nome, Alaska, youth identified a need for a
safe, substance-free space. With help from a variety of community
partners, the Partnership staff and youth members created the Java Hut, a
substance-free coffeehouse designed for youth. The Java Hut is helping to
change norms in the community by providing a fun, youth-friendly
atmosphere and activities that are not centered around alcohol or
marijuana.
(F) Portland's Regional Drug Initiative (RDI) has promoted the
establishment of drug-free workplaces among the city's large and small
employers. Over 3,000 employers have attended an RDI training session,
and of those, 92 percent have instituted drug-free workplace policies. As a
result, there has been a 5.5 percent decrease in positive workplace drug
tests.
(G) San Antonio Fighting Back worked to increase the age at which youth
first used illegal substances. Research suggests that the later the age of
first use, the lower the risk that a young person will become a regular
substance abuser. As a result, the age of first illegal drug use increased
from 9.4 years in 1992 to 13.5 years in 1997.
(H) In 1990, multiple data sources confirmed a trend of increased alcohol
use by teenagers in the Troy community. Using its ‘multiple strategies
~ over multiple sectors' approach, the Troy Coalition worked with parents,

physicians, students, coaches, and others to address this problem from
several angles. As a result, the rate of twelfth grade students who had
consumed alcohol in the past month decreased from 62.1 percent to 53.3
percent between 1991 and 1998, and the rate of eighth grade students
decreased from 26.3 percent to 17.4 percent. The Troy Coalition believes
that this decline represents not only a change in behavior on the part of
students, but also a change in the norms of the community.

(6) Despite these successes, drug use continues to be a serious problem facing

communities across the United States. For example:



(A) According to the Pulse Check: Trends in Drug Abuse Mid-Year 2000
report--
(i) crack and powder cocaine remains the most serious drug
problem;
(ii) marijuana remains the most widely available illicit drug, and its
potency is on the rise;
(iii) treatment sources report an increase in admissions with
marijuana as the primary drug of abuse--and adolescents
outnumber other age groups entering treatment for marijuana;
~(iv) 80 percent of Pulse Check sources reported increased
availability of club drugs, with ecstasy (MDMA) and ketamine the
most widely cited club drugs and seven sources reporting that
powder cocaine is being used as a club drug by young adults;
(v) ecstasy abuse and trafficking is expanding, no longer confined
to the ‘rave' scene;
(vi) the sale and use of club drugs has grown from nightclubs and
raves to high schools, the streets, neighborhoods, open venues, and
younger ages; '
(vii) ecstasy users often are unknowingly purchasing adulterated
tablets or some other substance sold as MDMA; and
(viii) along with reports of increased heroin snorting as a route of
administration for initiates, there is also an increase in injecting
initiates and the negative health consequences associated with
injection (for example, increases in HIV/AIDS and Hepatitis C)
suggesting that there is a generational forgetting of the dangers of
injection of the drug.
(B) The 2000 Parent's Resource Institute for Drug Education study
reported that 23.6 percent of children in the sixth through twelfth grades
used illicit drugs in the past year. The same study found that monthly
usage among this group was 15.3 percent.
(C) According to the 2000 Monitoring the Future study, the use of ecstasy
among eighth graders increased from 1.7 percent in 1999 to 3.1 percent in
2000, among tenth graders from 4.4 percent to 5.4 percent, and from 5.6
percent to 8.2 percent among twelfth graders.
(D) A 1999 Mellman Group study found that--
(i) 56 percent of the population in the United States believed that
drug use was increasing in 1999;
(11) 92 percent of the population viewed illegal drug use as a
serious problem in the United States; and
(1ii) 73 percent of the population viewed illegal drug use as a
serious problem in their communities.
(7) According to the 2001 report of the National Center on Addiction and
Substance Abuse at Columbia University entitled “Shoveling Up: The Impact of
Substance Abuse on State Budgets', using the most conservative assumption, in
1998 States spent $77,900,000,000 to shovel up the wreckage of substance abuse,
only $3,000,000,000 to prevent and treat the problem and $433,000,000 for



alcohol and tobacco regulation and compliance. This $77,900,000,000 burden was
distributed as follows:
(A) $30,700,000,000 in the justice system (77 percent of justice spending).
(B) $16,500,000,000 in education costs (10 percent of education
spending).
(C) $15,200,000,000 in health costs (25 percent of health spending).
(D) $7,700,000,000 in child and family assistance (32 percent of child and
family assistance spending).
(E) $5,900,000,000 in mental health and developmental disabilities (31
percent of mental health spending). ,
(F) $1,500,000,000 in public safety (26 percent of public safety spending)
and $400,000,000 for the state workforce.
(8) Intergovernmental cooperation and coordination through national, State, and
local or tribal leadership and partnerships are critical to facilitate the reduction of
substance abuse among youth in communities across the United States.
(9) Substance abuse is perceived as a much greater problem nationally than at the
community level. According to a 2001 study sponsored by The Pew Charitable
Trusts, between 1994 and 2000--
(A) there was a 43 percent increase in the percentage of Americans who
felt progress was being made in the war on drugs at the community level,
(B) only 9 percent of Americans say drug abuse is a crisis' in their
neighborhood, compared to 27 percent who say this about the nation; and
(C) the percentage of those who felt we lost ground in the war on drugs on
a community level fell by more than a quarter, from 51 percent in 1994 to
37 percent in 2000.

(b) EXTENSION AND INCREASE OF PROGRAM- Section 1024(a) of the National -
Narcotics Leadership Act of 1988 (21 U.S.C. 1524(a)) is amended--

(1) by striking “and' at the end of paragraph (4); and

(2) by striking paragraph (5) and inserting the following new paragraphs:
*(5) $50,600,000 for fiscal year 2002;

*(6) $60,000,000 for fiscal year 2003;

*(7) $70,000,000 for fiscal year 2004;

*(8) $80,000,000 for fiscal year 2005;

*(9) $90,000,000 for fiscal year 2006; and

*(10) $99,000,000 for fiscal year 2007.".

(c) EXTENSION OF LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS- Section 1024(b)
of that Act (21 U.S.C. 1524(b)) is amended by striking paragraph (5) and inserting the
following new paragraph (5):

*(5) 6 percent for each of fiscal years 2002 through 2007.".

(d) ADDITIONAL GRANTS- Section 1032(b) of that Act (21 U.S.C. 1533(b)) is
amended by adding at the end the following new paragraph (3):

'(3) ADDITIONAL GRANTS-
‘(A) IN GENERAL- Subject to subparagraph (F), the Administrator may
award an additional grant under this paragraph to an eligible coalition
awarded a grant under paragraph (1) or (2) for any first fiscal year after the



end of the 4-year period following the period of the initial grant under
paragraph (1) or (2), as the case may be.
*(B) SCOPE OF GRANTS- A coalition awarded a grant under paragraph
(1) or (2), including a renewal grant under such paragraph, may not be
awarded another grant under such paragraph, and is eligible for an
additional grant under this section only under this paragraph.
*(C) NO PRIORITY FOR APPLICATIONS- The Administrator may not
afford a higher priority in the award of an additional grant under this
paragraph than the Administrator would afford the applicant for the grant .
if the applicant were submitting an application for an initial grant under
paragraph (1) or (2) rather than an application for a grant under this
paragraph.
(D) RENEWAL GRANTS- Subject to subparagraph (F), the
Administrator may award a renewal grant to a grant recipient under this
paragraph for each of the fiscal years of the 4-fiscal-year period following
the fiscal year for which the initial additional grant under subparagraph
(A) is awarded in an amount not to exceed amounts as follows:
‘(i) For the first and second fiscal years of that 4-fiscal-year period,
the amount equal to 80 percent of the non-Federal funds, including
in-kind contributions, raised by the coalition for the applicable
fiscal year.
*(ii) For the third and fourth fiscal years of that 4-fiscal-year
period, the amount equal to 67 percent of the non-Federal funds,
including in-kind contributions, raised by the coalition for the
applicable fiscal year.
*(E) SUSPENSION- If a grant recipient under this paragraph fails to
continue to meet the criteria specified in subsection (a), the Administrator
may suspend the grant, after providing written notice to the grant recipient
and an opportunity to appeal.
*(F) LIMITATION- The amount of a grant award under this paragraph
may not exceed $100,000 for a fiscal year.'.
(e) DATA COLLECTION AND DISSEMINATION- Section 1033(b) of that Act (21
U.S.C. 1533(b)) is amended by adding at the end the following new paragraph:
*(3) CONSULTATION- The Administrator shall carry out activities under this
subsection in consultation with the Advisory Commission and the National
Community Antidrug Coalition Institute.".
(f) LIMITATION ON USE OF CERTAIN FUNDS FOR EVALUATION OF
PROGRAM- Section 1033(b) of that Act, as amended by subsection (e) of this section, is
further amended by adding at the end the following new paragraph:
*(4) LIMITATION ON USE OF CERTAIN FUNDS FOR EVALUATION OF
PROGRAM- Amounts for activities under paragraph (2)(B) may not be derived
from amounts under section 1024(a) except for amounts that are available under
section 1024(b) for administrative costs.’.
(2) TREATMENT OF FUNDS FOR COALITIONS REPRESENTING CERTAIN
ORGANIZATIONS- Section 1032 of that Act (21 U.S.C. 1532) is further amended by
adding at the end the following new subsection:



‘(c) TREATMENT OF FUNDS FOR COALITIONS REPRESENTING CERTAIN
ORGANIZATIONS- Funds appropriated for the substance abuse activities of a coalition
that includes a representative of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the Indian Health Service,
or a tribal government agency with expertise in the field of substance abuse may be
counted as non-Federal funds raised by the coalition for purposes of this section.’.

(h) PRIORITY IN AWARDING GRANTS- Section 1032 of that Act (21 U.S.C. 1532) is
further amended by adding at the end the following new subsection:

*(d) PRIORITY IN AWARDING GRANTS- In awarding grants under subsection
(b)(1)(A)(), priority shall be given to a coalition serving economically disadvantaged
areas.'.

SEC. 2. SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS FOR COALITION MENTORING
ACTIVITIES UNDER DRUG-FREE COMMUNITIES SUPPORT PROGRAM.

Subchapter I of chapter 2 of the National Narcotics Leadership Act of 1988 (21 U.S.C.
1531 et seq.) is amended by adding at the end the following new section:

"SEC. 1035. SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS FOR COALITION MENTORING
ACTIVITIES.

‘(a) AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS- As part of the program established under
section 1031, the Director may award an initial grant under this subsection, and renewal
grants under subsection (f), to any coalition awarded a grant under section 1032 that
meets the criteria specified in subsection (d) in order to fund coalition mentoring
activities by such coalition in support of the program.
'(b) TREATMENT WITH OTHER GRANTS-
*(1) SUPPLEMENT- A grant awarded to a coalition under this section is in
addition to any grant awarded to the coalition under section 1032.
'(2) REQUIREMENT FOR BASIC GRANT- A coalition may not be awarded a
grant under this section for a fiscal year unless the coalition was awarded a grant
or renewal grant under section 1032(b) for that fiscal year.
*(c) APPLICATION- A coalition seeking a grant under this section shall submit to the
Administrator an application for the grant in such form and manner as the Administrator
may require.
"(d) CRITERIA- A coalition meets the criteria specified in this subsection if the
coalition--
‘(1) has been in existence for at least 5 years;
'(2) has achieved, by or through its own efforts, measurable results in the
prevention and treatment of substance abuse among youth;
"(3) has staff or members willing to serve as mentors for persons seeking to start
or expand the activities of other coalitions in the prevention and treatment of
substance abuse;
'(4) has demonstrable support from some members of the community in which the
coalition mentoring activities to be supported by the grant under this section are to
be carried out; and



'(5) submits to the Administrator a detailed plan for the coalition mentoring -
activities to be supported by the grant under this section.
“(e) USE OF GRANT FUNDS- A coalition awarded a grant under this section shall use
the grant amount for mentoring activities to support and encourage the development of
new, self-supporting community coalitions that are focused on the prevention and
treatment of substance abuse in such new coalitions' communities. The mentoring
coalition shall encourage such development in accordance with the plan submitted by the
mentoring coalition under subsection (d)(5).
"(f) RENEWAL GRANTS- The Administrator may make a renewal grant to any coalition
awarded a grant under subsection (a), or a previous renewal grant under this subsection, if
the coalition, at the time of application for such renewal grant--
*(1) continues to meet the criteria specified in subsection (d); and
'(2) has made demonstrable progress in the development of one or more new,
self-supporting community coalitions that are focused on the prevention and
treatment of substance abuse.
(8 GRANT AMOUNTS-
'(1) IN GENERAL- Subject to paragraphs (2) and (3), the total amount of grants -
awarded to a coalition under this section for a fiscal year may not exceed the
amount of non-Federal funds raised by the coalition, including in-kind
contributions, for that fiscal year. Funds appropriated for the substance abuse
activities of a coalition that includes a representative of the Bureau of Indian
Affairs, the Indian Health Service, or a tribal government agency with expertise in
the field of substance abuse may be counted as non-Federal funds raised by the
coalition. :
"(2) INITIAL GRANTS- The amount of the initial grant awarded to a coalition
under subsection (a) may not exceed $75,000.
"(3) RENEWAL GRANTS- The total amount of renewal grants awarded to a
coalition under subsection (f) for any fiscal year may not exceed $75,000.
“(b) FISCAL YEAR LIMITATION ON AMOUNT AVAILABLE FOR GRANTS- The
total amount available for grants under this section, including renewal grants under
subsection (f), in any fiscal year may not exceed the amount equal to five percent of the
amount authorized to be appropriated by section 1024(a) for that fiscal year.
'(1) PRIORITY IN AWARDING INITIAL GRANTS- In awarding initial grants under
this section, priority shall be given to a coalition that expressly proposes to provide
mentorship to a coalition or aspiring coalition serving economically disadvantaged
areas.'.

SEC. 3. FIVE-YEAR EXTENSION OF ADVISORY COMMISSION ON
DRUG-FREE COMMUNITIES.

Section 1048 of the National Narcotics Leadership Act of 1988 (21 U.S.C. 1548) is
amended by striking "2002’ and inserting '2007'.

SEC. 4. AUTHORIZATION FOR NATIONAL COMMUNITY ANTIDRUG
COALITION INSTITUTE.



(a) IN GENERAL- The Director of the Office of National Drug Control Policy may,
using amounts authorized to be appropriated by subsection (d), make a grant to an
eligible organization to provide for the establishment of a National Community Antidrug
Coalition Institute.
(b) ELIGIBLE ORGANIZATIONS- An organization eligible for the grant under
subsection (a) is any national nonprofit organization that represents, provides technical
assistance and training to, and has special expertise and broad, national-level experience
in community antidrug coalitions under section 1032 of the National Narcotics
Leadership Act of 1988 (21 U.S.C. 1532).
~ (c) USE OF GRANT AMOUNT- The organization receiving the grant under subsection
(a) shall establish a National Community Antidrug Coalition Institute to--
(1) provide education, training, and technical assistance for coalition leaders and
community teams, with emphasis on the development of coalitions serving
economically disadvantaged areas;
(2) develop and disseminate evaluation tools, mechanisms, and measures to better
assess and document coalition performance measures and outcomes; and
(3) bridge the gap between research and practice by translating knowledge from
research into practical information.
(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS- There is authorized to be appropriated
for purposes of activities under this section, including the grant under subsection (a),
amounts as follows:
(1) For each of fiscal years 2002 and 2003, $2,000,000.
(2) For each of fiscal years 2004 and 2005, $1,000,000.
(3) For each of fiscal years 2006 and 2007, $750,000.

SEC. 5. PROHIBITION AGAINST DUPLICATION OF EFFORT.

The Director of the Office of National Drug Control Policy shall ensure that the same or
similar activities are not carried out, through the use of funds for administrative costs
provided under subchapter II of the National Narcotics Leadership Act of 1988 (21
U.S.C. 1521 et seq.) or funds provided under section 4 of this Act, by more than one
recipient of such funds.

I. PURPOSE AND SUMMARY

The purpose of the ‘Drug-Free Communities Act of 1997' (21 U.S.C. Sec. 1521 et seq.)
(DFCA) is to establish a program to support and encourage local communities that first
demonstrate a comprehensive, long-term commitment to reduce substance abuse among youth.
The DFCA did this primarily by authorizing grants of up to $100,000 to local community
coalitions to assist them in their anti-drug efforts. H.R. 2291 would expand that program and
reauthorize it for an additional five years (through fiscal year 2007). The reauthorizing
legislation includes provisions that would (1) annually increase the total funds authorized for the
program from $50,600,000 in fiscal year 2002 to $99,000,000 in fiscal year 2007; (2) increase
the percentage of the total funds authorized available for administrative costs from the 3 percent
allowed under current law to 6 percent; (3) instruct the Director of the Office of National Drug
Control Policy (ONDCP) to take steps to ensure that there is no bureaucratic duplication of effort



among the various entities charged with administering the program and assisting coalitions; (4)
allow coalitions to re-apply for grants even after five years, but only with an increased matching
requirement; (5) create a new class of grants that help mature coalitions *mentor’ newly-formed
coalitions; (6) instruct the Director to give priority for all grants to coalitions that propose to
assist economically disadvantaged communities; (7) help coalitions serving Native American
communities to meet their private fundraising ‘matching requirement' under existing law by
allowing them to count Federal funds allocated to tribal government agencies as non-Federal
funds raised; and (8) establish a National Community Antidrug Coalition Institute.

II. NEED FOR LEGISLATION

Drug use among the nation's youth is a substantial and continuing problem. After achieving
significant declines in teen drug use in the 1980's, the United States began to lose ground in the
1990's. According to the 2000 Monitoring the Future Study, from 1992 to 1996 past-month use
of any illicit drug rose from 14.4 percent to 24.6 percent for twelfth graders; 11.0 percent to 23.2
percent for tenth graders; and 6.8 percent to 14.6 percent for eighth graders. The National
Household Survey on Drug Abuse, conducted by the Substance Abuse and Mental Health
Services Administration (SAMHSA), reported that between 1994 and 1996, LSD and
hallucinogen use increased by 183 percent and cocaine use increased by 166 percent.

The rise in drug use reflected a growing level of ignorance about the risks and consequences of
illegal drug use. For example, disapproval of marijuana use and perception of the risks associated
with that drug weakened significantly during that same period among eighth graders,
corresponding (not surprisingly) with an increase in marijuana use among eighth graders (from
approximately 3 percent to approximately 11 percent). (Source: 2000 Monitoring the Future
Study.) Perception of the risks of LSD, powder cocaine and crack cocaine had similarly declined.
These two trends (growing ignorance of the dangers of drug abuse, and growing drug abuse
among youth) suggested a looming national crisis.

Congress responded to this threat by passing, among other legislation, the Drug Free
Communities Act of 1997 (DFCA"), an amendment to the National Narcotics Leadership Act of
1988. DFCA sought to strengthen what has proven to be one of the most effective demand-side
weapons in the fight against teen drug use: local community anti-drug coalitions. These
coalitions bring individuals and institutions together to pool their knowledge, experience and
resources in the struggle against illegal drug use in their local communities. As locally-based
organizations, these coalitions are uniquely well-situated to deal with the special problems of
their communities.

DFCA established a program of direct grants to community organizations demonstrating a
comprehensive, long-term commitment to reduce substance abuse among youth. The DFCA
program was intended, among other things, to strengthen collaboration among communities, the
federal government, and state, local and tribal governments, to serve as a catalyst for increased
citizen participation in community anti-drug efforts, and to rechannel federal anti-drug resources
and information to local communities.



At the heart of the DFCA are grants to “coalitions,’ which are broad-based groups consisting of
representatives of youth, parents, businesses, the media, law enforcement,

religious or other civic groups, health care professionals, and others that seek to reduce drug
addiction in their communities, especially among the young. The coalitions are required to
submit detailed applications for grants, describing their commitment to anti-drug efforts, their
long-term strategy for combating drug addiction, and their ability to sustain and account for their
efforts. The grants are limited to $100,000 per year, and are subject to a matching requirement
(under which the coalition must match each Federal grant dollar with a dollar raised from non-
Federal sources). Coalitions from rural areas may be excused from meeting all of the DECA's
program requirements. Under existing law, a coalition receiving a grant is entitled to apply for
renewal grants for four years after its initial award.

The program has been a resounding success, and is one of the cornerstones of our nation's
narcotics demand-reduction efforts. The ‘Findings' section of H.R. 2291 (Section 1(a)) gives
only a few examples of the successes of the local coalitions assisted by DFCA. According to
ONDCP, there are now 307 coalitions receiving grants under DFCA, with an additional 144 new
awards projected for fiscal year 2001. Though it is difficult precisely to quantify the effect these
local coalitions have had on the nation's drug problem, there is no doubt but that the steep
increases in drug abuse among the young have leveled off since 1997. (Source: 2000 Monitoring
the Future Study.)

Nevertheless, significant work remains to be done. The National Parents' Resource Institute for
Drug Education (PRIDE) survey of high school seniors for the 2000-2001 school year shows that
2 out of every 5 seniors used an illegal drug in the past year. The PRIDE shows that parental

_involvement (one key strategy promoted by DFCA) has a tremendous impact on the rate of youth
drug abuse. Students are nearly twice as likely to use drugs if their parents do not talk to them
about drugs, and students whose parents set clear rules about family standards are more than 50
percent less likely to use drugs than those who do not. The reauthorization of DFCA is critical to
the nation's continuing efforts to reduce drug abuse.

ITI. LEGISLATIVE HEARINGS AND COMMITTEE ACTION

A. Hearings

The Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and Human Resources held a hearing on
June 28, 2001, at which Congressman Rob Portman and Congressman Sander Levin testified as
sponsors of the bill. Dr. Donald M. Vereen, Jr., Deputy Director of the Office of National Drug
Control Policy, Mr. John J. Wilson, Acting Director of the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention at the U.S. Department of Justice, General Arthur T. Dean (retired),
Chairman and CEO of Community Anti-Drug Coalitions of America, Judge Michael Kramer of
the Noble County, Indiana, Superior Court and Chair of Drug-Free Noble County, and Mr.
Lawrence Couch, Program Manager of the Montgomery County Partnership, Maryland, also
testified in support of the bill.



Subcommittee Chairman Mark E. Souder began the hearing with a statement in strong support of
the bill, and taking note of the many successes made possible by the original Drug-Free
Communities Act. Chairman Souder also expressed his concerns, however, with the bill's
increase in the administrative expenses cap and the risk of duplication of effort between the
many entities entrusted under the bill with monitoring, evaluating, and providing training and
technical assistance to anti-drug coalitions. The ranking Minority member of the subcommittee,
Elijah E. Cummings, expressed his support for the bill and especially for its support of the efforts
of established coalitions to provide assistance to new coalitions. Mr. Cummings also expressed
his concern that DFCA funds be targeted towards economically disadvantaged communities. The
Vice-Chairman of the Subcommittee, Benjamin A. Gilman, made a statement praising the DFCA
program as a major component of our national demand reduction strategy.

Congressman Portman summarized the goals of the DFCA program and its successes since
original enactment. He noted that reauthorization of the DFCA was one of the centerpieces of
President George W. Bush's anti-drug strategy, and that the bill is a priority for the
Administration. Mr. Portman remarked on the vital role played by the faith community in the
program, and expressed his support for the bill's creation of a National Community Antidrug
Coalition Institute. Mr. Portman also stated his support for the bill's increase in the
administrative expenses cap, while acknowledging that a central goal of the original legislation
was to limit the number of dollars being spent on administrative overhead.

Congressman Sander Levin discussed the history of the DFCA, explaining how it had been
enacted to deal with the nation's crippling drug problem. Mr. Levin expressed his support for the
bill's authorization of grants to support the mentoring of new coalitions by established ones, and
for the proposed Institute. Mr. Levin noted that demand for grants under the DFCA has risen
tremendously since the program's inception.

Dr. Vereen testified to the successes of the DFCA program and to the need for increasing the
administrative expenses cap. Mr. Wilson described OJIDP's administration of most aspects of
the program, and also testified as to the need for the increase in the cap. Both also provided
testimony in response to questions from the Subcommittee concerning the size of the
administrative expenses cap and the risk of duplication of administrative tasks.

Mr. Dean expressed his support for the reauthorization of the DFCA, and in particular for the
creation of the proposed Institute. Judge Kramer and Mr. Couch also expressed their support for
the legislation, and described their experiences as leaders of DFCA coalitions.

B. Committee Action

The Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and Human Resources favorably referred
An Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute to the bill, as amended, by voice vote on July 24,
2001, to the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight.

On July 25, 2001, a quorum being present, the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight
favorably reported An Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute to H.R. 2291, as amended, by
voice vote.



Committee on Government Reform and Oversight--107th Congress Rollcall

Date: July 25, 2001.

Amendment No. 1.

Description: Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute to H.R. 2291.

Offered by: Hon. Dan Burton (IN).

Adopted by: Voice Vote.

Date: July 25, 2001.

Amendment No. 2.

Description: Amendment to the Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute to H.R. 2291, page 11,
strike lines 2 through 4 and insert the following: *(8) $80,000,000 for fiscal year 2005; (9)
$90,000,000 for fiscal year 2006; and (10) $99,000,000 for fiscal year 2007’

Offered by: Hon. Danny K. Davis (IL).

Adopted by: Voice Vote.

Date: July 25, 2001.

Motion to favorably report H.R. 2291, as amended.

Offered by: Hon. Dan Burton (IN).

Adopted by Voice Vote.

IV. OVERSIGHT FINDINGS

Pursuant to rule XIII, clause 3(c)(1), and rule X, clause 2(b)(1) of the Rules of the House of
Representatives, the Committee presents the following oversight findings from its own
investigation. During the 107th Congress, the Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy
and Human Resources held a hearing on June 28, 2001 concerning H.R. 2291. Witnesses at the
hearing testified as to the need for the legislation and its provisions, as well as the past
administration of the DFCA program. The results and findings from Committee oversight
activities are incorporated in the bill and this report.

V. EXPLANATION OF BILL

The Committee provides the following description of the proposed legislation and an explanation
of the Committee's actions. Pursuant to rule XIII, clause 3(c)(4) of the Rules of the House of



Representatives, it includes a description of its general performance goals and objectives, as well
as outcome-related goals and objectives.

A. Findings (Sec. 1(a))

The bill's findings are outlined clearly. They demonstrate (1) the pressing need for further
demand-reduction efforts, particularly among our nation's youth, and (2) the record of success
and prospects for future progress offered by local community anti-drug coalitions.

B. Extension and Increase of Program (Sec. 1(b))

The reauthorization of DFCA is critical to the nation's continuing efforts to reduce drug abuse.
Moreover, to ensure that enough funds are available to assist the rapidly growing number of
coalitions emerging throughout the country, increasing the funds authorized for the program is
essential. Thus, H.R. 2291 (as amended) would reauthorize DFCA for S years (through fiscal
year 2002), and gradually increase the funds authorized, up to $99,000,000 in the final year

~ (fiscal year 2007).

Concems were raised concerning the size of these increases. The Committee believes that these
concerns are well-founded, particularly since they could threaten the availability of funds for
other pressing national priorities. In addition, there are legitimate questions about just how many
coalitions capable of properly using these funds currently exist, or are likely to exist over the
next five fiscal years. It is certainly the case that over the past four years this program has
expanded rapidly, and the demand for grant funding should continue to grow. For the past 3
years, grants have been made to only about 40 percent of the applicant pool, with no degradation
from one year to the next. Such significant increases in the amounts authorized for the program,
however, may well outstrip the number of coalitions ready and able to provide the level and
quality of services expected in the program. It is the intention of the Committee that ONDCP
carefully monitor the grant criteria and administration to ensure that there is no relaxation of
them for DFCA grants. The Committee also emphasizes that only the amounts authorized have
been increased. During the annual appropriations process, Congress, in consultation with the
Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP), should take care to ensure that only those
amounts are appropriated as can be awarded to coalitions that fully meet all applicable criteria.

Some concern were expressed to the Committee that special language should be included
regarding the eligibility of statewide anti-drug coalitions for a DFCA grant. After reviewing the
legislation and the legislative history, it is the belief both of the bill's sponsors in the House of
Representatives and the Senate and of the Committee that no special language would be
necessary. The purpose of a DFCA grant is to support the growth of eligible coalitions, no matter
what their size. Therefore, where a statewide coalition meets all of the other eligibility
requirements outlined by the legislation, it should be able to compete on equal footing with other
coalitions for a grant.

Pursuant to a directive of the ONDCP program Administrator, the maximum amount that a
coalition can receive under a renewal grant was reduced from $100,000 to $75,000 for years 3, 4,
and 5 of this program. While neither the bill's sponsors in the House of Representatives and the



Senate nor the Committee are convinced of the necessity of this reduction, they do believe that

the Administrator, when acting with the clear advice and understanding of the Advisory

- Commission, has the authority to make such changes. However, the Committee believes it is
essential that all coalitions receive adequate notice well in advance of any future changes in the

eligibility amounts, as coalition fund-raising strategies may be affected by changes to the

program.

C. Extension of limitation on administrative costs

Reflecting the intent of Congress to minimize the amount of money spent on bureaucratic
overhead instead of grants to local anti-drug coalitions, administrative costs have been subject to
a decreasing percentage cap since 1998 (reflecting the increasing levels of overall funding): 10
percent of fund authorized in fiscal year 1998 (meaning $1,000,000 was available for
administrative costs), 6 percent in fiscal year 1999 ($1,200,000), 4 percent in fiscal year 2000
($1,200,000), and 3 percent in fiscal year 2001 ($1,200,000). The 3 percent cap would remain in
effect under existing law for fiscal year 2002 ($1,305,000).

As amended, H.R. 2291 will raise the administrative costs cap to 6 percent of funds authorized
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006. ONDCP requested, and the original version of the bill
provided, a cap of 8 percent. (See the further discussion of this issue below.) The Committee
carefully analyzed the information provided to it by ONDCP in determining an appropriate

. administrative costs cap.

ONDCP identified five sources of administrative costs associated with DFCA which it believes
should be paid for with DFCA funds:

1. Grants management by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP), a
division of the Department of Justice.

2. Peer review of grant applications, and marketing and publicity of the DFCA program, all of
which are undertaken by a private firm called Aspen Systems Corporation.

3. Technical assistance and training to grantees, undertaken by the six regional Centers for
Application of Prevention Technologies (CAPTs), which are administered by the Center for
Substance Abuse Prevention (a division of the Department of Health and Human Services).

4. Independent evaluation of the DFCA program, undertaken by another private firm, Caliber
Associates.

5. Salary and costs of ONDCP's DFCA Administrator and the Advisory Commission established
by DFCA.

Each of these is analyzed below.

1. Grants management by OJJDP



Section 1031(b) of the DFCA directs ONDCP to (1) make and track grants to grant recipients;
(2) provide for the technical assistance and training, data collection, and dissemination of
information on state-of-the-art practices that the Director determines to be effective in reducing
substance abuse; and (3) provide for the general administration of the program.' Pursuant to an
Interagency Agreement, ONDCP has delegated most of the tasks of administering the DFCA
program to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, a division of the
Department of Justice, which has the personnel and experience necessary to carry them out.

According to an Administrative Cost Study (the "Study"), first submitted by ONDCP to the
Appropriations Committee of the United States Senate on January 18, 2001 and subsequently
provided to this Committee, OJJDP administers the DFCA program through its Special
Emphasis Division (SED). SED has assigned 9 staff members to work full-time on the DFCA
program. Seven of these staffers are program managers, who are responsible for monitoring and
administering the grants program, and two are administrative support staff.

During the hearing held by the Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and Human
Resources concerning this bill, representatlves of ONDCP and OJJDP testified to the need for
more program managers to handle the growing number of grants. According to OJJDP, currently
each program manager is responsible for an average of 44 grants. That number will rise as the
number of grants rises; thus the Committee recognizes that there is a need to hire more program
managers if the administration of the program is not to suffer. OJJDP has stated that ideally each
program manager would be responsible for only 26 grants, as this is the amount reportedly used
in many other grant programs.

In an effort to determine how many program managers would be required, the Committee asked
ONDCP and OJJDP to identify the activities carried out by these staffers, and how much time
they spend on them. In their joint written response, ONDCP and OJIDP identified the following
three principal activities: (1) administering the grant application process, which according to
ONDCP and OJIDP occupies virtually all of the program managers' time from May through
November each year; (2) bi-monthly telephone contacts with grantees, which require, on
average, one hour per grantee per month; and (3) conducting on-site visits, one per grantee per
year, each visit taking an average of 2 days. Assuming that May through November of each year
are indeed completely taken up by the grant application process, five months are left in which to
carry out the other two principal activities. The following chart shows the demands made on a
program manager's time during those 5 months at various grants-per-program manager levels,
assuming an 8-hour working day:

Grants per manager Days spent on telephone contacts Days spent on site visits
Total days per month

44 5.5 17.6
23.1

42 5.3 16.8
22.1

40 5.0 16.0



38 4.8 15.2

20.0

36 4.5 14.4
18.9

34 4.3 13.6
17.9

32 4.0 12.8
16.8 .

30 3.8 : 12.0
15.8

28 3.5 11.2
14.7
: 26 - 3.3 10.4
13.7

There are slightly less than 22 working days per month, on average. Thus, a ratio in the range of
38 to 40 grants per program manager would appear to be adequate. While a ratio approaching 26
grants per manager (as requested by OJJDP) would certainly allow for a great deal of flexibility
in the schedule of each program manager, as well as the potential for greater individual attention
to each grantee, it must be remembered that the DFCA program was envisioned as involving
very low administrative and bureaucratic overhead--lower than that of the typical Federal grant
program. The Committee believes that to keep those administrative costs low, only such staff as
necessary should be added.

According to OJJDP, the cost of adding each new professional staffer is $100,000. Set forth
below is a chart showing what the cost would be per year to keep the grants-to-program manager
ratio at its current level of 44, to reduce it to 40, and to reduce it still further to 38. (Each grant is
assumed to be $100,000, which is the assumption used by OJJDP in the calculations provided to
the Commiittee and its staff.) 1 '

[Footnote]

[Footnote 1: Note that this chart overstates the number of program managers required, since it
does not subtract administrative expenses from the total funds available for grants. For example,
in fiscal year 2002, the actual number of grants which OJJDP would have to manage would be
less than 500 once administrative costs were subtracted from the $50,600,000 authorized for
DFCA.]

FY Total funds (millicns) Total grants Staffers Total cost (millions)
44 40 38 44

40 38

2002 $50.6 506 12 13 13 $1.2

$1.3 $1.3

2003 60 600 14 15 16 1.4



2004 70 700 16 18 18 1.6
.2005 80 800 18 20 21 : 1.8
2006 80 900 21 23 24 2.1

2007 99 950 23 25 26 2.3

2. Peer review of grant applications, and marketing and publicity of the DFCA program, by
Aspen Systems Corporation

According to the written responses provided to the Committee, OJJDP has contracted with
Aspen Systems Corporation to provide 3 services: (1) a “peer review' of grant applicants as part
of the application process; (2) development of publications on the DFCA program; and (3)
website support and information dissemination activities. From 1998 through 2000, OJJDP
reports paying $289,000 per year to Aspen for these services. According to OJJDP, it plans to
pay Aspen $325,000 in 2002. While OJJDP did not state precisely how much it planned to pay
Aspen in the years after 2002, it predicted “proportional growth' as the number of grants
increased. ‘

Assuming proportional growth (to match the growth in total funds for DFCA), the Committee
projects the approximate growth of this cost as follows:

12002/1$325,000}

2003]| 385,000

12004] 447,000}

005 510,000

2006 574,000
2007|| 631,000]

3. Technical assistance and training provided by the CAPTs

OJJDP reports that it has agreed with CSAP that the CAPTs will (1) provide to each DFCA
grantee 8 hours of technical assistance upon request, (2) allow grantees to attend regional
training conferences registration-free, (3) provide a Drug-Free Communities Grantee Workshop
(at which an overview of the CAPTs' research and training is presented), and (4) provide training
to potential applicants and/or unsuccessful applicants for DFCA grants to assist them with the
application process.

QJIDP informed Committee staff that it costs approximately $1,000 per grantee to provide these
services. Subsequently, OJJDP stated that the $1,000 figure was arrived at simply by dividing the
$350,000 it paid to CSAP by the total number of grantees (307). It is therefore not clear how
much the total cost will grow as the number of grantees grows, since the cost of some of the



services provided by the CAPTs (such as the Workshop and the conferences) may not vary
significantly with the number of participants.

However, using the $1,000 figure per grantee produces the following rough estimate of the future
costs: 2

| [Footnote]

[Footnote 2: As was the case with the number of program managers, this estimate overstates the
amount required, since administrative costs have not yet been subtracted from the total funds
available for grants; also, 5 percent of the total funds would be spent on mentoring grants, which
would not carry with them the requirement for additional CAPTs training.]

[2002]/$506,000]
2003|| 600,000
2004|| 700,000
12005 800,000]
2006|| 900,000]
2007)| 990,000

4. Independent evaluation by Caliber Associates

According to ONDCP, the independent evaluation is designed to measure: *(1) The impact of
coalition efforts on community capacity for prevention service delivery and (2) the degree to
which coalition efforts result in a strengthened community response to alcohol, tobacco, and
other drug problems.' It is a 5-year study. ONDCP spent $600,000 from 1998 to 2000 on this
evaluation, and plans to spend the same amount in 2001. It proposes, however, to increase the
funding for it by $50,000 increments, up to a maximum of $750,000.

Due to the difficulties involved in quantifying the ‘results' of the DFCA program and the
problems entailed in comparing the effectiveness of coalitions in widely varying local
circumstances, the evaluation does not attempt to determine whether individual coalitions have
been effective. Indeed, since so many variables are involved in attempting to quantify both the
nation's drug problem and efforts to deal with it, the independent evaluation cannot reasonably
be expected to provide a comprehensive, quantifiable analysis of the results of the program as a
whole. Instead, the independent evaluation is designed principally to attempt to identify coalition
activities that have proven effective. The evaluation thus relies primarily on analyzing the
activities of a representative sample of the coalitions, rather than analyzing in detail the activities
of all of the coalitions.

The Committee acknowledges the difficulties inherent in evaluating a program like the DFCA
program. Under the circumstances, the Caliber Associates evaluation is probably the best
possible evaluation that can be achieved, particularly given the intent of Congress to minimize
the administrative costs of the program. Because of these inherent difficulties, however, the



Committee does not believe that increasing the funding of the evaluation or attempting to expand
it would be likely to be very fruitful. Since the evaluation relies primarily on a representative
sample for its most significant findings, there is little need for increased funding, even as the
number of grantees grows. Indeed, if the evaluation really had to be increased to match the
growing number of grants, it would have to rise by more than $150,000 over the next 5 fiscal
years. Thus, the Committee believes that the current funding level of $600,000 per year is
sufficient. '

5. Salary and costs of ONDCP Administrator and Advisory Commission

In accordance with the statute, ONDCP has assigned a program Administrator to oversee the
DFCA program. The DFCA also established an Advisory Commission, consisting of
representatives (appointed by the President) of the public, of non-profit organizations, and state
agencies with experience in substance abuse prevention. The Advisory Commission makes
recommendations to ONDCP regarding the DFCA program, and may collect information on
substance abuse prevention and make that information available to eligible coalitions and the
general public through publications and workshops or conferences.

ONDCP has spent $200,000 per year to pay the salary and expenses of the DFCA Administrator
and the Advisory Commission established by the statute. ONDCP has informed the Committee
that it will not need to increase that figure through 2007.

6. Other administrative costs

The Committee asked ONDCP and OJIDP to describe any additional costs that they believed
should be paid for out of the amounts authorized for administrative costs. In its written response,
these agencies did not identify any such additional costs. Subsequently the Committee's staff was
informed (1) that travel costs had not been included in previous cost forecasts, and (2) that
additional administrative staff would need to be added at OJJDP (beyond the additional program
managers). The Committee has not received sufficient documentation of these costs to be able to
quantify or evaluate them.

7. Total administrative costs

Adding up all of the costs identified by ONDCP and OJJDP, and holding the funding of the
Caliber Associates evaluation constant at $600,000, the following would be the approximate total
administrative costs per year and the percentage of the total funding, if the grants per program
manager were held constant at 44, or were reduced to 40 or 38: 3

[Footnote]

[Footmote 3: This chart reflects both the reduction in the number of total grants due to the

subtraction of administrative costs, and the fact that 5 percent of the grants will be mentoring
grants which are set at $75,000 instead of $100,000.]



Fiscal year 44 grants per program manager 40 grants per program

manager 38 grants per program manager

‘ In millions Percent In
millions Percent In millions Percent
2002 $2.69 5.3
$2.80 5.5 $2.86 5.7
2003 3.05 5.1
3.18 5.3 3.25 5.4
2004 3.43 4.9
3.58 5.1 3.66 5.2
2005 3.80 4.8
3.98 5.0 4.07 5.1
2006 4.18 4.6
4.38 4.9 4.49 5.0
2007 4.52 4.6
4.74 4.8 4.86 4.9

The preceding chart indicates that the total administrative costs will fall as a percentage of the
total funds authorized from 2002 through 2007. Moreover, it indicates that the 6 percent
administrative cost cap permitted by the amended bill should be more

than sufficient to allow ONDCP and OJJDP to reduce the grants-per-program manager ratio by a
significant amount. The Committee acknowledges that the preceding estimates, being limited to
those costs for which sufficient information and documentation were provided, may not include
every possible administrative cost of the program. However, the creation of new entities to assist
coalitions also strongly suggests that some cost reduction reasonably may be expected within the
delineated categories. Even at the 38 grants-per-manager level, the authorized administrative cost
limit will still leave additional funds to meet other needs. It is no doubt the case that choices will
have to be made about where to allocate these administrative resources. In the view of the
Committee, however, that was part of Congress' original intent in establishing an administrative
cost cap: to control the growth of the bureaucracy and to ensure that the maximum number of
dollars goes to the local coalitions.

8. Additional views concerning the administrative expenses cap

As acknowledged above, there was a dispute about the appropriate level for the cap on
administrative expenses for the DFCA program. Both the House and Senate bills set the level at
8 percent, which was the level requested by both the Clinton and Bush Administrations. The
bill's sponsors on both the House and Senate side have expressed concern that cutting the
administrative costs to 6 percent would jeopardize the administration of the program. The
Committee agrees that continued review of the proper level to be authorized for administrative
expenses of this program is warranted, and will monitor this issue next year after the changes
made by this legislation are put in place. The Committee acknowledges that, even at § percent,
the administrative costs would still be lower than those for other Department of Justice programs
including the At-Risk Children program (10 percent) and the Drug Court program (up to 15
percent for training and technical assistance alone).



C. Additional grants (Sec. 1(d))

Under the original DFCA, after being awarded an initial grant, a local coalition was entitled to
reapply for a renewal grant for four additional years. No provision was made for additional aid
after that point. This reflected in part Congress' intention that Federal aid to local coalitions
would only be temporary, enabling the coalitions to establish themselves and begin their anti-
drug efforts, but not to become permanently dependent on Federal funding. The Committee
continues to support that goal. Representatives of many of the coalitions, however, informed the
Committee and the bill's sponsors on both the House and Senate side that an abrupt cessation of
Federal assistance would cause many of these coalitions to halt their activities. After five years,
many of these coalitions (being primarily voluntary organizations) have only just begun to make
a difference in their communities. A limit of 5 years, while certainly supportive of the goal of
financial independence, may have the additional and unintended effect of withdrawing assistance
from some coalitions just as they are starting to become effective.

The reauthorizing legislation therefore allows for a second five-year period of Federal funding,
but only with certain restrictions. First, ONDCP may not accord any priority during the
application process to a coalition because of its status as a previous grantee; that coalition must
compete with all other applicants on an equal footing. Second, any renewal grants are subject to
an increased matching requirement, under which the coalition must raise $1.25 in non-Federal
funds for every dollar of DFCA funds it receives for the first two renewal grants, and
approximately $1.33 in non-Federal funds for every DFCA dollar for the last two renewal grants.

D. Data collection and dissemination (Sec. 1(e))

This subsection directs the program Administrator to carry out data collection and dissemination
activities under Section 1033(b) of the DFCA in consultation with the Advisory Commission and
the National Community Antidrug Coalition Institute created by this legislation. This provision
is intended to ensure that the resources and experience of the Advisory Commission and the new
Institute are fully utilized for these important activities.

E. Limitation on use of certain funds for evaluation of program (Sec. 1(f))

This provision codifies Congress' original understanding that the cost of any program evaluation
is an administrative expense subject to the limitation on administrative expenses. Indeed, as two
committees of the United States informed ONDCP, the cost of evaluation, technical assistance
and training are considered to be administrative costs subject to the cap. (See Administrative
Cost Study, submitted by ONDCP to the Senate Appropriations Committee, January 18, 2001,

page 8.)
F. Treatment of funds for coalitions representing certain organizations (Sec. 1(g))

This provision remedies a problem that had arisen under the previous statute in the treatment of
coalitions that serve Indian tribes and include representatives of tribal government agencies (as
specifically allowed by the DFCA). The Committee was informed that it is frequently more
difficult for coalitions serving Indian tribes to raise non-Federal funds to meet the matching



requirement under Section 1032 of the DFCA. These coalitions typically receive Federal funds
(other than DFCA funds) instead of State government funds for anti-drug activities, putting those
coalitions at a comparative disadvantage to coalitions with greater access to State and local
government funds.

ONDCP informed the Committee that pursuant to Federal Indian law, ONDCP has the authority
to waive or modify the matching requirement for tribes that are Federally recognized and enjoy a
government-to-government relationship with the United States. However, this authority would
not extend to non-Federally recognized tribes.

This provision therefore enables any coalition including a representative of the Bureau of Indian
Affairs, the Indian Health Service, or a tribal government agency with

expertise in the field of substance abuse prevention, to count any funds it receives from any
source, including Federal sources (other than the DFCA program itself), as non-Federal funds for
purposes of the matching requirement. This subsection removes the barrier to receiving DFCA
funds and eliminates any disparity in the treatment of coalitions serving Federally-recognized
and non-Federally recognized tribes.

G. Priority in awarding grants (Sec. 1(h))

Several members of the Committee expressed their concern that coalitions serving economically
disadvantaged communities might face added difficulties in obtaining grants under the DFCA.
Since these coalitions may lack the same resources available to coalitions from more prosperous
communities, their applications may not seem as well supported as those of other coalitions. This
provision seeks to remedy this imbalance, by directing those evaluating grant applications to give
priority to coalitions serving economically disadvantaged communities. This subsection should
not be read, however, to mean that any coalition (whether serving an economically
disadvantaged community or not) should be excused from the minimum criteria and standards
necessary to receive a grant. It is not the Committee's intent that this provision eliminate those
criteria and standards. Rather, the Committee intends that among those coalitions meeting those
minimum criteria and standards, priority is to be given to the ones that serve our nation's neediest
areas. :

H. Supplemental grants for coalition mentoring activities (Sec. 2)

A number of established coalitions with proven histories of success have expressed an interest in
mentoring new and/or struggling coalitions, particularly in neighboring communities. Rather
than creating a new and separate grant program, the bill will authorize certain coalitions to apply
for a supplemental grant of up to $75,000. Up to 5 percent of the total funds authorized under
DFCA may be used for these grants. This coalition mentoring grant program capitalizes on the
idea, which underpins the entire DFCA, that local communities, rather than the Federal
government, often know how best to address challenges in those communities. The Committee
expects that as a result of these mentoring grants, new coalitions can have the benefit of local
insights and common experiences when addressing similar problems.



Section 2 of H.R. 2291, as amended, imposes a number of conditions on the receipt of these
grants, including requirements that a grantee have been in existence for at least 5 years, and that
it have achieved demonstrable results in the prevention and treatment of substance abuse among
youth. Renewal grants are allowed. A non-Federal funds matching requirement identical to that
applying to general grants is imposed, but with an exception for coalitions serving Indian tribes
(identical to that described in part ILF above). There is no requirement that the non-Federal
funds have been raised specifically for mentoring purposes; rather, funds raised for any anti-
substance abuse activities may be counted against the matching requirement.

To ensure that coalitions are given an appropriate incentive to mentor coalitions serving those
most in need, priority in awarding these grants is to be given to coalitions expressly proposing to
mentor coalitions or aspiring coalitions serving economically disadvantaged areas.

I Five-year extension of advisory commission on drug-free communities (Sec. 3)
The Advisory Commission is reauthorized for an additional 5 years.
J. Authorization for national community anti-drug coalition institute (Sec. 4)

In response to a perceived need on the part of many grant recipients for greater guidance and
information in carrying out their anti-substance abuse activities, the bill's drafters in both the
House of Representatives and the Senate looked for ways effectively to provide that guidance
and information. The end result of those efforts is the bill's authorization of a National
Community Anti-Drug Coalition Institute. The Institute is intended to (1) provide education,
training, and technical assistance for coalition leaders and community teams; (2) develop and
disseminate evaluation tools, mechanisms, and measures to better assess and document coalition
performance measures and outcomes; and (3) bridge the gap between research and practice by
translating knowledge from research into practical information. In response to concerns raised by
several members, the Committee added language directing the Institute to place special emphasis
on the development of coalitions serving economically disadvantaged areas.

To help create the Institute, the bill authorizes a federal grant, to be awarded by ONDCP to a
national organization that represents, provides technical assistance to and training to, and has
special expertise and broad, national-level experience in working with DFCA coalitions. The
Committee expects that ONDCP will ensure that a competitive process, in accordance with
applicable Federal law, will be used to determine the ultimate recipient of that grant.
Nevertheless, only one such organization, Community Anti-Drug Coalitions of America
(CADCA), has communicated with the Committee regarding the legislation. Thus, the
Committee received extensive information from CADCA concerning its views of possible future
goals and activities of the Institute.

The bill authorizes up to $2,000,000 in each of fiscal years 2002 and 2003 for the grant
establishing the Institute. CADCA has expressed the view that it believes the Institute could
expect to receive sufficient outside funding after 2003 to enable it to achieve financial
independence. Nevertheless, some provision should be made for financial assistance to the
Institute (regardless of which organization ultimately receives the grant) from fiscal years 2004



through 2007, should insufficient non-Federal funding be available. The Committee believes that
a cap on such assistance of $1,000,000 in fiscal years 2004 and 2005, and $750,000 in fiscal
years 2006 and 2007, will balance the

need for contingent financial assistance with the intent of the Committee that the Institute move
quickly towards independence from Federal support.

The Committee had some concerns with respect to the level of the initial grants in 2002 and
2003. CADCA submitted to the Committee its view of a proposed budget for the Institute which,
while describing activities and expenditures that undoubtedly have great merit, suggests the risk
of duplicating some tasks already being undertaken or commissioned by ONDCP and/or OJJDP.
The Committee expects that the ultimate recipient of the Institute grants will take its own steps to
ensure that such duplication of effort does not occur and that overall costs are minimized as
much as possible.

K. Prohibition against duplication of effort (Sec. 5)

The Committee is very concerned that the creation of the mentoring grants and the Institute,
coupled with the raising of the administrative expenses cap, poses a significant danger of
duplication of tasks among all the various entities providing monitoring, training and technical
assistance, and/or evaluation services to DFCA grantees. Such duplication of tasks would be
antithetical to one of the central purposes of the DFCA, namely to minimize the number of
dollars spent on administrative overhead while maximizing the number of dollars directed to the
coalitions themselves. This section instructs the Director of ONDCP to take affirmative steps to
ensure that such duplication of effort does not occur.

V1. SECTION-BY-SECTION SUMMARY

SECTION 1. FIVE YEAR EXTENSION OF DRUG-FREE
COMMUNITIES SUPPORT PROGRAM

The Drug-Free Communities Act program is reauthorized for five years, from fiscal year 2003
through fiscal year 2007. The amounts authorized for the program are increased in fiscal year
2002 (the last year of authorization under the current DFCA) to $50,600,000 in fiscal year 2002;
thereafter $60,000,000 is authorized in fiscal year 2003, $70,000,000 in fiscal year 2004,
$80,000,000 in fiscal year 2005, $90,000,000 in fiscal year 2006, and $99,000,000 in fiscal year
2007. The limitation on administrative costs is extended through fiscal year 2007, but is raised
for fiscal years 2002 through 2007 to 6 percent of the amounts authorized.

Authority is given to the program Administrator to make additional grants to coalitions that
already received an initial grant and 4 renewal grants. No priority is to be given these coalitions
during the application process, however. Moreover, renewal grants for these additional grants are
subject to a more stringent matching requirement, under which the renewal grant may be equal to
no more than 80 percent of the total non-Federal funds raised by the coalition for the first two



years after the initial grant, and 67 percent for the final two years. These grants remain capped at
$100,000 per year.

The program Administrator is directed to carry out data collection and dissemination activities
under Section 1033(b) of the original DFCA in consultation with the Advisory Commission and
the National Community Antidrug Coalition Institute established by Section 4 of this bill.

This Section provides that amounts expended on a program evaluation are to be derived from the
amounts authorized for administrative expenses only, and not from any other funds authorized by
the DFCA.

The non-Federal fundraising matching requirement is changed for coalitions serving Indian
communities by allowing such coalitions to include Federal funds appropriated to them for
substance abuse activities.

This Section provides that priority in awarding DFCA grants is to be given to otherwise eligible
coalitions that serve economically disadvantaged areas.

SECTION 2. SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS FOR
COALITION MENTORING ACTIVITIES UNDER DRUG-
FREE COMMUNITIES SUPPORT PROGRAM

Section 2 authorizes the Administrator to award supplemental grants to coalitions already
receiving DFCA grants, for the purpose of supporting the mentoring of new or emerging
coalitions. The criteria for receiving such a grant are listed in Section 2(d). Renewal grants are
permitted under certain conditions. The grants are limited to $75,000 per year, and the total
amount of all such grants cannot exceed 5 percent of the funds authorized under the DFCA.
Priority for the grants is given to coalitions expressly proposing to assist coalitions serving
economically disadvantaged areas.

SECTION 3. FIVE-YEAR EXTENSION OF ADVISORY
COMMISSION ON DRUG-FREE COMMUNITIES

The Advisory Commission is reauthorized through fiscal year 2007.

SECTION 4. AUTHORIZATION FOR NATIONAL
COMMUNITY ANTI-DRUG COALITION INSTITUTE

This Section authorizes the ONDCP Director to award a grant to a private, not-for-profit
organization with substantial experience in working with community anti-drug coalitions for the
purpose of establishing a National Community Anti-Drug Coalition Institute. The Institute's
activities are outlined in subsection (c). Up to $2,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2002 and 2003



is authorized for this grant. If necessary, up to $1,000,000 may be awarded to the Institute in
each of fiscal years 2004 and 2005, and up to $750,000 in each of fiscal years 2006 and 2007.

SECTION 5. PROHIBITION AGAINST DUPLICATION
OF EFFORT

The Director of ONDCP is instructed to take steps to ensure no duplication of effort by entities
receiving funds under the DFCA or under Section 4 of this bill.

VII. STATEMENT OF CBO COST ESTIMATE

Pursuant to rule XIII, clause 3(c)(3) of the Rules of the House of Representatives, the Committee
was provided the following estimate of the cost of H.R. 2291 prepared by the Congressional
Budget Office.

U.S. Congress,
Congressional Budget Office,
Washington, DC, July 30, 2001.
Hon. DAN BURTON,
Chairman, Committee on Government Reform,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional Budget Office has prepared the enclosed cost
estimate for H.R. 2291, a bill to extend the authorization of the Drug-Free Communities Support
Program for an additional 5 years, to authorize a National Community Antidrug Coalition

Institute, and for other purposes.

If you wish further details on this estimate, we will be pleased to provide them. The CBO staff
contact is Mark Grabowicz.

Sincerely,

Barry B. Anderson,

(For Dan L. Crippen, Director). -

Enclosure.

HR. 2291--4 bill to extend the authorization of the Drug-Free Communities Support Program

for an additional 5 years, to authorize a National Community Antidrug Coalition Institute, and
for other purposes



Summary: H.R. 2291 would authorize the appropriation of $406 million over the 2002-2007
period to extend the Drug-Free Communities Support Program. In addition, the bill would
authorize the appropriation of $7.5 million over the 2002-2007 period to establish a National
Community Antidrug Coalition Institute.

Assuming appropriation of the authorized amounts, CBO estimates that implementing H.R. 2291
would cost $235 million over the 2002-2006 period, mostly for the Drug-Free Communities
Support Program. This legislation would not affect direct spending or receipts so pay-as-you-go
procedures would not apply.

H.R. 2291 contains no intergovernmental or private-sector mandates as defined in the Unfunded
Mandates Reform Act (UMRA). Any costs to state and local governments receiving grants under
this bill would be incurred voluntarily.

Estimated cost to the Federal Government: The estimated budgetary impact of H.R. 2291 is
shown in the following table. For the purposes of this estimate, CBO assumes that the authorized
amounts will be appropriated by the start of each fiscal year and that spending would follow the
historical spending rates for these or similar activities. The cost of this legislation falls within
budget function.800 (general government).

By fiscal year in millions of dollars--

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

SPENDING SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATION

Spending under current law for the Drug-Free Communities Support Program:
Authorization level 1

40 44 0 0 0 0

Estimated outlays

31 39 30 9 0 0

Proposed Changes:

Authorization level

0 g 62 71 81 91

Estimated outlays

0 4 24 53 72 82

Spending under H.R. 2291 for the Drug-Free Communties Support Frogram and the
National Community Anti-Drug Coalition Institute:

Authorization level 1

40 53 62 71 81 91

Estimated outlays

31 43 54 62 72 82

Pay-as-you-go considerations: None.



Intergovernmental and private-sector impact: H.R. 2291 contains no intergovernmental mandates
as defined in UMRA. Any costs of state and local governments receiving grants under this bill
would be incurred voluntarily.

Estimated prepared by: Federal costs: Mark Grabowicz; impact on State, local, and tribal
governments: Susan Sieg Tompkins; impact on the the private sector: Paige Piper/Bach.

Estimate approved by: Peter H. Fontaine, Deputy Assistant Director of Budget Analysis.

VIII. STATEMENT OF CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY

Pursuant to rule XIII, clause 3(d)(1) of the Rules of the House of Representatives, the Committee
finds that Congress is specifically granted the power to enact this law under Article I, Section 8,
clause 1 under which Congress is granted the "Power To * * * provide for the * * * general
Welfare of the United States][.]'

IX. FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACT (5 U.S.C. APP.) SECTION
3(B)

As H.R. 2291 does not establish a new advisory committee within the meaning of Section 5(b) of
the Federal Advisory Committee Act, no statement under that section is necessary. The

Committee refers interested parties to Section IX of Report 105-105, dated May 20, 1997, which
contains the Section 5(b) statement for the Advisory Commission created by the original DFCA.

X. CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW MADE BY THE BILL, AS REPORTED
In compliance with clause 3(e) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House of Representatives,
changes in existing law made by the bill, as reported, are shown as follows (existing law
proposed to be omitted is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italic,
existing law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman):
NATIONAL NARCOTICS LEADERSHIP ACT OF 1988
TITLE I--COORDINATION OF NATIONAL DRUG POLICY

Subtitle A--National Drug Control Program

SEC. 1001. SHORT TITLE.

This subtitle may be cited as the "National Narcotics Leadership Act of 1988,

ok k ok ok k %

CHAPTER 2--DRUG-FREE COMMUNITIES
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SEC. 1024. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL- There are authorized to be appropriated to the Office of National
Drug Control Policy to carry out this chapter-- ‘
(1) ***

* %k ok ok ok k ¥

(4) $40,000,000 for fiscal year 2001; [Struck out->][ and ][<-Struck out]
* [Struck out->]1 (5) $43,500,000 for fiscal year 2002. ][<-Struck out]
(5) $50,600,000 for fiscal year 2002,
(6) 860,000,000 for fiscal year 2003;
(7) 870,000,000 for fiscal year 2004,
(8) $80,000,000 for fiscal year 2005;
(9) $90,000,000 for fiscal year 2006, and
(10) $99,000,000 for fiscal year 2007.
(b) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS- Not more than the following percentages of the
amounts authorized under subsection (a) may be used to pay administrative costs:
Q) ***

* ok ok k ok ¥k

[Struck out->]{ (5) 3 percent for fiscal year 2002. ][<-Struck out]
(3) 6 percent for each of fiscal years 2002 through 2007,

* ok ok ok ok k &

SUBCHAPTER I--DRUG-FREE COMMUNITIES SUPPORT PROGRAM
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SEC. 1032. PROGRAM AUTHORIZATION.

(a) * ok #
(b) GRANT AMOUNTS-
(1) * % %

R EEEE

(3) ADDITIONAL GRANTS-
(4) IN GENERAL- Subject to subparagraph (F), the Administrator may
award an additional grant under this paragraph to an eligible coalition
awarded a grunt under paragraph (1) or (2) for any first fiscal year after



the end of the 4-year period following the period of the initial grant under
paragraph (1) or (2), as the case may be.
(B) SCOPE OF GRANTS- A coalition awarded a grant under paragraph
(1) or (2), including a renewal grant under such paragraph, may not be
awarded another grant under such paragraph, and is eligible for an
additional grant under this section only under this paragraph.
(C) NO PRIORITY FOR APPLICATIONS- The Administrator may not
afford a higher priority in the award of an additional grant under this
paragraph than the Administrator would afford the applicant for the grant
if the applicant were submitting an application for an initial grant under
paragraph (1) or (2) rather than an application for a grant under this
paragraph.
(D) RENEWAL GRANTS- Subject to subparagraph (F), the Administrator
may award a renewal grant to a grant recipient under this paragraph for
each of the fiscal years of the 4-fiscal-year period following the fiscal year
for which the initial additional grant under subparagraph (4) is awarded
in an amount not to exceed amounts as follows:
(i) For the first and second fiscal years of that 4-fiscal-year period,
the amount equal to 80 percent of the non-Federal funds, including
in-kind contributions, raised by the coalition for the applicable
fiscal year.
(ii) For the third and fourth fiscal years of that 4-fiscal-year
period, the amount equal to 67 percent of the non-Federal funds,
including in-kind contributions, raised by the coalition for the
applicable fiscal year.
(E) SUSPENSION- If a grant recipient under this paragraph fails to
continue to meet the criteria specified in subsection (a), the Administrator
may suspend the grant, after providing written notice to the grant
recipient and an opportunity to appeal.
(F) LIMITATION- The amount of a grant award under this paragraph
may not exceed $100,000 for a fiscal year.
(c) TREATMENT OF FUNDS FOR COALITIONS REPRESENTING CERTAIN
ORGANIZATIONS- Funds appropriated for the substance abuse activities of a coalition
that includes a representative of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the Indian Health Service,
or a tribal government agency with expertise in the field of substance abuse may be
counted as non-Federal funds raised by the coalition for purposes of this section.
(d) PRIORITY IN AWARDING GRANTS- In awarding grants under subsection
(b)(1)(A)(i), priority shall be given to a coalition serving economically disadvantaged
areas.

SEC. 1033. INFORMATION COLLECTION AND DISSEMINATION WITH
RESPECT TO GRANT RECIPIENTS.

(a) ¥ * *
(b) DATA COLLECTION AND DISSEMINATION-
(1)* * *
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(3) CONSULTATION- The Administrator shall carry out activities under this
subsection in consultation with the Advisory Commission and the National
Community Antidrug Coalition Institute.

(4) LIMITATION ON USE OF CERTAIN FUNDS FOR EVALUATION OF
PROGRAM- Amounts for activities under paragraph (2)(B) may not be derived
from amounts under section 1024(a) except for amounts that are available under
section 1024(b) for administrative costs.

d ok ok ok ok ok K

SEC. 1035. SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS FOR COALITION MENTORING
ACTIVITIES.

(a) AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS- As part of the program established under section
1031, the Director may award an initial grant under this subsection, and renewal grants
under subsection (f), to any coalition awarded a grant under section 1032 that meets the
criteria specified in subsection (d) in order to fund coalition mentoring activities by such
coalition in support of the program.
(b) TREATMENT WITH OTHER GRANTS-
(1) SUPPLEMENT- A grant awarded to a coalition under this section is in
addition to any grant awarded to the coalition under section 1032.
(2) REQUIREMENT FOR BASIC GRANT- A coalition may not be awarded a
grant under this section for a fiscal year unless the coalition was awarded a grant
or renewal grant under section 1032(b) for that fiscal year.
(c) APPLICATION- A coalition seeking a grant under this section shall submit to the
Administrator an application for the grant in such form and manner as the Administrator
may require.
(d) CRITERIA- A coalition meets the criteria specified in this subsection if the coalition--
(1) has been in existence for at least 5 years;
(2) has achieved, by or through its own efforts, measurable results in the
prevention and treatment of substance abuse among youth;
(3) has staff or members willing to serve as mentors for persons seeking to start
or expand the activities of other coalitions in the prevention and treatment of
substance abuse;
(4) has demonstrable support from some members of the community in which the
coalition mentoring activities to be supported by the grant under this section are
to be carried out; and
(5) submits to the Administrator a detailed plan for the coalition mentoring
activities to be supported by the grant under this section.
(e) USE OF GRANT FUNDS- A coalition awarded a grant under this section shall use
the grant amount for mentoring activities to support and encourage the development of
new, self-supporting community coalitions that are focused on the prevention and
treatment of substance abuse in such new coalitions' communities. The mentoring



coalition shall encourage such development in accordance with the plan submitted by the
mentoring coalition under subsection (d)(5).
() RENEWAL GRANTS- The Administrator may make a renewal grant to any coalition
awarded a grant under subsection (a), or a previous renewal grant under this subsection,
if the coalition, at the time of application for such renewal grant--
(1) continues to meet the criteria specified in subsection (d); and
(2) has made demonstrable progress in the development of one or more new, self-
supporting community coalitions that are focused on the prevention and treatment
of substance abuse.
(g) GRANT AMOUNTS-
(1) IN GENERAL- Subject to paragraphs (2) and (3), the total amount of grants
awarded to a coalition under this section for a fiscal year may not exceed the
amount of non-Federal funds raised by the coalition, including in-kind
contributions, for that fiscal year. Funds appropriated for the substance abuse
activities of a coalition that includes a representative of the Bureau of Indian
Affairs, the Indian Health Service, or a tribal government agency with expertise in
the field of substance abuse may be counted as non-Federal funds raised by the
coalition.
(2) INITIAL GRANTS- The amount of the initial grant awarded to a coalition
under subsection (a) may not exceed 375, 000.
(3) RENEWAL GRANTS- The total amount of renewal grants awarded to a
coalition under subsection () for any fiscal year may not exceed $75,000.
(h) FISCAL YEAR LIMITATION ON AMOUNT AVAILABLE FOR GRANTS- The total
amount available for grants under this section, including renewal grants under
subsection (f), in any fiscal year may not exceed the amount equal to five percent of the
amount authorized to be appropriated by section 1024(a) for that fiscal year.
(i) PRIORITY IN AWARDING INITIAL GRANTS- In awarding initial grants under this
section, priority shall be given to a coalition that expressly proposes to provide
mentorship to a coalition or aspiring coalition serving economically disadvantaged
areas.

* ok ok ok ok k&

SUBCHAPTER II--ADVISORY COMMISSION
oKk ok kR ok
SEC. 1048. TERMINATION.

The Advisory Commission shall terminate at the end of fiscal year [Struck out->]{ 2002
1[<-Struck out] 2007.

XI. CONGRESSIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY ACT; PUBLIC LAW 104-1



The Committee finds that the legislation does not relate to the terms and conditions of
employment or access to public services or accommodations within the meaning of Section
102(b)(3) of the Congressional Accountability Act (PL 104-1).

XII. BUDGET ANALYSIS

Pursuant to rule XIII, clause 3(c)(2) of the Rules of the House of Representatives, and Section
308(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, the Committee finds that no new budget
authority, new spending authority, new credit authority or an increase or decrease in revenues or
tax expenditures results from enactment of this resolution.

XIII. UNFUNDED MANDATES REFORM ACT; PUBLIC LAW 104-4
SECTION 423

The Committee finds that the legislation does not impose any Federal mandates within the
meaning of Section 423 of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act (P.L. 104-4).

XIV. APPENDIX
House of Representatives,
Committee on Energy and Commerce,
Washington, DC, July 30, 2001.

Hon. DAN BURTON,
Chairman, Committee on Government Reform,
Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN BURTON: I am writing with regard to H.R. 2291, which the Committee on
Government Reform ordered reported on July 25, 2001. The Committee on Energy and
Commerce was named as an additional Committee of jurisdiction upon the bill's introduction.

I recognize your desire to bring this bill before the House in an expeditious manner.

Accordingly, I will not exercise the Committee's right to exercise its referral. By agreeing to
waive its consideration of the bill, however, the Energy and Commerce Committee does not
waive its jurisdiction over H.R. 2291. In addition, the Energy and Commerce Committee
reserves its authority to seek conferees on any provisions of the bill that are within its jurisdiction
during any House-Senate conference that may be convened on this similar legislation. I ask for
your commitment to support any request by the Energy and Commerce Committee for conferees
on H.R. 2291 or similar legislation.

I request that you include this letter as a part of the Committee's report on H.R. 2291 and in the
Congressional Record during debate on its provisions. Thank you for your attention to these
matters.



Sincerely,
W.J. "Billy' Tauzin,

Chairman.

House of Representatives,
Committee on Government Reform,
Washington, DC, July 30, 2001.
Hon. W.J. 'BILLY' TAUZIN,
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Commerce,

Raybum House Office Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your letter of July 30, 2001, regarding H.R. 2291, a
bill to extend the authorization of the Drug-Free Communities Support Program.

] agree that the Committee on Energy and Commerce has valid jurisdictional claims to certain
provisions of this legislation, and I appreciate your decision not to exercise your referral in the
interest of expediting consideration of the bill. I agree that by foregoing your right to consider
this legislation, the Committee on Energy and Commerce is not waiving its jurisdiction. Iwill
also support your Committee's request to seek conferees on provisions of the bill that fall within
your jurisdiction, should the bill go to a House-Senate conference. Further, as your requested,
this exchange of letters will be included in the Committee report on the bill and in the
Congressional Record as part of the floor debate.

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter.
Sincerely,
Dan Burton,

Chairman.
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