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DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE, JUSTICE, AND
STATE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL
YEAR 1999

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 1998

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met at 9:57 a.m., in room SD-192, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Hon. Judd Gregg (chairman) presiding.

Present: Senators Gregg, Stevens, Hutchison, Campbell, Bump-
ers, and Lautenberg.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

STATEMENT OF HON. JANET RENO, U.S. ATTORNEY GENERAL
ACCOMPANIED BY:
STEPHEN R. COLGATE, ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL FOR AD-
MINISTRATION
MICHAEL J. ROPER, DEPUTY ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL,
CONTROLLER
ADRIAN A. CURTIS, DIRECTOR, BUDGET STAFF

OPENING REMARKS

Senator GREGG. We will start this hearing of the Subcommittee
on Commerce, Justice, and State of the Appropriations Committee.
Please note that we are starting early, thanks to the Attorney Gen-
eral’s promptness.

The purpose of this hearing is to review the budget proposal of
the Justice Department. The budget of the Justice Department has
increased dramatically during my tenure as chairman of this com-
mittee, but not as a result necessarily of that, but as a result of
the reflection of the policies of this administration and this Con-
gress to make a very strong commitment to trying to address the
issues of crime in this country, especially drugs, terrorism, and the
general atmosphere on the streets of America.

In fact, I was looking at some of the numbers here. We have gone
from $13.8 billion in 1995 to a proposed request this year of $20.9
billion. That is a $7.1 billion increase in 4 years, which is about
60 percent, which is a huge expansion in the resources committed
in this area. It has been across the board. It has been in the area
of prisons. It has been in the area of the Drug Enforcement Admin-
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istration [DEA]. It has been in the area of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation [FBI]. It has been in the area of the general activities
of the Justice Department.

I guess the question which the consumers would want to ask the
Attorney General, had they the opportunity, is with this dramatic
expansion of resources, what are we getting as results? Are we able
to manage this commitment of new resources effectively, and are
we getting a return for our dollars?

It has been a pleasure to work with the Attorney General over
the last few years as we have pursued this action of dramatically
expanding our commitment to fighting crime. Her enthusiasm, en-
ergy, and direction has been acknowledged by all who have been
involved in the day-to-day operation of crime fighting in this coun-
try, and I appreciate her efforts and especially her support of some
of the congressional initiatives, especially in the area of
counterterrorism. So with that, I will yield to Senator Campbell, if
he has any opening comments.

Senator CAMPBELL. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate it, and
I certainly appreciate seeing Attorney General Reno here.

I had a few questions that I will get into later, but I certainly
am aware, as you are, of the increased spending and how it is
going up. I worked very closely with our Rocky Mountain HIDTA,
as an example, that was just established a couple of years ago and
the funding we put into that HIDTA and most of the other ones
has been increased. I think that being on the ground level, particu-
larly when we talk about the growing problem of
methamphetamines, which is a very fast-moving kind of a thing,
and certainly growing while other use of drugs is going down, I can
see that it is easy to justify the amount of money we are putting
in those programs.

I was also concerned with the amount of crime going up in In-
dian country. As you know, we increased the amount in the budget
that would go into fighting the drug war there and juvenile gangs,
as well. T guess it is just a whole new area. These young gangs
from the urban areas are moving out to Indian country to new and
fertile ground.

So I just wanted to tell the Attorney General, I understand that
we have to get the best use of taxpayers’ money, but from my per-
spective, if we are going to win the drug war, I fully recognize we
cannot do it all from Washington. An awful lot of these things have
to be done in the local communities and certainly churches and
schools and Boy Scouts and everybody else have a role to play, but
I just wanted to say that I think that you are doing a very good
job, particularly in that crime fighting area that deals with our
communities and I wish you well this coming year. Thank you.

Ms. RENO. Thank you.

Senator GREGG. Attorney General.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Ms. RENO. Senators, thank you very much. It has been a real
pleasure to work with the committee, to do it in a thoughtful way,
in a constructive way, and I look forward to furthering our working
relationship in this next year. There are so many critical issues
that you both touched on, cybercrime, terrorism, drugs, drug traf-
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ficking, the problem of crime in Indian country, and I am always
available to discuss and to work with you on how we fund these
issues and then how we manage the moneys you give us the right
way.

In the interest of time, I will attempt to summarize my written
statement but would appreciate your including it in the official
record.

Senator GREGG. Of course.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JANET RENO

Good morning. Chairman Gregg, Senator Hollings, members of the subcommittee,
it is a pleasure once again to appear before you to present the President’s budget
request for the Department of Justice. For fiscal year 1999, the President’s budget
includes $20.9 billion for the Department of Justice—an $877 million or 4.4 percent
increase over last year—to enhance our fight against youth violence, cybercrime, il-
legal drugs, illegal immigration, and other crime problems. Of this amount, $18.1
billion is discretionary funding—a 4.9 percent increase over 1998.

Since I became Attorney General in 1993, funding for the Justice Department has
increased more than 87 percent—due in large part to the efforts of this subcommit-
tee.

I believe our investment is paying off. Over the past several years, we have wit-
nessed a decrease in violent crime, and juvenile crime appears to be turning around.
We are continuing our fight against drug trafficking and abuse. We have added bor-
der patrol agents in record numbers, and removed criminal aliens at a record pace.
And, we have begun a concerted effort to combat computer crime, and protect our
nation from the threat of terrorist attack. Yes, we are moving in the right direction.
But, more work still needs to be done.

The budget I present to you today does just that—it builds on our past successes
and helps to prepare us for the law enforcement challenges of the twenty-first cen-
tury.

FIGHTING CRIME AND YOUTH VIOLENCE

Our top task is to make certain that crime continues to fall. At the cornerstone
of this effort is our commitment to place 100,000 police officers on the streets of
America by the year 2000. The budget before you seeks $1.4 billion for the Commu-
nity Oriented Policing Services (COPS) Program to fund an estimated 16,000 offi-
cers in fiscal year 1999—bringing the total to 99,000 funded officers one full year
before our pledge to fund 100,000.

But, to sustain our success in fighting crime, we must also continue taking aim
at youth violence. For the second year in a row, juvenile arrest rates for violent
crime have fallen, and arrest rates for juvenile homicides have fallen for a third
year in a row. While this is encouraging news, youth violence is still far too preva-
lent in too many of our communities—in fact, arrest rates for juvenile violent crime
and homicide are still substantially above the levels of the mid-1980’s. Gangs are
appearing in cities and towns across the nation and we must take a reasoned ap-
proach to both preventing and punishing youth crime.

Consistent with the administration’s anti-gang and youth violence bill proposed
last year, the Department’s fiscal year 1999 budget seeks to focus resources on three
youth violence prevention and intervention grant programs and restructure current
juvenile justice programs. Our request includes nearly $500 million in new initia-
tives, program enhancements, and program restructuring aimed at fighting crime
and youth violence. Specifically, we are requesting:

Youth violence/gangs/at risk youth

$100 million for a program that would provide grants to State and local prosecu-
tor offices to fight youth drug, gang, and violence problems through the successful
identification and rapid prosecution of young, violent offenders.

$50 million for a youth violence court program to increase the speed, efficiency,
and effectiveness with which youth are processed and adjudicated within the justice
system.

And, $95 million for a title V grant program—we call the at-risk children’s pro-
gram—to support juvenile crime intervention programs to fight truancy and school
violence and strengthen appropriate curfew initiatives.
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Restructuring current juvenile justice programs

A total of $176 million is requested for juvenile justice programs funded under
the restructuring. The new programs created with the redirected funds include $89
million for a new juvenile justice formula grant program; $45 million for a new dis-
cretionary grant program to develop, test, and demonstrate promising new pro-
grams; $17 million for an incentive grants program for seven authorized purposes
ranging from crime prevention to accountability-based sanctions; and $6 million for
an Indian tribal grants program.

Community prosecutors program

$50 million is requested to establish a community prosecutors program to increase
substantially the number of local prosecutors interacting directly with police officers
and community residents to identify and solve specific crime problems in their
neighborhoods. Around the country—in places like Portland, Oregon; Austin, Texas;
and Indianapolis, Indiana, early efforts at community prosecution are being de-
ployed and it appears to work. With this funding, you would provide us an oppor-
tunity to comprehensively fund and test this very promising strategy.

Violence against women

To combat violence against women, we are requesting $271 million. And, following
your lead, we have included targeted set-asides for civil legal assistance programs,
research concerning violence against women, and the U.S. Attorneys’ domestic vio-
lence unit in the District of Columbia. In addition, we have targeted $10 million in
discretionary funds for a new program—Project Safe Start—which seeks to reduce
the impact of family, school, and community violence on young children.

Technology to combat crime

We've heard from local law enforcement that they need help in applying tech-
nology to the investigative function—using simulation modeling, computer forensics,
crime mapping, and improved suspect identification technologies to solve crimes—
and we're investing in this area now. For fiscal year 1999, we are seeking an addi-
tional $12.5 million to further upgrade crime technology, such as DNA testing and
identification, and criminal records and history programs.

I am convinced we can build on our success in fighting youth and violent crime
with the right resources, the administration’s approach to any new juvenile justice
legislation, and new relationships between prosecutors and the people they serve.

FIGHTING CYBERCRIME AND PROTECTING OUR CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE

Our second focus—and one of the greatest challenges of the next century—will be
to address cybercrime before it can become an epidemic within the United States
or a pandemic worldwide. Every day, the United States relies more heavily upon
its interconnected telecommunications and automated information systems for basic
services such as energy, banking/finance, transportation, and defense. Reliance on,
and the use of, computers and the information superhighway is becoming a stand-
ard part of life for most Americans. As such, we must be certain they are safe and
secure.

For fiscal year 1999, the Department is seeking $64 million in increased funding
to expand efforts to protect the Nation’s critical infrastructures from cyber-attacks
and to combat cybercrime.

These additional resources will support 75 new FBI agents and 24 assistant U.S.
Attorneys to track down and prosecute cyber criminals. The FBI will focus its new
resources on the formation of 6 additional computer investigations and infrastruc-
ture threat assessment squads (CITA) in cities around the country. The initiative
also includes $10 million in additional funding for the FBI’'s Computer Investiga-
tions and Infrastructure Threat Assessment Center (CITAC)—which is being re-
structured and renamed the National Infrastructure Protection Center (NIPC)—to
expand operations, develop an early warning system, and conduct infrastructure
vulnerability assessments; $1.55 million in increased resources is also included for
the Criminal Division’s computer crime and intellectual property section (CCIPS)—
a critical partner in the effort to help Federal, State and local, and foreign agencies
prosecute high-tech crime, and create the necessary infrastructure—legal, technical,
and operational—to pursue criminals who attack or employ global networks.

For the counterterrorism (CT) fund, the cybercrime initiative includes $33.6 mil-
lion for activities related to the protection of the Nation’s critical infrastructures.
Most of these funds will be needed for the NIPC. Some of these funds could be used
to reimburse other agencies. An additional $3.1 million will ensure the continuation
of essential Department of Justice functions during an emergency. In addition to the
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requested enhancements, $16 million is recurred in the CT fund to continue to equip
and train State and local responders to terrorist incidents.

CURBING DRUG TRAFFICKING AND ABUSE

To continue to fight drug trafficking and abuse, the budget before you seeks
$167.25 million in increased resources in fiscal year 1999—allowing us to hire more
drug enforcement agents and prosecutors, and increase drug testing and interven-
tion programs. This balanced investment will decrease drug use and help stem the
violence it brings into our communities.

Funding for the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) will grow by 4.6 percent
to $1.25 billion, with program enhancements totaling $64 million. These additional
resources will support 100 more DEA agents to attack methamphetamine produc-
tion, trafficking, and abuse; 54 more agents for the Caribbean corridor strategy; 95
more agents to intensify efforts against heroin traffickers; 3 more agents to support
an on-going classified project; and 5 agents to foster and strengthen foreign coopera-
tive drug investigations against Asian heroin traffickers.

Our drug initiative will also support the hiring of 64 assistant U.S. Attorneys and
5 Criminal Division attorneys to pursue and prosecute drug traffickers, and to im-
plement our national strategy against methamphetamine.

We also want to help State and local agencies conduct vital drug testing and
intervention programs—and have included $94 million in additional grants to State
and local agencies and Indian tribal governments to implement comprehensive sys-
tems of drug testing, drug treatment, and graduated sanctions; as well as expansion
of the residential substance abuse treatment program.

In addition, our request includes a language change to give States the flexibility
to use their prison grant and residential substance abuse treatment funds to provide
drug testing and treatment to offenders. A recently released report by the National
Center on Addiction and Substance Abuse at Columbia University, which draws
heavily from national data compiled by the Department’s Bureau of Justice Statis-
tics, confirmed that fighting drugs in our prisons and providing comprehensive test-
ing and treatment for prisoners is absolutely critical to keeping drugs off the streets.

The study found that 80 percent of people serving time in our State and Federal
prisons either were high at the time they committed their crimes, stole property to
buy drugs, violated drug or alcohol laws, or have a long history of drug or alcohol
abuse. And, parolees who continue to use drugs are much more likely to commit
crimes that will send them back to jail.

The findings here are clear and support what I have long suspected: to break the
cycle between drugs and criminal activity, we must first break the drug habits of
prisoners. For this reason, drug testing and treatment are sound, appropriate uses
of correctional grant funds.

Clearly, our battle against drugs requires a balanced approach and our budget
seeks to provide just that—through tougher enforcement and better intervention, we
can get drug use to fall, and keep it falling.

PROTECTING OUR BORDERS AND PROVIDING BETTER SERVICE

For the Immigration and Naturalization Service, the budget I present to you
today seeks a record $4.2 billion—or 10.2 percent more than last year. Our fiscal
year 1999 request seeks to strengthen proven, existing programs and to implement
new measures that will guard against illegal immigration and promote legal entry
into the United States.

Landmark immigration legislation enacted in 1996 has challenged the Depart-
ment to carry out mandated responsibilities with far-reaching impacts. In response
to this challenge, the Department has greatly enhanced border management in the
southwestern United States, and has reengineered the naturalization process to ac-
commodate millions of new applicants.

With the support and leadership of this subcommittee, the INS has nearly dou-
bled its border patrol agent workforce since 1993, and has introduced innovative de-
terrents and advanced technologies to address illegal immigration at all borders of
the United States.

For fiscal year 1999, the Department requests $272.5 million in increased funding
for “force-multiplying” technologies and 1,000 new border patrol agents. Funding
will also be dedicated to programs to detain and remove illegal aliens, including
criminal aliens; to address the proliferation of alien smuggling by strategically plac-
ing INS personnel along major smuggling transportation corridors; and, to ensure
the integrity of the naturalization process. Immigration fee resources will support
increased airport staffing to more quickly inspect passengers, and enhance docu-
ment and benefit fraud investigations.
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Clearly we have not resolved all of the problems that face this country in deter-
ring illegal entry, nor have we completely resolved the problems to ensure adjudica-
tion and naturalization for legally admitted aliens eligible for benefits under the Im-
migration and Nationality Act. But, as we recognized in 1994 when we launched our
comprehensive Southwest border strategy—the investment necessary would be
multi-year and multi-faceted. This budget request continues the measured, prudent
growth required to allow a reengineered Immigration and Naturalization Service to
cope with the challenges it will face in the 21st century.

TARGETING CRIME IN INDIAN COUNTRY

As crime rates in the rest of the country continue to fall, homicide and violent
crime rates on many Indian lands are rising. Law enforcement in Indian country
is inadequate and needs immediate attention. Indian lands have only 1.3 police offi-
cers per 1,000 citizens, compared with an average of 2.9 officers per 1,000 citizens
in non-Indian areas with similar population densities. And, the few jails on Indian
lands fall far short of basic standards in such areas as staff and inmate safety.

The budget I present to you today includes $157 million in new and redirected
funds as part of a joint $182 million initiative with the Department of the Interior
to address these serious public concerns. The goal of this multi-year initiative is to
raise the level of Indian country law enforcement to national standards in such
areas as the number of officers per capita, the training and equipment of tribal law
enforcement officers, and the quality and availability of detention facilities. In fiscal
year 1999, the initiative will be funded primarily through anti-crime grants pro-
vided directly to Indian jurisdictions.

Because the Federal Government has the responsibility to investigate and pros-
ecute major crimes in most Indian country, this initiative will support 30 additional
FBI agents to enhance Indian country investigations and 31 positions to improve
victim/witness assistance services in Indian country. Twenty-six assistant U.S. At-
torneys will also be added to target violent crime, gang-related violence, and juve-
nile crime on Indian lands.

And, within the Office of Justice Programs and the COPS program, grant funds
have been targeted and set aside for direct support to Indian country—$10 million
of the new drug testing and intervention program; $20 million of the title V at-risk
children’s program; $52 million of the State correctional grant program; and $54
million of the Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS) Program. In addition,
our initiative includes $10 million to establish the Indian tribal courts program—
a new discretionary program to assist tribal courts which have experienced unparal-
leled growth in their workload.

The crisis in law enforcement affecting Indian country demands a Federal re-
sponse. This initiative is a small, but necessary first step.

SUPPORTING OTHER JUSTICE DEPARTMENT INITIATIVES
FIGHTING HATE CRIMES

Despite the best efforts of political and community leaders to promote tolerance
and understanding, hate crimes continue to plague the Nation. The Department is
seeking $5.6 million in new resources for its hate crimes initiative—which includes
the formation of local working groups in which Federal, State, and local law enforce-
ment officials, as well as community leaders, meet to address hate crimes in a com-
prehensive manner. Included within these resources is $3.2 million and 15 positions
for the Community Relations Service to respond to increasing demands for its serv-
ices, which include conciliation efforts associated with heightened racial and ethnic
tension throughout the country. The Department will also be redirecting, from 1998
base resources, 40 FBI agents and 10 prosecutors toward hate crime cases.

PROVIDING EFFECTIVE DEFENSIVE CIVIL LITIGATION

In defensive civil litigation cases, the Department’s lawyers represent the United
States in its capacity as employer, regulator, administrator of Federal benefits, law
enforcer, contractor, and property owner. These attorneys protect not only the fiscal
interests of the United States, but also intangible interests in the implementation
of lawful Government policies and practices. Yet, the one aspect these diverse types
of defensive litigation have in common is that they are not discretionary—if the
United States is sued, the Department of Justice must defend. Our civil defensive
litigation caseload is burgeoning, and the dollars at stake run in the billions. The
budget before you seeks $16.6 million for critical program needs to address this ris-
ing caseload and effectively defend the United States Government.
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BUILDING OUR LAW ENFORCEMENT INFRASTRUCTURE

A substantial infrastructure investment continues to be needed to maintain our
law enforcement programs, and to ensure the health and safety of our law enforce-
ment personnel. The Department’s fiscal year 1999 budget request includes $753.5
million in new initiatives and program enhancements to address a wide variety of
infrastructure and technology needs. While the Department is making progress, its
automation and communications capabilities are still outdated. Let me highlight
just a few of the items:

Narrowband communications

$72.5 million is requested to enable law enforcement personnel who use Federal
spectrum when communicating to narrow the bandwidth used for transmitting radio
signals, as required under the National Telecommunication and Information Admin-
istration Organization Act. This is a new account, and will be managed within main
Justice. In addition to the requested enhancement, the Department’s participating
agencies have transferred base resources to establish the new account.

Telecommunications carrier compliance

We are again requesting $100 million in additional funds to reimburse private
telecommunications carriers, manufacturers, and support service providers for
equipment modifications made to ensure law enforcement’s continued ability to con-
duct court-authorized electronic surveillance. I believe the FBI, in concert with in-
dustry, has now developed an implementation plan that will permit the process to
move forward. We cannot afford to delay any longer.

U.S. Marshals

For the U.S. Marshals Service, the request includes $32.7 million in infrastruc-
ture improvements in fiscal year 1999. Within this amount is $11 million and 82
deputy positions to continue to ensure the safety and security of the judicial family
in Federal facilities, including the staffing of new courthouses. Another $1.6 million
is included to enhance and modernize the marshals electronic surveillance unit
(ESU), whose primary mission is to provide electronic surveillance and intercept
support. Last year, ESU’s assistance in 917 cases resulted in the arrest of 486 fugi-
tives. This program increase will help us to do more.

Immigration and Naturalization Service

For the Immigration and Naturalization Service, $141 million in infrastructure
improvements are requested in fiscal year 1999—including the construction of new
border patrol facilities and additional detention bedspace to keep pace with the
record expansion of the service over the past several years.
Federal Bureau of Prisons

And, for the Federal Bureau of Prisons, $300 million is included for full construc-
tion of three correctional institutions and partial construction of a fourth—the ca-
pacity of which is necessary for the absorption of the District of Columbia sentenced
felon population.

CONCLUSION

We are asking for more than $20 billion because we face so many challenges. We
are seeking funding to expand our efforts in fighting juvenile crime; to launch a
multi-agency initiative to reduce violence on Indian lands; and, to ensure that we
stay ahead of the curve in investigating and prosecuting cyber-criminals.

The budget I present to you today will help us address our ongoing challenges and
prepare for new ones. This fiscal year is the last in the twentieth century—and, it
is squarely aimed at the law enforcement challenges of the new millennium.

Thank you. I look forward to answering any questions you might have.

Ms. RENO. For fiscal year 1999, as you have indicated, Senator
Gregg, we are requesting $20.9 b11hon an $870 million, or 4.4 per-
cent increase in funding over last year. Since I became Attorney
General in 1993, funding for the Justice Department has increased
more than 87 percent, due in large part to the efforts of this sub-
committee.

I believe our investment is paying off. Over the past several
years, we have witnessed a decrease in violent crime and juvenile
crime appears to be on the decline. We are continuing our fight
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against drug trafficking and abuse. We have added Border Patrol
agents in record numbers and removed criminal aliens at a record
pace. We are continuing a concerted effort to combat computer
crime and have taken critical steps to protect our Nation from the
threat of terrorist attack.

Yes; we are moving in the right direction, but I think we have
more to do. The budget I present to you today does just that. It
builds on our past successes and helps us prepare for the law en-
forcement challenges of the 21st century.

FIGHTING CRIME

One of our continuing top tasks at the Justice Department is to
do everything in our power to see that the crime rate continues to
fall. At the cornerstone of this effort is our commitment to place
100,000 police officers on the streets of America by the year 2000.
The budget before you seeks $1.4 billion for the Community Ori-
ented Policing Services Program, or the COPS Program, to fund an
estimated 16,000 officers in fiscal year 1999, bringing the total to
99,000 funded officers 1 full year before our pledge to fund 100,000.

But to sustain our success in fighting crime, we must also con-
tinue our efforts aimed specifically at youth violence. For the sec-
ond year in a row, juvenile arrest rates for violent crime and homi-
cides have fallen. While this is encouraging news, youth violence is
still far too prevalent in too many of our communities and the
number of young people will increase in this Nation in the imme-
diate future in significant proportions.

YOUTH VIOLENCE GRANT PROGRAMS

Consistent with the administration’s antigang and youth violence
bill proposed last year, the Department’s fiscal year 1999 budget
seeks to focus additional resources on three youth violence grant
programs and restructure current juvenile justice programs. Our
request includes nearly $500 million in targeted program enhance-
ments and restructuring aimed at preventing and fighting juvenile
crime and youth violence.

These initiatives include $100 million in grants to State and local
prosecutors’ offices to fight youth drug gang and violence problems
through earlier intervention and the identification and rapid pros-
ecution of young violent offenders; $50 million for innovative court
programs to better handle and hold accountable young violent of-
fenders within the justice system; and $95 million to fight truancy
and school violence and strengthen anticrime after-school pro-
grams.

COMMUNITY PROSECUTION

Our request also seeks to change the way that prosecutors across
America serve their communities by providing $50 million in
grants to increase the number of local prosecutors interacting di-
rectly with police officers and community residents to identify and
solve crime problems in their neighborhoods. Around the country,
in places like Portland, OR; Austin, TX; and Indianapolis, IN; early
efforts at community prosecution are being deployed and it appears
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to work. With this funding, you will provide us an opportunity to
fund and test this very promising strategy.

VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN

To combat violence against women, we are requesting $271 mil-
lion, and following your lead, we have included targeted set-asides
for civil legal assistance programs, research concerning violence
against women, and the U.S. attorneys domestic violence unit in
the District of Columbia.

CYBERCRIME

Another central focus of our request and one of the greatest chal-
lenges of the next century is to address cybercrime before it can be-
come an epidemic within the United States or around the world.
Every day, the United States relies more heavily upon its inter-
connected telecommunications and automated information systems
for basic services, such as energy, banking/finance, transportation,
and defense. As such, we must be certain that they are safe and
secure. For fiscal year 1999, the Department is seeking $64 million
in increased funding to expand efforts to protect the Nation’s criti-
cal infrastructures from cyber attacks and to combat cybercrime.

As you know, I am scheduled to appear before the committee
again on March 31 specifically on counterterrorism initiatives and
I look forward to discussing our counterterrorism and technology
crime plan in further detail then.

DRUG INITIATIVE

To continue to fight drug trafficking and abuse, the budget before
you seeks $167 million in increased resources in fiscal year 1999,
allowing us to hire more drug enforcement agents and prosecutors
and increase drug testing and intervention programs. The balance
of this investment will decrease drug use and help stem the vio-
lence it brings into our communities.

Funding for the Drug Enforcement Administration will grow by
4.6 percent to $1.25 billion, with program enhancements totaling
$64 million. Included within these additional resources are funds
to support 100 more DEA agents to attack methamphetamine pro-
duction, trafficking, and abuse, 54 more agents for the Caribbean
corridor strategy, and 94 more agents to intensify efforts against
heroin traffickers.

Our drug initiative will also support the hiring of 64 assistant
U.S. attorneys and five Criminal Division attorneys to pursue and
prosecute drug traffickers and to implement our national strategy
against methamphetamine.

We also want to help State and local agencies conduct vital drug
testing and intervention programs and have included $94 million
in additional grants to State and local agencies to implement com-
prehensive systems of drug testing, drug treatment, and graduated
sanctions.

IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE

For the Immigration and Naturalization Service [INS], we are re-
questing a record $4.2 billion, or 10.2 percent more than last year,
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to strengthen proven, existing programs and to implement new
measures that will guard against illegal immigration and promote
legal entry into the United States. With the support and leadership
of this committee, the INS has nearly doubled its Border Patrol
agent work force since 1993 and has introduced innovative deter-
rents and advanced technologies to address illegal immigration at
all borders of the United States.

For fiscal year 1999, the Department requests $272.5 million in
increased funding for force multiplying technologies and 1,000 new
Border Patrol agents. Funding will also be dedicated to programs
to detain and remove illegal aliens, including criminal aliens, to ad-
dress the proliferation of alien smuggling by strategically placing
INS personnel along major smuggling transportation corridors, and
to ensure the integrity of the naturalization process.

Clearly, we have not resolved all of the problems that face this
country in deterring illegal entry, nor have we completely resolved
the problems to ensure adjudication and naturalization for illegally
admitted aliens eligible for benefits under the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act. But as we recognized in 1994 when we launched our
comprehensive Southwest border strategy, the investment nec-
essary would be multiyear and multifaceted. This budget request
continues the measured, prudent growth required to allow a reengi-
neered Immigration and Naturalization Service to cope with the
challenges that we will face in the 21st century.

INFRASTRUCTURE

The budget before you also seeks $753.5 million in new initia-
tives and program enhancements to address critical infrastructure
needs fundamental to the effective enforcement of our Nation’s law.
Rebuilding the law enforcement infrastructure of Justice agencies
continues to be a personal focus of mine, and while we are making
progress, our automation and communication capabilities are still
outdated. I have stated in earlier appearances before this commit-
tee, without the proper tools to get the job done, current, let alone
additional attorneys, agents, and inspectors will be less efficient
and less effective in performing their duties.

For fiscal year 1999, we are asking for more than $20 billion be-
cause we face so many challenges. We are seeking funding to
launch a comprehensive national hate crimes initiative, reduce vio-
lent crime on Indian lands, address the burgeoning defensive civil
litigation caseload, and build additional capacity in the Federal
prison system. The budget I present to you today will help us ad-
dress our ongoing challenges and prepare for new ones, and I look
forward to working with you as we address these issues.

COPS PROGRAM

Senator GREGG. Thank you very much, Attorney General.

On the COPS Program, which is at $1 4 billion again this year,
we are starting to get to the point where the towns and the cities
that have used these new police officers are hitting their phaseout.
What experience are we getting relative to retaining these police
officers, or do you have that data yet, once they lose the Federal
funds?
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Ms. RENO. To date, the COPS office has provided grants to police
to add over 70,000 officers. When they accepted the grant, they
committed to retaining these positions after the cutoff of Federal
funds and that was the plan under the COPS grant program. A
number of cities and towns have come to us saying, “We are not
going to have the money to do that,” and we have been working
with them, trying to address those issues. The COPS office consist-
ently educates and counsels local offices about this requirement to
ensure that they are adequately planning for the future.

I do not have a record of who has phased out because, again, it
is part of their commitment under the grants program. But what
I hear anecdotally when I visit at the International Association of
Chiefs of Police or the National Sheriffs Organization, is that they
are making every effort to maintain the police officers, and the cit-
ies and counties across America are recognizing that it is an excel-
lent investment.

Senator GREGG. I think last year, and I am not sure of this, but
I think you put in $430 million to extend the program in rural
areas. | believe that was the number. In any event, that showed
me that we have got problems coming at us. I assume we are going
to hear the same thing from the urban areas.

My sense is that most of these communities saw the program as
being one that when the Federal dollars stopped, they were no
longer under the obligation to keep the police officer. I do not want
to get into the position where this program becomes an entitlement
that pays the police officer on the street through Federal funds.
Could the Department get us an evaluation as to what the expected
attrition rate is going to be as we move off of the Federal program
completely and into the communities having to pay these officers,
and whether we are going to be able to retain them? I think there
are 84,000 of them right now and you are asking for 99,000 under
this bill.

Ms. RENO. We will get you as clear a figure as we can on that.
I would point out that this is a difficult area because crime has
gone down in some communities so significantly that police officers
say we do not need the additional police, and we have got to make
sure that the moneys are spent as wisely as possible. But I will get
you the figures on attrition and on who has phased out, because
you have the initial supplemental police hiring from 1993 and 1994
and we will provide you with those figures as soon as we can.

[The information follows:]

ATTRITION RATE FOR COPS FUNDED OFFICERS

The COPS Office reviewed a sample 5,259 annual reports from grantees and
found that 96 percent indicated they were planning to retain their officers. As a re-
sult of this sampling, we expect the majority of COPS grantees to retain their offi-
cers.

All COPS grantees are required to retain the additional officers hired with COPS
grants at the conclusion of federal funding. They are aware of this requirement and
will make plans for retention accordingly. We will work with communities on a case-
by-case basis if they experience some unforeseen circumstance that makes retention
of COPS-funded officers difficult.

Fiscal year 1998 is the first year that COPS grants will begin to expire and very
few have expired so far. COPS Office staff have been available to provide guidance
to grantees needing assistance in meeting the retention commitment. The COPS Of-
fice is developing a “Retention Tool Kit” which will consist of information for grant-
ees about different strategies and examples of what other agencies are doing to re-
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tain their officers. The COPS Office also uses current publications and training op-
portunities to help grantees identify new ways to keep their COPS-funded officers.

Senator GREGG. I thought one of the things we thought was a
factor of crime rates dropping was putting these police officers on
the street. Is the view that the crime reduction is more of a demo-
graphic event or is it more of a policing event?

Ms. RENO. No; it is that they did the job. I think what one sheriff
indicated to me, he said, we have done such a good job, we can con-
trol it with the force that we have now.

Senator GREGG. I do think this is a policy issue we are going to
have to address, because obviously, if we end up with one-half of
these 100,000 police officers being let go, we have to go back and
take another look at the approach.

DRUG INTERDICTION

On the issue of drug interdiction, you mentioned the Caribbean
corridor program. There has been a lot of anecdotal reporting that
a whole series of nations in the Caribbean have essentially been
taken over, for all intents and purposes, by the drug cartels, that
many of the responsible leaders in the Caribbean live under tre-
mendous threat—physical threat. We have a serious problem in
Puerto Rico, and Mexico, it appears, is now the primary transit
point and the primary center for the cartels, maybe even replacing
the Colombia cartels.

My question is twofold. First, what is the situation with Mexico?
We are nearing a decision on certification. We are going to have
that on the floor of the Senate, probably before we adjourn for re-
cess. What is the Department’s position on certification? Is Mexico
doing an adequate job of trying to police itself? The second one is,
what should we do in the Caribbean beyond just putting personnel
down there, which is nice, but I am not sure it is addressing the
underlying problem.

Ms. RENO. Let me present the whole picture, as I see it, because
sometimes when we take a piece here and a piece there, we lose
sight of the real problem. I come at it from my vantage point of
having been a prosecutor in Miami in the late 1970’s and early
1980’s when drug trafficking descended upon south Florida, and we
were at the center of it. I watched the Federal Government come
in with additional resources, extensive resources, and I saw a
change. But then I heard from my colleagues that it had moved up
the Atlantic coast or over to the gulf coast.

As you watched pressures placed there, as you watched the
change in traffic patterns, as you watched some of our successes in
Colombia, you see pressures being brought to bear on the South-
west border because of the trafficking patterns through Mexico.
You put pressure there and you begin to see the buildup in the
Caribbean. You put pressure there and suddenly south Florida
talks about the buildup there.

So what I have tried to do is, from a law enforcement perspec-
tive, pull the relevant law enforcement agencies together on a regu-
lar basis, together with appropriate representatives of the Depart-
ment of Defense and other agencies, to plan the southern frontier
initiative, both with respect to maintaining pressure on the South-
west border, of working with the Mexican Government in identify-
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ing organizations and taking effective action against them, and
continuing our effort in Colombia to work with the police and the
Fiscale to dismantle the organizations, and to focus on the Carib-
bean and what can be done there.

CARIBBEAN

The Department’s efforts to curb the trafficking in the Caribbean
began several years ago. For example, the FBI has reallocated 77
positions from base resources to establish three new resident agen-
cies in Puerto Rico. DEA has reprogrammed 12 agents and is ask-
ing for more. But it will not be effective for us to deal just with
Puerto Rico. As you point out, just to put additional bodies there
will not make any difference if we do not address the picture as
a whole. So we are working together in an initiative that includes
the island of Hispaniola and we are coordinating resources in that
regard.

We see the movement and we know we can have an impact, and
our great challenge will be to keep one step ahead so that we are
there when they start to move. We are also working with countries
throughout the Caribbean to ensure that they have laws and that
they implement laws focused on asset forfeiture, money laundering,
and other tools necessary to do the job, and I have had some excel-
lent meetings with, for example, the minister of justice from Trini-
dad and Tobago, who wants to work with us, is asking for assist-
ance and support, and we are trying to make sure that our re-
sources are such that we can coordinate with his government and
other governments in the Caribbean.

I think it is a matter of keeping the pressure on in terms of giv-
ing them the tools and helping them implement those tools nec-
essary to do the job, of using our resources as wisely as possible
throughout the southern frontier, and I think we have and will con-
tinue to make a difference.

CERTIFICATION OF MEXICO

With respect to certification, we have advised the Secretary of
State, who will make a recommendation to the President, and that
determination should come from the White House. But we have
built on efforts to identify Mexican drug organizations. The Govern-
ment of Mexico has substantially increased extradition over these
past 2 years. I never dreamed 3 years ago that I would be seeing
extradition at the rate that we are seeing it and there is a coopera-
tive working relationship in a number of areas that I think will be
a solid foundation upon which to continue to build.

Senator GREGG. I have lots of other questions, but I want to give
my colleagues a chance to go first and then we will come back. But
on this Mexico issue, are the Mexicans cooperating with DEA?

Ms. RENO. The last report that I have had is that there is an ex-
cellent working relationship with respect to units that have been
developed and identified as special units, that there is a good ex-
change of information, and that the cooperation is building.

Senator GREGG. Senator Campbell.

Senator CAMPBELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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I am very pleased that the Attorney General understands the one
very, very important factor, that drugs are like water. They take
the path of least resistance.

ADDITIONAL DEA AGENTS

Last year, you talked a little bit about the significant increase of
money we put in, Mr. Chairman, last year, and I wanted to know
a couple of specific things. Madam Attorney General, how many ad-
ditional DEA agents did that provide for? I heard the number 1,000
floating around somewhere. Could that be the right number? Are
they on line if that was the number we increased the money for?

Ms. RENO. On board at the end of the year of 1997 was 4,003.
The 1998 authorized was 4,238, and I will provide you with infor-
mation as to whether they

Senator CAMPBELL. So that additional 235 or so are agents that
have come on line in the last year?

Ms. RENO. These were authorized for 1998, and what I have got
to do is give you the latest information on the hiring. This was for
1998, so I have got to tell you whether they have all been hired
yet or not, and I will provide you with that information.

[The information follows:]

SPECIAL AGENT HIRING

DEA was authorized an additional 245 additional Special Agents in its fiscal year
1998 appropriation. To date, 150 of these agents have been brought on-board. By
the close of fiscal year 1998, DEA will hire the remaining 95 Special Agents, thereby
meeting its total authorized staffing level for the year of 4,238 Special Agents.

Senator CAMPBELL. I would appreciate that.

The location of where they are assigned, is that predominately a
function of the DEA or do you also have some input into that from
Justice?

Ms. RENO. Well, let me see if I can give you the precise break-
down.

METHAMPHETAMINE USE

Senator CAMPBELL. While you are looking for that, just let me
tell you why I am asking that question. The largest town in the
western part of our State is Grand Junction, CO, not large in terms
of how big these eastern cities are, but it is probably 80,000 people
in Grand Junction. Just recently, the chief of police in that town,
Chief Gary Consat, he stated that in that valley, that they are lit-
erally in jeopardy from methamphetamines. As I mentioned earlier,
these are labs that are easily moved, small labs, and as we reduce
the use of drugs in other areas, it seems like the use of the
methamphetamines are going up.

I was concerned. They have two almost out of control problems
in that part of the State. One is illegal aliens. In fact, sometimes
the local police turn them loose, if you can imagine that, because
they cannot get a quick response from Federal agents. We have
tried to do what we can to improve that. But I am also concerned
that the DEA agents, that we have an increase of DEA agents in
western Colorado to help these local chiefs of police. If you could,
I would like you to give me some information about your Depart-
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ment’s plans, if you are involved in the moving of the DEA agents
to these areas of rising methamphetamine use.

Ms. RENO. Some of the requests are site-specific. For example,
DEA in the 1999 request provides for 38 agents in the Caribbean,
and there is a Caribbean initiative. But it also provides for agents
specifically designated for the implementation of our methamphet-
amine strategy. For example, the projected methamphetamine spe-
cial agent assignment for Denver is six agents for 1999.

Senator CAMPBELL. Six?

Ms. RENO. Yes.

Senator CAMPBELL. Do the requests come through the DEA or
are they made from local police departments to increase DEA
agents?

Ms. RENO. There are two initiatives. One, DEA plans based on
the intelligence, based on the problems that it perceives. We start-
ed some over 2 years ago as we sensed the problems emerging with
respect to methamphetamine, for example, and we developed a
strategy. DEA held a conference in which it asked and invited
State and local law enforcement and other Federal agencies to par-
ticipate and prepared a report and then a strategy based on that
conference and on the preparation that had gone into the develop-
ment of the strategy.

It has been active in implementing that strategy around the
country and trying to identify where, through intelligence, the pres-
sure points are with respect to methamphetamine, and this deploy-
ment reflects what they are learning with respect to methamphet-
amine.

1Senator CAMPBELL. I thank you. Let me move on to something
else.

DRUG FIGHTING STRATEGY

Ms. RENO. Now, let me point out one other point, though. One
of the first steps that we took when we came into office was to
focus on violence in this country and to figure how the Federal
Government could be an appropriate partner, based on principles
of federalism, with State and local law enforcement. Much of this
violence was generated by drug organizations and drug gangs and
the problems associated with crack.

Administrator Constantine of the DEA developed the concept of
the mobile enforcement team, and oftentimes that team responds
based on a police department’s or a police chief’s request. Again, we
are trying to make sure that we prioritize those based not just on
who asked but on what the data shows to indicate the greatest
need, but we try to work with State and local law enforcement in
every way we can to make sure that our resources are allocated ap-
propriately.

In addition, we are engaged in some long-range planning, be-
cause when I took office, I found that one district would have a lot
of U.S. attorneys or assistant U.S. attorneys but no DEA agent,
and some might have a lot of FBI agents and not enough prosecu-
tors. We are trying to make sure that in our long-range planning
and our allocation of resources, it is done based on need and based
on population and based on the circumstances in that particular re-
gion, and Senator, it might be interesting for you as we perfect this
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long-range planning, data gathering system that we have, I think
you and perhaps other members of the subcommittee would be in-
terested in this process. We would like to share it with you.
Senator GREGG. Thank you.
[The information follows:]

METHAMPHETAMINE-RELATED SPECIAL AGENT POSITIONS

Decisions on the deployment of DEA’s methamphetamine related Special Agent
positions are based both on the agency’s own intelligence and internal staffing re-
quirements, as well as the collective input of Federal, state and local law enforce-
ment agencies (including DOJ) across the United States. DEA is very concerned
about the continuing spread of methamphetamine across the United States, includ-
ing to areas throughout the West, Midwest and more recently, the Eastern Sea-
board. The agency will continue to work diligently with its Federal, state and local
counterparts to address the methamphetamine problem to prevent it from reaching
the epidemic proportions that the crack cocaine crisis did in the late 1980’s and
early 1990’s.

Through the fiscal year 1998 appropriation, DEA received a total of 60 Special
Agents for its Methamphetamine Initiative. Attached is the agency’s plan for full
deployment of the new methamphetamine related Special Agent positions.

Fiscal year 1998 special agent deployment plan by division

[Methamphetamine only]
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In fiscal year 1999, DEA is requesting an additional 223 positions (100 Special
Agents) and $24.5 million to continue implementation of its Methamphetamine
Strategy. Agency decisions regarding the ultimate distribution of these positions are
currently being developed.

JUVENILE DRUG COURTS

Senator CAMPBELL. Thank you. Do I still have a little time, Mr.
Chairman?
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Senator GREGG. Yes; we are allowing about 10 minutes for the
first round.

Senator CAMPBELL. I recently had an opportunity to spend some
time with General McCaffrey in the Denver drug court, and I tell
you, I was very impressed with it, and I think they are doing a fine
job. I wanted to also get your reaction.

Some of the judges in our State are considering establishing a ju-
venile drug court with the rise in juvenile drug use, which I think
that would be a natural thing to consider. Does the Department of
Justice have any intention to try to foster the spread of these juve-
nile drug courts?

Ms. RENO. I want to do everything I can because I have some
passing knowledge of it, since the first drug court was established
in Miami, FL, by the prosecutor there and the court and the public
defender. I never dreamed that it would be as successful as it has
been and that we would be getting objective comments, bipartisan
comments from around the country about the success of the drug
court.

I think it has important resources and processes that can be
brought to bear in the juvenile system, but Senator, the one thing
I warn is the court will not make any difference, just the existence
of the drug court, unless we make sure that the treatment compo-
nents and the processes used to try to address the problem that
caused the drug abuse in the first place are properly funded, and
we will continue to work with everybody concerned, and I will pro-
vide you with as specific information as I can as to specific plans
on juvenile drug courts.

Senator CAMPBELL. I would appreciate it if you would do that.

[The information follows:]

JUVENILE DRUG COURTS

The populations and caseloads of most juvenile courts in the country have
changed dramatically during the past decade. The nature of both the delinquent
acts and the dependency matters being handled has become far more complex, en-
tailing more serious and violent criminal activity and escalating degrees of sub-
stance abuse. During the past three years, an increasing number of jurisdictions
have looked to the experiences of adult drug courts to determine how these might
be adapted by juvenile courts to more effectively deal with the increasing number
of substance abusing juvenile offenders.

As of February 1, 1998, there were 31 operational juvenile and family drug courts
and 43 jurisdictions were in the planning process. The interest in juvenile drug
courts has risen dramatically in the last year. In order to facilitate the development
of juvenile drug courts and to meet the training and technical assistance needs of
these courts, the Office of Justice Programs, Drug Courts Program Office (DCPO),
is coordinating with the State Justice Institute (SJI), the National Institute of Jus-
tice (N1J), and the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP).

DCPO has funded $7.7 million in juvenile drug court activity between fiscal years
1995-1997. This includes 23 planning grants, 14 implementation grants, and 7 en-
hancement grants for juvenile drug court activity. DCPO anticipates an increase in
the number of applications and awards in 1998.

The DCPO and SJI sponsored a 2-day focus group on juvenile drug courts in Au-
gust 1997. As identified by the focus group, the development of juvenile drug courts
presents unique challenges not encountered in the adult drug court environment.
Among these are: Addressing the needs of the family, especially families with sub-
stance abuse problems; counteracting the negative influences of peers, gangs, and
family members; and motivating juvenile offenders to alter their behavior.

The development of juvenile drug courts has, therefore, required special strategies
to address these issues. The following are characteristics common to these special
strategies: Much earlier and more comprehensive intake assessments; much greater
focus on the functioning of the juvenile’s family, as well as the juvenile throughout
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the juvenile court process; much greater coordination between the court, the treat-
ment community, the school system, and other community agencies in responding
to the needs of the juvenile and the court; much more active and continuous judicial
supervision of the juvenile’s case and treatment process; and attention to the stages
of adolescent development in designing appropriate substances abuse treatment
services.

Currently, DCPO is jointly funding a project with SJI to develop a guidebook for
jurisdictions interested in implementing a juvenile drug court. The Institute for
Families in Society, University of South Carolina was awarded the project which is
scheduled to be completed by December 1998. The guidebook is based on practi-
tioner experience and will provide both practical information on how to develop a
juvenile drug court, as well as information on the philosophy of juvenile drug courts.
OJJDP has expressed interest in working with DCPO and SJI to use the guidebook
to develop curricula for jurisdictions.

In 1998, DCPO will use, with Congressional approval, $400,000 to provide train-
ing and technical assistance specifically for juvenile drug courts. DCPO is planning
to collaborate with OJJDP to develop a broad-based training and technical assist-
ance capability for jurisdictions interested in planning, implementing, or enhancing
a juvenile drug court.

Also in 1998, DCPO will fund, through NIJ, the second phase of the National
Drug Court Evaluation Program. The 14 drug courts that received implementation
grants in 1995 and 1996 will be evaluated, two of which are juvenile drug courts.
The first component of this evaluation will set up the capacity for conducting subse-
quent evaluations of the impact of the courts. The impact evaluations will be con-
ducted as the second component. This evaluation effort will begin to answer some
of the “why they work” questions about drug courts.

Finally, through DCPO funding, the American University operates the Drug
Court Clearinghouse. The Clearinghouse has been able to provide comprehensive
and current information about drug court activities, both adult and juvenile. This
function has provided a critical “mouthpiece” for drug court “best practices.” As an
example, the Clearinghouse surveys juvenile drug courts to identify operational
characteristics and measures for program impact. The following are retention rates
(total number of graduates and active participants compared to total participants
entering the program) for juvenile drug courts as of May 1997.

[In percent]

Jurisdiction Retention Rate
VASALLA, CA oo et e et e e e e e aara e e e e e e e aaraaaeeeeaaes 87
Pensacola, FL .. 90
Tampa, FL ....... 95
Key West FL 95
Reno, NV .............. 75
Salt Lake CHtY, UT ettt ettt et e st et e st e e beesabeesaaenne 90

INDIAN COUNTRY INITIATIVE

Senator CAMPBELL. Let me go to the $10 million tribal courts ini-
tiative now, if you could explain how that is going to be adminis-
tered, and also the request for the $52 million for tribal detention
facilities. Could you tell us how those grants would be disbursed?

Ms. RENO. Let me just give you an overview of it first. My moth-
er was an honorary princess of the Miccosukee Nation because she
had written some stories that helped get resources and supplies
when there was an epidemic of illness that caused serious problems
throughout the community. I came to Washington with a real sense
of the Miccosukees but not what was happening in the rest of the
Nation, and I was really surprised and shocked at how we had
failed to address our law enforcement responsibilities throughout
the country in Indian country.

But my Miccosukee friends had taught me that you should listen
first, and so I held a listening conference in Albuquerque in which
we listened for 2 days. We have had two other meetings, one in
South Dakota and one at Harvard Law School, of all places, for
Northeast tribes, and they have been extremely beneficial. But the
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theme that runs throughout is that we have significant problems
in terms of, as you point out, gangs from outside the tribal commu-
nity coming in, but as importantly, the problems of youth violence,
drugs, alcohol abuse, domestic violence, and child abuse, and that
this has got to be addressed in a comprehensive way, so we are in-
volved in that.

In addition to funding, the way it would work, we would try to
fund with additional FBI agents, uniformed police, and tribal inves-
tigators for the law enforcement initiatives that would be critical,
and then with respect to the detention funding, I can get you the
specifics, but what we are concerned about there is so often when
a person has to be detained, particularly young people, they are
taken some considerable distance away from the tribal scene in a
world that has no connection to the world that they came from, and
then they are returned without appropriate backup and follow-
through and after-care.

What we are trying to design within the Department, and we
would be happy to brief you on the progress that we have made,
is how can we develop detention facilities that are geographically
situated so that they can benefit most of the tribes involved? How
can we make sure that with respect to juveniles, appropriate serv-
ices, such as schooling and other services, are provided, and what
can we do?

Now, how this is administered, I will get you those specifics. But
the important thing will be, how do we site those centers, because
the whole geography is spread out so far. I would be grateful for
your thoughts as we proceed with this effort.

[The information follows:]

DETENTION FACILITIES—GEOGRAPHICAL LOCATIONS

The Office of Justice Programs Corrections Program Office (CPO) is currently
looking at two ways to develop detention facilities that are geographically situated
to benefit most tribes. First, CPO, with the National Institute of Justice’s crime
mapping technology and assistance, is mapping out all 71 adult/juvenile facilities in
Indian Country and plotting a 50 mile circumference from the facility to determine
the distances between the law enforcement feeder agencies on tribal lands and the
jails or detention facilities on tribal lands. CPO is surveying the field to identify the
existing capacity of all facilities. These variables will be used to target the place-
ment of new facilities and or renovation of existing jails/detention facilities to ensure
the most appropriate geographic locations are integrated with the need for increased
capacity in making funding decisions.

Secondly, CPO is trying to make sure that each jail/detention facility has a com-
prehensive array of programing for adult and juvenile offenders. These services
would address the social, educational, vocational, and cognitive issues related to
substance abuse and criminality for juveniles and adults who are incarcerated or
detained in OJP funded facilities. CPO is also attempting to not simply lock up of-
fenders but to keep them from offending again by getting to the root of their crimi-
nality.

Senator CAMPBELL. I appreciate your recognition that it is com-
prehensive. As an example, we have a very, very high rate of fetal
alcoholism, as you know, fetal alcohol syndrome, it is called. They
say at Pine Ridge, about one out of four babies being born is born
with fetal alcohol syndrome, and that, of course, is totally prevent-
able. But once the mother drinks and the baby is born with that,
it is there for life. I know that some of the increased violent behav-
ior comes from youngsters that have that, and so simply to put
more money into more forms of incarceration and bigger jails and
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so on does not really deal with the problem with the Indians, as
you know.

MEDICARE FRAUD

Let me maybe just ask one more, since my time has about run
out, or maybe perhaps just make a statement to you. I know we
have a great deal of Medicare fraud, and I noted with interest in
the staff briefing I got that almost every hospital in Colorado, most
of them serving low-income patients from predominately rural
areas, have gotten some pretty, what they call strong-arm tactics
from the Justice Department in pursuing Medicare fraud. Many of
them do not have the capabilities of hiring full-time people to keep
all their Federal paperwork in order as the big hospitals do, and
I know a number of them have called us.

This is not an appropriations matter, I understand that, but I
would ask that you look at some of those issues internally about
how the process is done, how the Department handles this Medi-
care fraud as it deals with the small rural hospitals.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I thank you and I thank you for your
time.

Ms. RENO. Senator, I have done just that, and about 2 weeks ago,
I addressed the national convention of the American Hospital Asso-
ciation, knowing of their concern. From all of our review to date,
and we have reviewed it carefully, I do not believe we are using
the False Claims Act to punish what are honest billing mistakes.
The act requires evidence that the person involved acted knowingly
or with reckless disregard or deliberate indifference, and I think
that is an appropriate standard.

But what I told the hospital association was, we do not want to
be in the business of punishing honest mistakes. We do want to
focus on those mistakes that are reckless or deliberate or indicate
deliberate indifference to the law. I told them that we would have
processes in the Justice Department that if they feel that there is
an inappropriate application of the False Claims Act, that we will
work with them, that we will make sure that there are avenues
that their concerns can be addressed, and I have had some good
feedback from my talk and intend to follow through on it and make
sure that we have an open line of communication, and if anyone
has a specific example, we will follow through immediately.

Senator CAMPBELL. Thank you, Madam Attorney General. I ap-
preciate your time.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator GREGG. Thank you, Senator Campbell. Obviously, we
look to you for leadership as chairman of the Indian Affairs Com-
mittee for this additional funding on the Indian court system.

Senator Hutchison.

IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE AND BORDER PATROL

Senator HUTCHISON. Thank you, Senator Gregg.

I want to note in your testimony the emphasis that you are plac-
ing on the INS and Border Patrol, and you mentioned the leader-
ship of this committee as being one of the helpers to you to do that.
I want to say that the leadership of this committee, Senator Gregg,
really has made this a priority and I appreciate it very much, be-
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cause, of course, my State is one of those that is suffering the most,
and Senator Gregg sent the clerk down there and he spent a lot
of time with the Border Patrol agents and the INS officials, and it
has really helped. I want to reiterate what you said and thank Sen-
ator Gregg for recognizing this priority.

Ms. RENO. May I make a point?

Senator HUTCHISON. Yes, please.

Ms. RENO. I know how interested he has been in what he has
done, but I also know the meetings I have been to with you. I think
you had something to do with it, as well.

Senator HUTCHISON. Well, thank you.

Senator GREGG. Just a slight bit.

Senator HUTCHISON. I thank you for that.

Let me say that I understand what you have just said about once
you crack down in one place, then it goes to another place, because
when cockroach corner was cleaned up, through probably your good
offices, it did start coming through Texas and we saw it imme-
diately.

Senator CAMPBELL. What is cockroach corner?

Senator HUTCHISON. That was the Miami Airport. That is where
all the drugs came in. Is that new for you?

Ms. RENO. I never heard that before. [Laughter.]

Senator HUTCHISON. Oh, my goodness.

Senator GREGG. Neither have 1.

Senator HUTCHISON. Well, in the world of trivia, you now know
what everyone else was saying about Miami Airport.

Senator GREGG. The Attorney General stands firm. [Laughter.]

Ms. RENO. What we called ourselves was the Wild West. [Laugh-
ter.]

Senator CAMPBELL. That is where I am from.

Senator HUTCHISON. It is all a matter of where you are looking
at the ball. So it was felt in Texas, and, of course, as you know,
Madam Attorney General, with 1,200 miles of border, there are
many opportunities for undetected and unrestricted crime elements
and the criminals have figured it out.

One of the things that we have started on, and I am very pleased
that it is in your budget this year, is the 1,000 new Border Patrol
agents. Do you think that our goal of 5,000 new Border Patrol
agents by the year 2002, for which we are now on track, is going
to be enough as you see the hot spots popping up in other places?

Ms. RENO. I think we are going to have to judge as we make
progress year to year, because what we are also doing, and General
McCaffrey has been a leader in this area, is making sure that we
work with the Department of Defense to have the latest technology
that will enable us to multiply our force all along the border.

It is my hope that with the expanding technology, we will be able
to focus sensitive equipment at the ports of entry and at the check-
points and facilitate the usage of personnel there. But at the same
time, between the ports of entry, develop a system of sensors, of
scopes, and of automated geographical tracking, if you will, so that
we will have a system down that entire border that will enable us
to know where the hot spots are so that we can move immediately
and in a mobile way to address those issues.



22

If we can make our people along the border as efficient as pos-
sible with the use of the latest technology in a comprehensive way
up and down the entire border, then it might not—the number that
has been authorized may be appropriate. But I look forward to
working with you to see how we fare and what will need to be done
in subsequent years.

Senator HUTCHISON. I think that the technology that we are see-
ing, the infrared and the radar systems do greatly increase the
amount that a Border Patrol station can see, but practically speak-
ing, if you see the shadows going across the border 15 miles out,
the actual apprehension is still difficult. So I know that we are a
ways away from the 2002, but I certainly hope that you will con-
tinue to look at the number of Border Patrol agents, for whom I
think nothing can be substituted.

Let me just give you one example of a success that you can take
credit for, and I could not be happier than to give you credit, and
that is Operation Rio Grande, which came about after the hearing
that we had in this subcommittee last year to take the 60 Border
Patrol agents and redeploy them practically immediately down to
the McAllen-Brownsville sector. This was done in August, as you
know.

Since October 1, this is the latest report. They have now seized
117,000 pounds of marijuana, 264 pounds of cocaine just in the
McAllen sector, which have a value of $102 million and reflect a
24-percent increase in drug-related apprehensions from last year.
So the Border Patrol agents, along with the enhancers that you
have mentioned, show a real difference just in 6 months since you
instituted that program.

Ms. RENO. Let me point out to you, though, if you had said, OK,
5,000 more Border Patrol, or let us say you had been on the path
to giving us 1,000 more DEA agents in south Florida in 1980 and
then they had worked so well that they shifted the patterns to
other parts of the country, you would not want extra agents sitting
there. That is the reason I think it is going to be very important
for us to work together and see just what is happening, see how
patterns change, see if they maintain the same features, work to-
gether in the most constructive way we can to understand that it
is a shifting problem and to be prepared to respond together in the
most effective way possible to that shifting problem.

Senator HUTCHISON. I absolutely understand what you are say-
ing, and it makes sense, and I think we will have to monitor it be-
cause 1,200 miles of border is a sieve. It is very difficult to get con-
trol of it. It is different from some of the other problems that are
faced with water entry or small segments of border. I appreciate
that you are working with us and will continue to want to work
with you.

MEXICO

Let me ask you another question before I go to a different sub-
ject, and that is, is there anything else that from your vantage
point at the Department of Justice you would ask us to do with our
relations with Mexico and our request to Mexico that would help
fight the drug trafficking across our border?
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Ms. RENO. I would just like to make sure that people and Con-
gress are aware of some of the steps that have been taken, because
as I indicated earlier in my previous remarks, we had had trouble
getting people extradited from Mexico. But in 1997 alone, Mexico
extradited 30 fugitives to the United States and deported 10 more
in lieu of extradition. In 1998, it has extradited one fugitive and
there is now a good working relationship between the two nations.
I have had the chance recently to meet with the new foreign min-
ister and she has expressed continued support for a thoughtful give
and take.

One of the points that I would like to see stressed, though, is
that with respect to extradition, I think some of the opposition to
extraditing nationals came because of sovereignty concerns. We are
now in a world where we are trying to build trust around the
world, and every good prosecutor knows that a crime should be
prosecuted generally in the place that it was committed. I would
like to see us work together to do everything we can, not just with
respect to the southern frontier but around the world, to let the
criminals know that there is no safe haven and that people will be
brought to justice in the best forum for determining guilt or inno-
cence. I think that is a message that is loud and clear, and I think
Mexico has taken great steps to honor that concept.

Senator HUTCHISON. That is what I was going to ask you. Is
there anything more that we should emphasize on that, or do you
think it is coming along?

Ms. RENoO. I think it is coming along. Sometimes it is not as fast
as I would like to see, but Attorney General Madrazo has been a
pleasure to work with. I think he is trying his best. I am impressed
with what he is doing and the approaches that he has taken. We
have an excellent working relationship in, for example, San Diego
that we are wanting to make sure we submit up and down the en-
tire border. We have much, much to do, but I think we are making
progress.

HIGH-INTENSITY DRUG TRAFFICKING AREAS [HIDTA]

Senator HUTCHISON. One of the things that General McCaffrey
has put in place but does not have enough funding to fully imple-
ment is high-intensity drug trafficking areas, where there is a co-
ordination between Federal law enforcement agencies and the local
law enforcement agencies, and it has been very successful and
helpful in these high-intensity areas. You have, as a priority, some
of that coordination and I just would ask you if you would work
with General McCaffrey. I am not asking you to specifically take
money and put it in, but it just seems that in these particularly
high-intensity drug areas, perhaps your efforts to coordinate and
his could be augmented to target some of these worse areas for
drug trafficking.

Ms. RENO. Let me make a suggestion. Why do not you all and
General McCaffrey and the Department of Justice and myself talk
a little bit more about this, because we have worked together very
effectively to ensure a Federal, State, and local partnership, a two-
way street so that we give information to the State and local offi-
cials and they, in turn, support us, that the case be prosecuted
where it is in the best interest of the community.
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But one of the things that we are finding is that Congress will
appropriate moneys for a HIDTA and make it HIDTA specific, how-
ever, perhaps we could plan it better together and make sure that
the moneys are spent as wisely as possible, and we would commit
any effort possible to that end. I think we could do some really in-
teresting things because you have got a HIDTA for a particular city
and then there are other areas where you have a HIDTA for a re-
gion, and the more we can plan together, the more that Justice and
Treasury and State and local officials can come together and plan
comprehensively by region, the better.

That does not, however, ignore the fact that we must plan na-
tionwide, because so much of this just crosses regions, goes from
one place to another in the country, comes from across the South-
west border to Chicago or to New York, and the need for national
planning is critical, as well.

Senator HUTCHISON. I believe that what you are saying is abso-
lutely accurate. I believe that perhaps the lack of coordination, and
maybe we can do something to put that together, has caused some
money to go into areas that are not really as intense in need, and
perhaps with your overall responsibility in this area and General
McCaffrey’s more focused responsibility, talking might be able to
help in both areas. So I will work with that, as well.

DOMESTIC TERRORISM

There is one last question, a different subject, and that is, with
the situation in Iraq, I think the need to plan for domestic terror-
ism has been heightened, not that the need was any greater but
that certainly we are going to see tensions rising.

You started and had the task to develop a national plan for do-
mestic terrorism and you have started designating areas for that
project to be implemented. Would you tell me where you are in the
planning and what kinds of programs you might see coming for-
ward in the eventuality that we need to be on a more highly alert
status in this country?

Ms. RENO. I do not want to go into the details, but I can assure
you that Director Freeh has been very sensitive to this issue in
these weeks that have led up to the situation in Iraq and has
taken, I think, appropriate precautions and has briefed me.

But in terms of the long-range strategy, we are going to be meet-
ing on this issue on March 31. But we have at the Justice Depart-
ment, pursuant to the provision in the appropriations bill, prepared
what I call a protocol with a timeline as to how we will get a strat-
egy to you that is developed Government-wide, that has the input
of all concerned, and that addresses the issue. We have provided
Senator Gregg with a copy so that he could review it and see if
there were any issues that we had omitted and that will be a con-
tinuing effort and we will try to brief and involve the committee.

Senator GREGG. We will make sure that you get a copy of that,
and that everybody else on the committee will get a copy of that.

Senator HUTCHISON. Are you at the funding level where you are
comfortable that we can address those concerns?

Senator GREGG. There is no shortage of money.

Senator HUTCHISON. Very good.

Senator GREGG. On that issue.
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Senator HUTCHISON. Thank you very much for working with us
on these major issues and thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator GREGG. Thank you. On that specific issue, we are going
to hold a hearing on March 31 to review the status of the
counterterrorism effort which was started by this committee about
1% years ago, and this committee has made it clear on a number
of occasions in a very bipartisan way that we will commit whatever
resources are necessary to assist the attorneys general and the
other agencies within the Government that are under our jurisdic-
tion to assure that we have an adequate response.

Senator Lautenberg.

JUVENILE MENTORING PROGRAM

Senator LAUTENBERG. Thanks very much, Mr. Chairman. I, too,
want to welcome the Attorney General, and I want to commend
her, Mr. Chairman, for making the fight against juvenile crime and
violence a top priority.

To echo what you have said, because good news deserves repeat-
ing, for the second year in a row, juvenile crimes have fallen and
it 1s exciting news and a source of pride to the men and women
who interact daily with young people in the United States. I appre-
ciate the efforts of the teachers, police officers, and volunteers who
have worked hard to bring these juvenile crime rates down in our
communities. There is still so much to do.

I authored the juvenile mentoring program, called JUMP, and
want to emphasize today that the crime problem cannot be solved
by investing in punishment alone. There has also got to be a sig-
nificant investment in prevention. The Census Bureau recently re-
ported that one-half of America’s 16 and 17 year olds are at-risk
children, one-half. That is 3.7 million kids. Other estimates run, for
the whole adolescent age range, as high as 15 million children
being at risk. That means these youths are more likely to drop out
of school, less likely to find work, and, unfortunately, more likely
to begin a life that leads to drugs and to crime.

General Reno, you cited juvenile mentoring as a proven way to
reach out to these kids and to provide them with role models who
can help turn their lives around. The JUMP Program has proven
successful in matching up at-risk youth with mentors and keeping
kids off the street. Therefore, I have to ask you why it is that your
budget proposes to put this successful program into a block grant.
Now, I know that we share the same goal of providing hope to our
young people, but I am worried that some of these funds will not
be invested in mentoring programs and the kids will once again fall
back to a process that is not, as we have proven in the recent
years, as successful as the mentoring program has been.

We started JUMP in 1992, it was authorized, and the initial
funding was $4 million in 1994. This year, in fiscal year 1998, we
have $12 million in the program. This is not a time when programs
grow of their own status but rather because they have to show
some signs of success, and I think we have done that with the juve-
nile mentoring partnership.

Therefore, General Reno, I ask you what it is that induced the
program to be subsumed into the administration programs and,
therefore, again, raise the specter that I am concerned about.
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Ms. RENO. What we have seen, and first of all, the JUMP Pro-
gram has been a marvelous program. I think it has been evaluated,
it has worked, and it can make a difference. But in too many in-
stances, you will see a mentoring program authorized and that will
be the only program available, whereas if the community had a
chance to design a program that went beyond just the JUMP Pro-
gram, just a mentoring program, where somebody saw the child on,
say, a weekly basis and was able to look at the community’s re-
sponse as a whole, we think it can be more effective.

We will still have a discretionary pot of money that would and
could include mentoring, but more importantly, what we are saying
is, let communities who know their needs and resources design the
program. In some instances, it may be a mentoring program. But
rather than just say you have to select this one, let communities
work with us to devise the best way possible for ensuring that
there are adults who can supervise and hold young people account-
able.

Senator LAUTENBERG. I think there is a tendency in the country,
though I think waning, that says, punish them—harder punish-
ment, longer terms in prison, try kids as adults, all of those things.
And what I fear, General Reno, is that mentoring is not something
that you can measure as quickly as you would like.

So, therefore, I can see those funds being used as, well, we build
a juvenile detention center or we will build a part of our police
force designed to catch them, lock them up, and get them off the
streets. We know, again, and I think you say that in your own re-
marks, that punishment alone is not enough to do the job. So I am
fearful that these funds will not be used in a program that takes
a little longer time for its effectiveness to show and that is the rea-
son I raise this with you.

Ms. RENO. We will make sure, because I certainly do not think
that there is any intent, and I will look at the language again of
the proposal, to take it out of community initiatives that prevent
juvenile delinquency and put it into something that involves en-
forcement or corrections, but I will address that.

What I am concerned about and where I think we can be more
effective, is if you have a mentoring program that is the only thing
that exists and that person, the mentor, is not able to see the
young person five nights a week and they are left alone and unsu-
pervised, there is so much that we can do if a community can de-
sign a program that will keep kids out of trouble.

I will go back and look at this, but this particular program pro-
posal is designed to keep kids out of trouble, not to deal with them
when they get into trouble. We will work with you on that, because
the JUMP Program has been excellent and it in no sense is an ef-
fort to undermine that.

Senator LAUTENBERG. We will watch with interest, Madam At-
torney General. If you could see that, in the process of review, that
I am kept up to date in terms of what you find, and you are not
going to be able to know for several months going into the thing,
but I would appreciate hearing from you on that.

[The information follows:]
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JUVENILE MENTORING PROGRAM [JUMP]

It is OJJDP’s belief that communities and at-risk youth are best served when
communities are empowered to determine what prevention programs provide the
best opportunity to establish a continuum of prevention services. OJJDP currently
administers the Juvenile Mentoring Program (JUMP) and has funded 93 projects
since 1994. However, while JUMP has proven to be an effective program, OJJDP
strongly supports the notion that it is more appropriate to provide funds to local
units of government to implement those prevention-related programs targeted to the
specific needs of the community, than to administer a particular type of prevention
program.

For example, OJJDP’s Title V Community Prevention Grants program, which has
been appropriated $20 million in each fiscal year 1995-1998, funds nearly 500 local
delinquency prevention grant programs across the nation. Under this program, com-
munity boards analyze risk factors for the children in their community, survey re-
sources, and put into place an array of prevention programs—including mentoring
programs—that target the specific needs of the community.

Mentoring programs are also funded under OJJDP’s Title II, Part B, Formula
Grants program. Like Title V, this program provides funding for prevention pro-
grams, while also supporting delinquency control and system improvement initia-
tives. Experience shows that significant resources from this program are being in-
vested in mentoring at the state and local levels. State reports show that 1995 funds
have supported 260 subgrants with a mentoring component, and to date, 1996 funds
have supported 162 subgrants with a mentoring component.

NORTHEAST CARGO THEFT TASK FORCE

Last year we directed the Justice Department to establish a
Northeast cargo theft task force and to provide it with $2 million.
Can you tell me what is the status of this task force that we were
trying to establish?

Ms. RENO. I do not have the information with me. I will check
and furnish that to you immediately, sir.

Senator LAUTENBERG. All right, because my State, New York,
and Florida are among the hardest-hit areas with respect to this
crime and we would like to curb it, if we can. There is enormous
cost resulting from this crime.

Ms. RENO. You are talking about cargo theft?

Senator LAUTENBERG. Yes.

Ms. RENO. I cannot give you the benefit of the specific moneys
and what has been done, but let me tell you what we have tried
to do. Los Angeles, San Francisco, New York, Miami, and Houston
have been the five big areas. We have been working with Customs
and Customs has done some marvelous things in terms of tech-
nology that is beginning to address the issue. The FBI, working
with the U.S. attorney in at least those five areas, has focused on
this. This has been a major concern. But I will, with respect to the
grant, give you the specifics on that. I do not have that with me.

[The information follows:]

FBI CARGO THEFT TASK FORCE

General.—During the past five years, cargo theft has increasingly become a sig-
nificant concern for law enforcement, particularly the FBI. This concern has largely
developed as the nature and extent of cargo theft has changed. Specifically, cargo
theft is increasingly being committed by organized groups and “crews” which steal
for black market fencing operations. These groups have become increasingly brazen
in their thefts. Violence involving armed truck hijackings and robberies of busi-
nesses and warehouses is increasingly becoming a factor in these heists. Widespread
cargo theft has also given rise to concomitant offenses such as robbery, kidnaping,
homicide, interstate transportation of stolen motor vehicles, drug trafficking, money
laundering and insurance fraud. Extensive and systematic criminality indicates that
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sophisticated organized criminal groups are behind a significant amount of cargo
theft activity.

These thefts and robberies have increased in key port areas in the United States.
Specifically the Ports of Newark/New York, Miami and Long Beach/Los Angeles
have been most affected by this increase in cargo theft. Additional cities that have
seen an increase in cargo theft include San Jose and San Francisco (due to high
technology production in the Silicon Valley), Memphis (due to its geographic location
as a major transshipment point for the Mid-South) and Chicago (a major transpor-
tation link in the Midwest). Many other areas of the country are also seriously im-
pacted including the United States border with Mexico. Further compounding this
problem is the expansion of professional theft and fencing groups which have been
traditionally based in major urban areas have branched out to other smaller cities
and rural areas where law enforcement efforts are less organized and industry secu-
rity prevention efforts are minimal.

As a result of this increase in cargo related crime, the FBI initiated the Cargo
Theft Initiative in 1996. During 1996 and 1997, the FBI worked closely with indus-
try and other law enforcement agencies to determine the nature and extent of the
crime problem and determine what course of action to take to reduce the cargo theft
problem. Numerous multi agency, FBI led task forces have been formed throughout
the United States to address interstate theft crime.

After analyzing the scope and extent of the cargo theft problem, the FBI devel-
oped a national strategy and plan which will likely have a dramatic impact on this
crime problem. In fiscal year 1998, the FBI began implementing this national strat-
egy. The strategy focuses on disrupting and dismantling the criminal organizations
and professional theft groups responsible for creating the increase in this crime.
This strategy seeks to maximize both State and Federal prosecution to eliminate
thi% crime problem from the street level to the highest level of the criminal hier-
archy.

The combined harbors of Newark/New York is the East Coast’s busiest harbor. In
1994, this combined harbor took in $58.7 billion worth of goods according to United
States Customs estimates. This was an 11.8 percent increase from 1993. The New
Jersey terminals were the harbor’s primary port of call, accounting for 82 percent
of all arrivals. The only active piers in New York are the Passenger Ship Terminal
and the Red Hook Marine Terminal in Brooklyn. The Port of New York and New
Jersey handled seven percent of the nation’s cargo and about 40 percent among its
competitors in the North Atlantic. While Northern Europe remains the port’s big-
gest trading partner, countries in Southeast Asia and South America provided major
surges in cargo.

The Newark, New Jersey area has been characterized as having the most active
trucking, rail and container/freight handling operations in the United States. The
illicit trade of stolen property which occurs there and across the river in New York
City involves a multitude of thieves, fences, and organized crime members. The
losses in these ports are significant but for the most part have remained steady dur-
ing the past five years. The estimated losses in the Newark/New York metropolitan
area alslsociated with cargo theft and other interstate theft violations are $1.8 billion
annually.

To address the cargo theft problem in the New York/Newark metropolitan area,
the FBI has specialized squads and task forces which address this crime problem.
These squads and task forces are summarized as follows:

Newark Field Office, Interstate Theft Task Force, Squad C-2

The FBI’s Newark field office has a dedicated criminal squad consisting of seven
Agents which are specifically tasked with investigating interstate theft matters. The
bulk of these investigations consist of cargo theft crimes.

On March 6, 1995, the FBI formed the Interstate Theft Task Force with local and
State law enforcement agencies in New Jersey. Currently, this task force consists
of Agents and detectives from the FBI, the New York/New Jersey Port Authority,
and the Bergen County Sheriff's Office. This task force proactively investigates
cargo thefts in New Jersey through sophisticated, long-term undercover operations.
This is an FBI Safe Streets Task Force.

“Operation Norlock”.—The Interstate Theft Task Force in Newark conducted a
long-term undercover operation (UCO) which targeted professional South American
Theft crews involved in cargo theft in the Eastern United States. This UCO has re-
sulted in the following statistical accomplishments:

Criminal Complaints .......c.cccoeciieiiiiiiiiiieiteee e 11
INAICEMENTES .ooiiiiiiieiiieeeee e e e 59
N Y1 7= SRS 57
CONVICEIONS .vveeiiriieeiiiieeeitieeeeteeeeeteeeeiteeeeereeeestaeeeesaseeesssaeeeesseeeesseeensseeas 40
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Restitution .... $1,000
Recoveries .. . $38,429,656
THIIES oottt ettt et ettt ettt et e ete e aae e $17,875

Additional investigative efforts of the Interstate Theft Task Force in Newark dur-
ing fiscal year 1997 and through the first quarter of fiscal year 1998 are summa-
rized as follows:

Criminal Complaints .........cccoeviieiiieiieeiiienieeeeee e 7
Criminal Informations .. . 3
Indictments ................... . 4
Arrests ... 25
Convictions 60
Restitution .... $92,030
Recoveries .. .. $229,340,554
TITIES ettt ettt e e e e et eeaeeeae e s et e e te et eeteseae e e eesereesreene $86,966

New York Field Office, John F. Kennedy/La Guardia International Airport Cargo
Theft Task Force, Squad C-29

AThe J.F. Kennedy/La Guardia Task Force has a dedicated squad of nine FBI
gents.

In April 1994, a multi-agency undercover operation was initiated by the FBI, New
York/New Jersey Port Authority, the New York State Police, United States Customs
Service, United States Secret Service, United States Postal Inspectors, and the New
York Police Department. This undercover operation, codenamed “KATNET,” tar-
geted cargo thieves and fencing operations stealing from the J.F. Kennedy and La
Guardia Airport. As a result of this highly successful investigation, an ad hoc task
force was formed with the aforementioned law enforcement agencies. This task force
is scheduled to be formalized through a Memorandum of Understanding in the Sum-
mer of 1998. This will be an FBI Safe Streets Task Force.

“Operation KATNET” was a long-term, multi-agency undercover operation that
came to full fruition in May 1997 when search and arrest warrants were executed
on numerous targets. To date, this case resulted in the following statistical accom-
plishments:

INAICEMENTES .oieieiiiiiiiieecee e e e 70
Arrests .......... . 98
Convictions . 70
Recoveries .. . $13,000,000
THIIES oottt ettt ettt ettt et e eteennenaeens $2,000

Additional accomplishments of the J.F. Kennedy/La Guardia International Airport
Task Force for fiscal year 1997 and the first quarter of fiscal year 1998 are summa-
rized as follows:

COMPLAINTS cuviiiiiieiieeiieie ettt ettt et e et eabeenbeenenas 29
Indictment .... . 1
Arrests .......... . 18
Convictions ... . 8
Restitution .... $948,002
Recoveries .. . $950,000
FITIES ettt ettt e e e e e e e e et e et e e et e e e e et e et e e e e eeeeneeeeaeaneaane $60,050

New York Field Office, Brooklyn-Queens Cargo Theft Task Force, Squad C-31

The Brooklyn-Queens Task Force has a dedicated squad of 15 Agents.

The Brooklyn-Queens Resident Agency, New York Field Office has established a
multi-agency ad hoc task force which investigates cargo theft in the metropolitan
New York area. This task force consists of Agents and detectives from the FBI, New
York Police Department, the Waterfront Commission, the Queens District Attorney’s
Office, and the New York/New Jersey Port Authority. This task force investigates
cargo theft in New York utilizing sophisticated investigative techniques to include
Court authorized wire interceptions, undercover operations, and surveillance.

“Operation Second Gear” was an undercover operation conducted by the Brooklyn-
Queens Cargo Theft Task Force which targeted cargo thieves and fences operating
in New York and New Jersey. This UCO culminated in mass arrests and search
warrants in January 1997. This UCO resulted in the following statistical accom-
plishments to date:

INAICEMENES .oeeieiiiieiiie et et e 40
Arrests . 39
(0703117 117 10 o USRS 38




Recoveries $4,500,000
FITIES ettt e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e et e e et eeeaneeeeraaeeaanae $57,650

Additional accomplishments of this task force during fiscal year 1997 and through
the first quarter of fiscal year 1998 are as follows:

Complaints 4
Indictments .. . 48
Arrests .......... . 8
Convictions ... 17
Restitution .... $20,000
Recoveries .. . $320,000
FITIES ettt e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e et e e et reeeaaneeeeraaeeaanae $63,450

All three of the task forces in New Jersey and New York have additional pending
cases which will result in similar statistical accomplishments.

The FBI estimates the costs of these task forces will exceed $3 million in 1998.

The FBI is closely monitoring the cargo theft problem in the northeastern section
of the United States to ensure that the task forces and squads assigned to inves-
tigate these violations are utilizing resources effectively and are conducting inves-
tigations which are consistent with the interstate theft national strategy.

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE BILL

Senator LAUTENBERG. You are aware, Madam Attorney General,
that I authored a domestic violence bill to keep spousal and child
abusers from being able to own a gun. It has taken some while to
structure it and put the program into place, but there are attempts
to reduce the effectiveness of the bill, to permit exceptions to gun
ownership, and so forth.

Madam Attorney General, have you heard anything that would
either encourage or discourage you about that program and about,
if you can tell us anything about where it stands?

Ms. RENO. I have not heard any recent comments on it. As you
will recall, 1 year or so ago, there were considerable comments. I
will check, see what the latest information the Department has
gained and provide that to you.

[The information follows:]

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE BILL

The most recent amendment to the Federal Gun Control Act prohibits the sale
of a firearm to persons convicted of misdemeanors involving domestic violence. The
effective implementation of this provision requires that information about such dis-
qualifying misdemeanors be immediately available through the state criminal record
system and, under the provisions of the Brady Act, through the FBI’s National In-
stant Background Check System (NICS) which will become operational in November
1998. The National Criminal History Improvement Program (NCHIP), administered
by BJS, provides funds to all states to assist them in improving the accuracy and
immediate accessibility of criminal record data for presale background checks. To
assist states in implementing the requirements of the Lautenberg amendment, the
funding guidelines for the program were expanded in 1997 to permit funds to be
used by states to collect and, where applicable, to “flag” data on disqualifying mis-
demeanors. In 1997, 13 states received NCHIP funds for purposes associated with
the collection/flagging of domestic violence related offenses, including misdemeanors
under the Lautenberg amendment. Fiscal year 1998 NCHIP funds will also be avail-
able to States for such purposes.

The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms within the Department of the
Treasury has responsibility for implementing this law, and I know the BATF has
worked to inform law enforcement officials, firearms dealers and the general public
of their new obligations under this law. In addition, the Administration has taken
steps to ensure the domestic violence gun ban is fully implemented within the fed-
eral government.

The Administration has heard from individuals who feel they are being unfairly
impacted by the enactment of this legislation, as well as from supporters of the pro-
vision who oppose any changes to the law. Based on the Department’s experience
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in implementing this law, I can tell you that out of the many thousands of DOJ
employees who are authorized to carry firearms very few have been disqualified as
a result of this statute. Less than 100 Department employees were found to be po-
tentially disqualified from carrying weapons by this provision.

INDEPENDENT COUNSEL BUDGET

Senator LAUTENBERG. General Reno, I know that you do not con-
trol or manage the independent counsel budget. The process, if you
could in very short form, because we are pressed for time here, tell
us how it flows that the request for funding, as I understand it, is
indefinite and, well, realistically permanent once the counsel’s pro-
gram has been approved. Do you know how much we have spent
thus far to date in the Whitewater probe?

Ms. RENO. No; I do not, sir.

Senator LAUTENBERG. I thought that was administratively the
responsibility of Justice.

Ms. RENO. One of the things that I have tried to do is, except
where I have specific responsibility, not be involved in terms of
oversight.

Senator LAUTENBERG. The Washington Post reports it periodi-
cally, and I assume that they would furnish you that information.

Ms. RENO. What I would ask, because in my effort to make sure
that the counsel is independent, I try to draw lines. If it would be
OK, Mr. Chairman, I would like for Mr. Colgate to answer that. He
is the Assistant Attorney General in charge of the Justice Manage-
ment Division, and I think he can provide the information right
now.

Senator GREGG. I think the Senator has the right to know the
information, so please, Mr. Colgate.

Mr. COLGATE. As you indicated, Senator, this is a permanent in-
definite appropriation. Essentially, we place an estimate in the
President’s budget, in consultation with the Administrative Office
of the U.S. Courts, an estimated amount for fiscal year 1999. In a
sense, this is a permanent appropriation and we pay whatever bills
the Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts submits to us. So
whatever is submitted is paid.

The Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts is the one who sup-
plies the administrative support to the independent counsel and
our records for Mr. Starr through November 30, 1997, the end of
November 1997, show that we have obligated Mr. Starr
$17,789,727 against this permanent indefinite appropriation. It is
my recollection that the General Accounting Office is charged
under statute to do, I believe, two audits twice a year on the ex-
penditures of each of the independent counsels, and we can provide
the committee for the record the latest audit by GAO.

Senator LAUTENBERG. I have inquired because in a fairly old re-
port in the Washington Post, as well as various other media oppor-
tunities for this data, we have seen figures at $25 million, $35 mil-
lion, and yet you just said $17 million had been spent through No-
vember of last year, correct?

Mr. COLGATE. That is correct, and within the General Accounting
Office’s report, and we will get that report up to you.

Senator LAUTENBERG. I'm concerned because that represents
quite a discrepancy. The figure that I cited, by the way, was alleg-
edly as of September of last year, and that figure was $25 million.
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So if you are speaking of figures representing expenditures through
November——

Mr. CoLGATE. What I gave you is the figure that was charged to
the permanent indefinite appropriation. We also provide to the
General Accounting Office an estimate of the nonreimbursed De-
partment of Justice and other agencies’ expenditures. I would be-
lieve, sir, that the press report is including what is charged to the
permanent indefinite appropriation as well as the estimate that we
provide on nonreimbursed Department of Justice expenditures to
get to the larger figure in the Post report, and I believe that figure
was pulled out of one of these periodic GAO reports.

Senator LAUTENBERG. There has to be some way for the Amer-
ican people and those of us in the Congress to be able to get precise
figures, and I would hate to think that the Washington Post is the
source. If you can help us develop that information, I would like
to receive it without prejudice or without further comment. Thank
you very much.

[The information follows:]

GAO report No. GAO/AIMD-97-164 is available on the web at http:/
WWW.ga0.gov/.

Senator GREGG. Thank you. Senator Bumpers.

Senator BUMPERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Just following up on Senator Lautenberg’s question, and you may
have answered this, when you see these figures, as Senator Lau-
tenberg has alluded to, in the Washington Post, does that include
other Government personnel, such as FBI agents? If you see a $30
million figure, that includes all of the other governmental services?

Senator GREGG. Mr. Colgate, why do you not take a seat so that
you can speak into the microphone.

Mr. COLGATE. Yes, Senator, it does. When you see that figure, it
includes all other governmental expenditures, either directly
charged to the permanent indefinite appropriation as well as fund-
ing in other Department of Justice appropriations that are not re-
imbursed out of this account.

Senator BUMPERS. That was the only question I had on that, be-
cause I see the figures all the time but I did not know what it in-
cluded.

PRISON POPULATION

General Reno, I wanted to ask you a few questions about the
crime rate in the prison population of the country, if you have it.
We will go into this with the Bureau of Prisons when they appear
before this subcommittee in more detail, but I was just wondering
if you know what the Federal prison population was at the end of
1997, and to follow that up, what the projections are by the end
of the year 2000?

Ms. RENO. The population by the year 2001 is estimated to be
128,111.

Senator BUMPERS. Now, what is the year?

Ms. RENO. That is 2001. In 1997, the population was 101,091.

Senator BUMPERS. Does that trend track the preceding years, to
1998, 1997? Is the trend about the same?
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Ms. RENO. I am concerned about the overcrowding levels in the
BOP facilities, and in that regard, the BOP recently revised its
population projections based on current incarceration trends that
indicate systemwide overcrowding levels will increase from 20 per-
cent in 1998 to 25 percent in the year 2001.

Senator BUMPERS. Do you have any idea, or does somebody with
you? Can they give me, in the prison population, an ethnic number
of how many African-Americans, how many Hispanics, how many
Asians, and how many Caucasians are in the prisons?

Ms. RENO. I do not have that with me.

Senator BUMPERS. You do not have that? Could you provide that
for us, please?

Ms. RENO. Yes, sir, we will.

[The information follows:]

BUREAU OF PRISONS PRISON POPULATION BREAKDOWN

Breakdown of the prison population in BOP facilities as of March 5, 1998 is as
follows:

Category Number Percentage
BIACK .viiveeceeee et 39,073 37.7
WRITE ottt 31,906 30.8

HISPAMIC v.voieeceee e 29,302 28.3
INIAN et 1,534 1.5
ASIAN oot 1,749 1.7

Senator BUMPERS. Do you have anything to give the committee
which would tell us what effect, if any, longer prison terms are
having on the reduction of crime? The increase that you mentioned
a moment ago, the increase from 1997 to 2002 is pretty dramatic.
We see the crime rate going down. I mean, the President makes
much of that, and we are all very pleased that that is the case, but
there is something sort of strange about the fact that the prison
population is continuing to climb at a fairly dramatic rate and yet
the crime rate is going down. I suppose that is a consistent thing.

Ms. RENO. Well, it goes back again to what Senator Gregg and
I were talking about earlier, whether if you get enough control over
a population, can you reduce the number of police.

The first point that I would like to make is, when crime goes
down, and I have watched it in my own community, there is a
tendency to relax and to say, “We have done the job,” and turn at-
tention to something else. What we have tried to do in these 5
years as we have watched crime go down is not relax, continue our
vigilance, focus on the traffickers, focus on the violent gangs, and
do everything we can to make sure it continues to go down. And
so there has been no relaxation on our part. If anything, it has
been a renewed effort focused on violence, focused on drug traffick-
ing, and trying to address these issues.

One of the points that I would make to you, I watched crime
begin to go down in Miami in 1983 and then suddenly I started
hearing about a curious phenomena. There was a substance that
was not cocaine but it really was cocaine but it was called crack,
and it was violence-inciting and began to cause considerable prob-
lems in communities, and I saw the crime rate start back up.
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One of the things that we have done in the last several years is
focus on methamphetamine, because I did not want that to be the
second crack epidemic. We have renewed our efforts focused on
those that traffic in it, those that have the labs, working with State
and local law enforcement.

So I think it requires a constant vigilance, and I do not think
that the increase in the prison population, particularly as you look
at the cases that are being brought and the convictions that are
being obtained, these are serious offenders who deserve the time.
I think, if I had to analyze it, it is an example of continued vigi-
lance on the part of State and local and Federal law enforcement.

Senator BUMPERS. General Reno, my staff just handed me a list
of figures, Mr. Chairman, which I think it would not hurt to read
into the record, and I will not read all of them, but in 1975, that
was 22 years ago, there were 25,000 Federal prisoners. As you
pointed out, at the end of 1997, there were 101,000. That is, what
would you call that, a 400-percent increase in a 20-year period,
roughly.

As I read over your testimony, if I read it correctly, roughly 75
to 80 percent of the people in prison are there because of either al-
cohol, drugs, or related crimes dealing with drugs, is that a fair
statement?

Ms. RENO. I do not have the figures. Those are figures for State
prisons.

Senator BUMPERS. That was not Federal?

Ms. RENO. I do not think it specifically applies to Federal. Let
me clarify that for you, though. But clearly, the percentage of peo-
ple in Federal prison

Senator BUMPERS. General Reno, if I may, let me read this para-
graph that I am alluding to here.

Ms. RENO. Eighty percent, yes.

Senator BUMPERS. Eighty percent of the people serving time in
Federal and State prisons, you state, were either high at the time
they committed their crimes——

Ms. RENoO. It says 81 percent of State inmates, 80 percent of Fed-
eral inmates violated drug or alcohol laws. That is correct. I stand
corrected, sir.

Senator BUMPERS. That is an incredible indictment of a society,
of course, that one thing—mostly drugs—because we had alcohol
before 1975. That shows the debilitating effect that drugs are hav-
ing on this country.

TAPED TELEPHONE CONVERSATION

Let me ask you another question. In 1984, a man named Charles
Wick, who was head of the U.S. Information Agency, admitted that
he had taped 87 phone conversations, or it was either in excess of
40 or in excess of 80 conversations that he had on the telephone
with Presidents Carter and Reagan and Cabinet members. Do you
think that is a good idea, for something like that to be legal? It was
perfectly legal for him to do that because he knew that he was
being recorded, but President Reagan and President Carter did not.

Ms. RENO. I come from a State that says that is not lawful un-
less it is done for——
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Senator BUMPERS. The States are way ahead of us on that. A lot
of States are ruling that is illegal, but the Federal Government
never has.

Ms. RENO. I would have to look at it in the Federal context, but
it worked quite fine in Florida.

Senator BUMPERS. I am glad to hear you say that. In addition to
that, I might point out that if a bill dealing with that subject ex-
empted all law enforcement, intelligence gathering, employers who
have to monitor employees’ telephone conversations, and so on, if
all those exemptions were made, that would make it more palat-
able, would it not?

lzl/Is. RENO. Well, clearly, that is what Florida law provided for
and——

Senator BUMPERS. Was that passed while you were Attorney
General there?

Ms. RENO. I was not Attorney General.

Senator BUMPERS. I do not mean that, district attorney or what-
ever they call them in Dade County.

Ms. RENO. I do not know. It was passed either at about the time
I became State attorney or shortly before.

Senator BUMPERS. Do you remember what your position was on
it at the time it passed?

Ms. RENO. For it.

Senator BUMPERS. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

NARROWBAND ISSUE

Senator GREGG. Madam Attorney General, I have a couple of
other technical questions with regard to the narrowband issue,
under the budget that is proposed, you are talking about a decrease
in spending to meet the requirements of narrowband, which is
going to be fairly intense, and then increasing it dramatically, I
think, over almost 200 percent. I am just not sure that I under-
stand why we would have such a proposed spendout, where we de-
crease it in 1999 but then are looking at a 200-percent increase in
2000.

Ms. RENO. What we have tried to do in the Department is assure
that each organization develop a budget estimate based on an im-
plementation plan for the conversion. These estimated costs vary
year by year and we will ask for resources based on what we need
by year for the plan rather than a steady stream of funding.

The anticipated costs vary based on the requirements for and the
number of different locations to be converted by year. Should re-
sources be provided on a schedule different than the project need
as stated, the organizations would be forced to rethink their imple-
mentation strategies.

So as I understand it, and I will ask those with more technical
expertise than I on the issue of narrowbanding, you may take one
part of the country that has particular problems and the conversion
may be there and there is a rhyme or reason to their pattern and
we will try to provide any specific information we can that would
indicate why there is a variance over the 10 years.

Senator GREGG. Well, it is a big issue, and we just have to get
ready for it from the budget standpoint. We know we are going to
have the price. What I want to know is what it is going to cost.
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I want to have some sort of projections in which we can have some
confidence.

FEDERAL AND STATE LAW ENFORCEMENT COMMUNITIES

Getting back to Senator Bumpers’ question, and I should have
asked this before he left, my sense is we are just overloading the
Federal law enforcement community with Federal laws that the
States already do a pretty good job of. You stated that States do
a good job in the area of how to properly use your phone relative
to recording other conversations, and it has been a State issue. But
as a general concept, should not the Congress be a little more sen-
sitive to the pressure that it is putting on the Federal law enforce-
ment community, the Federal judiciary, and the prosecutorial com-
munity by not passing laws which are duplicative or basically re-
statements of what the States have already done or where the
States have a fair amount of responsibility and be a little more sen-
sitive to the issues which are Federal as versus State?

Ms. RENO. What I have tried to do as Attorney General is to
make sure that I look at it from the perspective of what is in the
best interest of communities across America, what is in the best in-
terest of national security, and what is in the best interest based
on the principles of federalism. I see a large number of laws that
are passed that local law enforcement can enforce just as well and
they are on the books of local law enforcement. But situations will
arise, for example, such as carjacking, where a matter may cross
a district line or a county line and it will be easier for the U.S. at-
torney to handle the case and everyone would agree that it would
be appropriate.

I think it is important that we look at each district, recognize
their needs and resources are different, and do as we have done
with our antiviolence initiative and require that the U.S. attorneys
work with State and local prosecutors, local law enforcement to,
No. 1, define the violence problem, prioritize it, and determine who
should do what based not on credit, not on turf, but what is in the
best interest of the community.

Senator GREGG. I agree with that. My concern is that the Con-
gress keeps, for the purposes of making a political statement, pass-
ing criminal acts which are traditionally the responsibility of the
States. As a result, we end up overloading our Federal law enforce-
ment community with issues that the States have and can do a
good job. I think we should be sensitive to that and take advantage
of our Federal resources as an adjunct to or in addition to the State
sources, not overlap.

Ms. RENO. Could I just say something on that regard, because I
think you have just done a wonderful job. I mean, you and I dis-
agree, but just in terms of a thoughtful, bipartisan approach to law
enforcement, I would love to see us get out of making political
statements in terms of crime and really work together, looking at
each problem, figuring that it can be solved if we come together
and use our resources wisely, and I think it is happening.

I think what we have been able to do, working with your sub-
committee, working with State and local law enforcement, it is ex-
citing. It is exciting to see communities come together and define
their crime problem and take steps to bring it down, and if we can
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continue to follow your pattern and your example, I think we could
do a lot.
Senator GREGG. That is very generous of you. Thank you.

TRAINING FACILITIES

On immigration issues, we are going to add another 1,000 Border
Patrol agents. How are the training facilities working? I am sorry
Senator Hollings is not able to make it, because I know this is very
sensitive to him. Are we going to have the capacity to train these
folks and put them in the field and have them be experts so we
do not end up with people who are undertrained or not up to doing
the job?

Ms. RENO. This is a subject near and dear to my heart. I have
been to Charleston. I was down there early on, making sure that
we had the capacity as we expanded beyond the Federal Law En-
forcement Training Center [FLETC], and I am committed to mak-
ing sure that I am not responsible for an agency that puts some-
body in the field, whether it be a Border Patrol or any other agent,
who is not trained and is not prepared. I think with the facility at
Charleston, we are going to continue to be prepared, working with
FLETC, continue to be prepared to make sure that these people are
properly trained.

There will inevitably be, and I do not want to backtrack from
what I have said before, when you bring in that many new agents
that fast, you have fewer people in the field with the considerable
experience necessary to be a field training officer, but we continue
to look at our assignments and make sure that we do everything
we can to have the maximum experience possible in field training
situations.

Senator GREGG. We are also going to want to get into this issue
when we have the hearing on counterterrorism relative to first re-
sponders and how we are doing there.

FINGERPRINT ISSUE

I want to touch base on where you think we stand with the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service. We have had this very, very
serious problem, and we just had a report which highlights that it
was even more serious than many of us had been told. Where do
we stand?

Ms. RENO. As I have shared with you before, that agency has had
significant issues that it has had to address that we inherited that
have been real problems, and we have tried to address them
through the development of a system whereby we identify what
needs to be done, develop objectives, put those objectives on
timelines, and I meet weekly with the Commissioner to review the
progress that we are making. If we begin to slip, whether it be in
hiring or in attaining specific goals, we go back, we review it, and
I think we are on target.

Senator GREGG. Where do we stand relative to the fingerprints?
I see this whole thing, not to simplify it, but coming down to our
ability to know that the person that we are interviewing for citizen-
ship is who they say they are and is a legitimate person who
should be a citizen. What this really comes down to, is the capacity
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to electronically fingerprint and make sure that we can verify it
two or three times during the system.

Ms. RENO. I have had some immediate experience with that.
What we are developing is a process that will be used not just for
naturalization but with respect to fingerprinting for other benefits,
as well, and applications are made available. They can obtain ap-
plications in a convenient manner. They send in the application
completed and then they are notified to come in to centers that are
spaced convenient to the major populations being served.

I had my fingerprints taken at just such a center the other day
and it was impressive to see how it works and what can be done.
That will immediately—as we develop the technology, we can begin
to make the immediate match and we can begin to have a process
in place that

Senator GREGG. How far are we from being able to do the major-
ity of the work—70 percent of the applicants, 80, 90 percent?

Ms. RENO. I would ask Mr. Colgate.

Mr. COLGATE. Senator, we are in the process, as you know, of
working with the FBI to transmit electronic fingerprints, as the At-
torney General has indicated in her experience in Miami. We an-
ticipate that by mid-March, we will have 70 of these new centers
open throughout the United States and we will, in a major way, be-
ginning April 1, begin electronically transmitting digital prints di-
rectly to the FBI. We are running it on a pilot basis right now. It
is a fascinating technology because not only does it facilitate the
speed of the process, but it actually makes it easier for the FBI be-
cause it actually does an edit check at the facility before the finger-
prints are transmitted.

Senator GREGG. So somebody who is interested in the process of
becoming a citizen will have their fingerprints taken at the begin-
ning of the process and then even a couple times during the process
and then, clearly, before the end of the process.

Mr. CoLGATE. The way we have looked at this as far as our re-
engineering, Mr. Chairman, is that we will have the full 10 prints,
and what you are speaking to, to ensure the integrity of the proc-
ess, and we did get a good report in December as far as addressing
this issue, but in each part of the process when the individual
comes in, we are going to ask them to give us 2 prints so that we
can ensure that when Steve Colgate who came in and filed the ap-
plication, and Steve Colgate who gave you the 10 prints, when
Steve Colgate comes in to take the civics test or the English test,
that it is really Steve Colgate, and that when Steve Colgate comes
in to take the interview as well as the swearing in ceremony, we
still want those 2 biometric prints to make sure that that individ-
ual is the person who was involved throughout this whole process.

Sﬂsr‘;ator GREGG. And those prints will go through West Virginia,
right?

Mr. COLGATE. Yes, sir.

Senator GREGG. Why not New Hampshire? [Laughter.]

I just got on the committee too late.

I look forward to the hearing on counterterrorism. As you know,
this is an issue which we have worked very hard on and you have
certainly been extraordinarily helpful. I think progress is being
made, and I think people should know about it. We still have a
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long way to go, but people need to know that there is an aggressive
and comprehensive counterterrorism effort ongoing and that is
what that hearing will be about.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

I thank you, Madam Attorney General. There are a couple of ad-
ditional items. Senator Stevens has some questions for you. I think
some of them may have to do with Alaska. Senator Leahy has some
questions dealing with CALEA, which we would ask for the re-
sponse to be included in the record.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-
ing:]

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS
GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE AND RESULTS ACT

Question. How are the annual performance goals in the Department’s Perform-
ance Plan linked to the Department’s mission, strategic goals, and program activi-
ties in the budget request?

Answer. The Summary Performance Plan, which we have submitted to you, sets
forth the specific goals the Department expects to achieve in fiscal year 1999. These
annual goals are consistent with the Department’s mission and long range goals, as
described in our Strategic Plan. They are also consistent with our 1999 budget re-
quest.

The Strategic Plan provides the basic framework for our annual planning and
budgeting activities. Each goal in our Summary Performance Plan is directly linked
to one of the long-range goals in our Strategic Plan. We have displayed the informa-
tion in an easy-to-read matrix that illustrates the relationships between long-range
goals and strategies, annual goals, and performance indicators. The matrix also
iderlltiﬁes which components of the Department have lead responsibility for specific
goals.

We have required our components to develop their own performance plans and to
show the relationship of their programs to the strategic goals of the Department.
These component-specific plans are included with their budget justification mate-
rials and provide detailed information on programs and resources.

Question. Could you describe the process used to link your performance goals to
your budget activities? What difficulties, if any, did you encounter and what lessons
did you learn?

Answer. The Department of Justice decided several years ago to incorporate per-
formance planning under the Results Act with our internal budget process. We rec-
ognized that performance information is vital to making informed decisions about
allocating resources. Therefore, we revised our budget process to require our compo-
nents to develop annual performance plans as part of their budget requests. These
individual plans link not only to the Department’s overall Strategic Plan but also
to component budget requests.

We are convinced that integrating performance planning and budgeting is the
right way to go, but we recognized that there are obstacles. While the budget and
the performance plan are consistent, they are structured very differently. The budg-
et tends to be component or program-specific; the performance plan, more thematic,
often incorporating multiple activities of several components under common goals.
b guesgion. Does the agency’s Performance Plan link performance measures to its

udget?

Answer. The Department’s fiscal year 1999 Summary Performance Plan does not
directly link performance goals or measures to budgetary resources. Consistent with
requirements of the Results Act, the Department first designed and developed a
five-year strategic plan that would subsequently provide the structure for more de-
tailed annual performance plans. The Department’s strategic plan is organized
around seven core functions that represent major functional areas of responsibility.
Performance goals and measures within the fiscal year 1999 performance plan nec-
essarily flow from this overall framework, and are not directly tied to, but are con-
sistent with, the existing budget account structure or allocation process. As a result,
the Performance Plan is more thematic, often incorporating multiple activities and
organizations.
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Question. Does each account have performance measures?

Answer. Yes, each component organization within the Department has sought to
develop and provide its own annual performance plan, which identifies the goals
and indicators by which it intends to measure progress in the upcoming fiscal year.
As a result, Department components are attempting each year to provide more com-
plete information on the results they have achieved and the program objectives that
they have identified for the coming year. In addition, the Department’s fiscal year
1999 Summary Plan identifies those component organizations that have or share
primary responsibility for each goal. Therefore, information about resource levels, as
well as additional program detail, can be obtained by referencing the budget re-
quests of these organizations.

Question. To what extent does your performance planning differ from the account
and activity structure in your budget justification?

Answer. The difference is quite substantial. The account and activity structure in
our budget justification is presented by appropriation, component, or major program
within those components. As noted above, the Department’s performance planning
is more thematic, often incorporating multiple activities and organizations under
common goals. We believe that this approach has certain advantages, including the
opportunity to view management issues from both a budgetary and a programmatic
perspective.

Question. Do you plan to propose any changes to your account structure for fiscal
year 20007

Answer. We are not certain at this time. As part of our internal fiscal year 2000
planning process, we will ask our component organizations whether they intend to
propose any such changes. These types of decisions entail significant revisions to ex-
1sting budget and financial management systems, and must be undertaken only
after careful deliberation within Department’s components.

Question. Will you provide any changes to the program activities described under
that account structure?

Answer. Again, we are not certain at this time. Changes to existing program ac-
tivities is another consideration that will be addressed during the Department’s fis-
cal year 2000 internal planning process.

Question. How were performance measures chosen?

Answer. The performance measures that are contained in the Department’s Sum-
mary Performance Plan are based on the measures that were developed for the De-
partment’s Strategic Plan as well as measures that the component organizations
have developed for their individual performance plans.

How did the agency balance the cost of data collection and verification with the
need for reliable and valid performance data.

Answer. To the extent that they were able, in order to keep the cost of data collec-
tion to a minimum, the component organizations developed measures for which reli-
able and accurate data already existed. However, in some cases, component organi-
zations did identify measures for which data is not currently collected. On p. 26 of
our fiscal year 1999 Summary Level Performance Plan: Data Sources, we discuss
the specific sources of the performance data. We also state that we anticipate con-
vening a DOJ working group to oversee our performance data needs and capabili-
ties. The assessment will involve making difficult tradeoffs between the costs and
benefits of establishing new data collection systems or making major revisions to ex-
isting ones.

Question. Does your plan include performance measures for which reliable data
are %Ot likely to be available in time for your first performance report in March
20007

Answer. No. Although not all the data is currently tracked, the component organi-
zations intend to begin tracking the data in order to be able to include it in the per-
formance report in March 2000.

Question. What are the key performance goals from your fiscal year 1999 Annual
Pelrfor)rmance Plan that you recommend this subcommittee use to track program re-
sults?

Answer. The Department’s Summary Performance Plan for fiscal year 1999, Core
Functions 1 through 6, contain the key strategic and shorter-term performance goals
that the subcommittee should track. These goals were derived from the individual
performance plans of the Department’s component organizations and they address
the major issues that the Department will be addressing in fiscal year 1999.

Question. For each key annual goal, indicate whether you consider it to be an out-
put measure (“how much”) or an outcome measure (“how well”).

Answer. By definition, our summary annual performance goals represent the re-
sults we plan to attain in one year in an effort to achieve our five year strategic
goal. Therefore we have selected an array of measures to indicate the results of our
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efforts—both output and outcome measures. Output measures such as such as the
number of convictions, arrests, indictments and outcome measures such as the num-
ber and qualitative assessment of cases that have lead to the disruption, dismantle-
ment, or collapse of identified MCE and other major traffickers are examples of the
mix of measures developed to indicate our effort to reduce the capability of the
major Colombian and Mexican Criminal Enterprises (MCE) and other drug traffick-
ing organizations operating along the southwest border of the United States. Al-
though the Department will not set targets for those measures, we do intend to re-
port on them in our March 2000 performance report.

Question. State the long-term (fiscal year 2003) general goal and objective from
the agency Strategic Plan to which the annual goal is linked.

Answer. Appendix A of the Department’s Summary Performance Plan contains a
matrix that tracks the Department’s long-term goals to the fiscal year 1999 annual
performance goals.

Question. In developing your Annual Performance Plan, what efforts did your
agency undertake to ensure that the goals in the plan include a significant number
of outcome measures?

Answer. Our internal Spring Call for fiscal year 1999 budget estimates included
instructions for components’ use in developing their performance plans. The guid-
ance emphasized linkage between component annual performance plan goals and
the Department’s Strategic Plan goals. In addition, in May 1997, the Attorney Gen-
eral issued a memorandum to the heads of Department components stressing that
their resource requests demonstrate a clear and direct connection between the De-
partment’s long-term goals and strategies and the components’ specific performance
goals. In it, she emphasized that components present a clear, direct link to one or
several of the strategic goals in the DOJ Strategic Plan and that they identify those
summary-level performance indicators that best represent the principal outputs and
outcome of their major programs.

To articulate our specific plans for fiscal year 1999, the Department looked care-
fully at each strategic goal outlined in the DOJ Strategic Plan to determine what
actions need to be taken in fiscal year 1999 to make progress toward meeting those
goals. Using the seven core functions of the Department, outlined in the DOJ Stra-
tegic Plan, as a roadmap, the Justice Management Division (JMD) staff worked with
each component individually to develop linkages between the DOJ strategic goals
and those of the components supporting the various goals and to establish realistic
fiscal year 1999 measures for each of the components to ensure progress toward
their goals.

In addition, JMD staff worked with departmental components to ensure coordina-
tion of cross-cutting efforts aimed at attaining the same or related goals. Teams
composed of component representatives developed outcome measures that will gauge
the Department’s efforts in meeting its fiscal year 1999 goals.

As well as describing what we plan to achieve in fiscal year 1999, we incorporated
a referral system into the DOJ Summary Performance Plan to point readers to the
applicable component plans. The references noted in the Summary Plan allow read-
ers to drill down to the more detailed component plans to examine their outcome
measures.

As we stated previously, we developed an array of measures, both output and out-
come, for each of our goals. We were not able to develop outcome measures for all
of our strategic goals. Because achieving any goal involves a process, there are in-
terim milestones that an organization must meet. In fiscal year 1999, in many
cases, we will be in the middle of the process of attaining our strategic goals, and
the measure of our success will often be an output measure. To the extent feasible,
the goals and indicators in the DOJ Summary Performance Plan focus on intermedi-
ate or end outcomes, but many are more “output” than “outcome” oriented. As we
continue to improve our performance plans in the years ahead, we will attempt to
include more and more outcome type measures.

Question. Do you have the technological capability of measuring and reporting
program performance throughout the year on a regular basis so that the agency can
be properly managed to achieve the desired results?

Answer. For the vast majority of our indicators, data are already collected and
reported through existing statistical series and internal Justice data systems. Pages
27 and 28 of our Summary Performance Plan describe the principal sources of fiscal
year 1999 performance data.

However, we recognize that improvements are likely to be needed. As we stated
earlier, in fiscal year 1998, we will work with our major component organizations
to continue to systematically assess our performance data needs and capabilities.
We anticipate convening a DOJ working group, comprised of senior level officials,
to oversee this assessment and provide recommendations for action. Recommenda-
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tions may involve additional resources to support new or improved data collection
systems and practices. There is little doubt that performance measurement is likely
to entail making changes to current tracking and reporting systems.

Question. If so, who has access to the information—senior management only, or
mid- and lower-level program managers, too?

Answer. For the most part, line program managers have access to, and the need
for, much more detailed program performance information than that provided to
senior-level officials.

Question. Are you able to gain access easily to various performance-related data
located throughout your various information systems?

Answer. Generally, yes. However, this will be one of the questions addressed by
the working group.

Question. The Government Performance and Results Act requires that your agen-
cy’s Annual Performance Plan establish performance goals to define the level of per-
formance to be achieved by each program activity set forth in your budget.

Many agencies have indicated that their present budget account structure makes
it difficult to link dollars to results in a clear and meaningful way. Have you faced
such difficulty?

Answer. Yes, we have faced this sort of difficulty. However, we have determined
that the best way to proceed at this time is to ensure that each major budgetary
“account” is supported by a GPRA-based performance plan that includes pro-
grammatic objectives and indicators. We believe that integrating GPRA require-
ments and concepts in this way allows a realistic link between dollars and results
within the existing budget account structure. However, as noted previously and
below, this does not mean that the opportunity is lost to propose some restructuring
in the future.

Question. Would the linkages be clearer if your budget account structure were
modified?

Answer. It is difficult to say that linkages would automatically be clearer. In some
respect, the way in which this Department has implemented GPRA allows for a
more extensive presentation of program performance goals and expected results. As
this Committee is aware, the “program” structure by which our resources are dis-
played in Congressional budget justification material is more detailed than the
“budget activity” account structure contained in the President’s Budget. We believe
the thematic presentation of our component organizations’ performance plans allows
a stronger emphasis on an agency’s key mission priorities that are not artificially
constrained by budget structure. This thematic approach also encourages a sharper
focus on more cross-cutting program goals and tends to establish accountability at
higher managerial levels.

Question. If so, would you propose to modify it and why do you believe such modi-
fication would be more useful both to your agency and to this committee than the
present structure?

Answer. As indicated above, we are not prepared at this time to propose any
modification to the existing structure. As part of our internal fiscal year 2000 plan-
ning process, we will ask our component organizations whether they intend to pro-
pose any such changes. These types of decisions entail significant revisions to exist-
ing budget and financial management systems, and must be undertaken only after
careful deliberation within Department’s components.

Question. How would such modification strengthen accountability for program per-
formance in the use of budgeted dollars?

Answer. As explained above, we have not yet determined whether there will be
any modifications to our budget structure proposed.

Question. Under one of the new accounting standards recommended by the Fed-
eral Accounting Standards Advisory Board (FASAB) and issued by OMB, this year
for the first time all federal agencies are required to have a system of Managerial
Cost Accounting.

The clearly preferred methodology for such a system, as stated in that standard,
is the one known as “Activity-Based Costing,” whereby the full cost is calculated for
each of the activities of an agency.

What is the status of your agency’s implementation of the managerial cost ac-
counting requirement, and are you using Activity-Based Costing?

Answer. The Department of Justice has not yet implemented the new managerial
cost accounting standards. Over the next four months, the Department is undertak-
ing a study and evaluation to assess compliance with the new managerial cost ac-
counting standards and to establish consistent classification definitions required by
the new standards. Existing Departmental systems currently provide a classification
structure necessary to satisfy basic cost accounting requirements. The Department’s
organization structure and accounting classification structure facilitates the ac-
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counting for costs [inputs] by component and by program or activity within compo-
nents. The new standards require agencies to examine and realign existing classi-
fication structures as necessary to ensure appropriate integration with and support
for Budget Formulation and Strategic Plans.

The Justice Bureaus and the Justice Management Division (for the Offices,
Boards and Divisions) individually maintain financial information classification
structures that employ common data elements, common transaction processing, con-
sistent internal control and efficient transaction entry. Financial transactions for re-
source costs are categorized in financial and non-financial systems by organizational
unit [reporting entity and component], funding identification [account symbol and
year], accounting classification [standard general ledger, object class, entity non-en-
tity, federal non-federal, and reporting period], and financial accumulators, i.e.,
units of measurements. However, classification structures must be reviewed Depart-
mentally for formal and consistent recognition of responsibility segments. In addi-
tion, classification structures must be designed to effectively and efficiently record
cost information by Program and Project within and across responsibility segments.
The Department will convene a special Working Group to document and establish
a common set of definitions necessary to facilitate a determination of technical com-
pliance or non-compliance with the new standards.

With respect to costing methodologies, the Department is engaged in a broad
range of diverse operations which necessitates the flexibility to utilize different cost-
ing methodologies. Department components primarily use the following costing
methodologies: Job order costing for discrete jobs [construction projects, audit as-
signments]|; Process costing for unique programs engaged in activities involving a
regular process [Prison industries]; Standard costing in non-financial systems [reim-
bursable service providers]; and Activity-Based costing, which is used by some De-
partment components in conjunction with Job order and Standard costing .

Question. Will you be able in the future to show this committee the full and accu-
rate cost of each activity of each program including those calculations of such items
as administration, employee benefits, and depreciation?

Answer. Yes, in all material respects.

Question. By doing so, would we then be able to see more precisely the relation-
ship between the dollars spent on a program, the true costs of the activities con-
ducted by the program, and the results of these activities?

Answer. Yes, in all material respects.

Question. Future funding decisions will take into consideration actual perform-
ance compared to expected or target performance. Given that:

To what extent are your performance measures sufficiently mature to allow for
these kinds of uses?

Are there any factors, such as inexperience in making estimates for certain activi-
ties or lack of data, that might affect the accuracy of resource estimates?

Answer. We believe that performance data should be interpreted and used with
caution, especially in the initial period of GPRA implementation. Our reasons in-
clude:

Performance measurement in the Federal Government is still in its infancy. Al-
though output data have been collected and reported for years, the more outcome-
oriented information demanded by the Results Act is new. We need time to identify,
test, and validate indicators that fairly and accurately capture outcomes, especially
in the areas of criminal investigations and prosecutions and civil litigation.

In a number of areas, baseline data are not available, which makes the setting
of a target little more than guesswork. One of the clearest examples is the lack of
agreed-upon data on the availability of illegal drugs. We are working with ONDCP
to address this issue. We are also taking steps to obtain baseline data in several
other areas, such as the number of communities implementing community policing.
But there is a long way to go.

Performance is heavily influenced by factors external to the Department of Jus-
tice. Outcome data, although important, will not demonstrate the extent to which
the activities undertaken by the Department have, in fact, contributed to the out-
comes achieved. To establish these relationships, more systematic evaluation is re-
quired to ascertain just what has caused the particular outcome and why.

Question. Based on your fiscal year 1999 performance plan, do you see any need
for any substantive revisions in your strategic plan issued on September 30, 19977

Answer. No. Our strategic plan provided a solid foundation for our fiscal year
1999 performance plan and budget request. Each of our annual performance goals
relates directly to a long-range goal set forth in the strategic plan.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR TED STEVENS
IMMIGRANT TRAFFIC BETWEEN ALASKA AND ASIA

Question. In my judgment, the Department has failed to recognize the increased
traffic of immigrants between Alaska and Asia, especially eastern Russia. More and
more Alaskans are complaining about the lack of Immigration and Naturalization
Service personnel and resources necessary to support an efficient immigration proc-
ess between Alaska and Russia. What will the Department do to address these con-
cerns?

Answer. Traffic between Russia and Alaska consists mainly of international
flights which are inspected by INS personnel in Anchorage, Alaska. Alaska Airlines
has weekly service between Vladivostok and Anchorage while the Russian airline,
Aeroflot, has charter flights from various points of origin during the summer
months. There are also occasional ship inspections, which are handled by our An-
chorage office. There have been, to our knowledge, no undue delays in the inspec-
tions. Currently, INS has 65 personnel working in Alaska—up 55 percent from fiscal
year 1993. The District Director in Anchorage recently traveled to Fairbanks to ex-
plore the possibility of acquiring space for a future position in that city. At the
present time we are unaware of a need for additional resources in Alaska.

INDIAN COUNTRY IN ALASKA

Question. The administration now recognizes 227 Alaskan villages as tribes. The
question of whether Indian Country exists in Alaska is presently before the Su-
preme Court. However, without regard to the Indian Country issue there exists a
large problem involving law enforcement and judicial processes in these villages. I
am currently working with Alaska’s governor and the state legislature to develop
a program to provide these communities with improved law enforcement services
and better judicial processes. Will you, as Attorney General, appoint a representa-
tive from the Department of Justice to join us in the planning and implementation
of this program?

Domestic violence and child abuse are major problems in Alaska’s rural commu-
nities. Any successful program must recognize and provide resources to combat
these problems. These areas are not exclusively native. The rights of non-native
Alaskans and non-citizen immigrants must be considered in all stages of law en-
forcement and throughout the judicial process. I believe that a cooperative program
by Alaska and the Department is the best vehicle for addressing these issues. Could
we arrange a meeting with the Attorney General, the Governor of Alaska and the
Congressional Delegation to discuss the Department’s participation in this program?

Answer. On February 25, 1998, the Supreme Court held in State of Alaska v. Na-
tive Village of Venetie Tribal Government that the fee lands provided by the Alaska
Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA), 43 U.S.C. §1601 et seq., did not constitute
Indian country pursuant to 18 U.S.C. 1151. In the wake of Venetie, therefore, the
State has certain regulatory authorities over ANCSA lands, which it would not have
if those lands were Indian country. The Supreme Court did not address, however,
whether there are other sources of governmental authority for Native villages that
are not limited to Indian country. The Department’s preliminary view is that a Na-
tive village retains sovereign authority over its members even if the village does not
possess land that qualifies as Indian country.t

Whether or not Native villages retain law enforcement authority and adjudicatory
jurisdiction after Venetie, we must all work to improve delivery of law enforcement
and judicial services to Native villages. I commend your efforts to improve these
vital services, and the Department would be pleased to assist you in these efforts.
To this end, I am appointing Thomas LeClaire, Director of the Office of Tribal Jus-
tice, to work with you in developing and implementing this important program.

In addition, you have inquired about the creation of a Federal-State partnership
to address domestic violence and child abuse in Alaska’s rural communities. Family
violence has a tremendous impact on the growth and spread of crime. A child that
observes domestic violence grows up to accept violence as a normal part of life and
is more likely to become an abuser or an abuse victim. As a society we must take
the position that family violence will not be tolerated. I would be happy to meet

1The State of Alaska appears to have taken a similar position. In its brief before the Supreme
Court in Venetie, the State noted that: “Generally speaking, Indian tribes may govern their own
internal affairs, and thus may ‘punish tribal offenders,” ‘determine tribal membership,” ‘regulate
domestic relations,” and ‘prescribe rules for inheritance for members’ * * *. Tribal jurisdiction
to regulate land and the activities of non-members, however, turns on whether the tribes occupy
Indian country.” Brief for Petitioner at 12-13 n.8.
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with the State Attorney General, the Governor of Alaska and the Alaska Congres-
sional Delegation to discuss a possible partnership to address family violence in
Alaska’s rural communities. Because we will need to work closely with Native vil-
lages in this effort, I encourage you to include a representative of the Native villages
in planning for this partnership.

RURAL DRUG ENFORCEMENT

Question. Alaska benefits from a cooperative federal-state program addressing
drug abuse in our major urban centers. However, the need for help is even greater
in our rural areas, where unemployment rates often exceed 75 percent. High unem-
ployment contributes to the disproportionate impact drugs have on Alaska’s rural
communities. What can the Department do to help Alaska and its rural commu-
nities overcome these challenges and reduce the availability of drugs in these areas?

Answer. I agree that drug trafficking has a devastating impact on our nation’s
smaller cities and rural areas. We are committed to enhancing federal drug law en-
forcement resources statewide in order to combat this growing threat. As such, DEA
is in the process of developing an enforcement program that will provide the resi-
dents of smaller cities and towns in Alaska the increased Federal drug law re-
sources that have proven to be effective in larger metropolitan areas across the
country.

DEA currently helps to reduce the availability of drugs in rural Alaska by work-
ing aggressively to reduce the supply of drugs statewide. Anchorage, Alaska is the
state’s largest metropolitan area (population 257,000) and is the principal source
city and drug distribution center for the state. Supplies and trends observed in the
greater Anchorage area are directly correlated to the trends and types of drugs seen
throughout the state and in the more remote outlying cities and villages. Therefore,
efforts aimed at reducing the supply of drugs in Anchorage have a “ripple” effect
on the rest of the state and ultimately help to lessen the availability of drugs in
rural locales.

DEA’s Anchorage Resident Office (ARO) is responsible both for reducing the sup-
ply of drugs entering Anchorage and for the State of Alaska as a whole. The ARO
has an on-board staffing level of 14, which includes 1 Resident Agent in Charge,
4 special agents, 5 task force agents and 4 support/contract employees.

DEA is also already integrally involved in several cooperative efforts with our fed-
eral, state, and local counterparts to diminish the impact of drugs in both urban
and rural areas in Alaska. For example:

In November of 1996, the DEA’s ARO agreed to become an active member of the
Anchorage FBI's Safe Street Initiative under the title of Interagency Community
Enforcement and Criminal Apprehension Program. This multi-agency initiative, con-
sisting of numerous federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies in the An-
chorage area, continues to focus its combined efforts and resources to investigate in-
dividuals and gangs involved in aggravated crimes of violence and drug trafficking.
This violence and drug trafficking radiates outwards from metropolitan Alaska to
the smaller communities throughout the state.

Since January of 1996, the ARO assigned a DEA special agent on a full-time basis
to the Alaska State Trooper’s Statewide Drug Enforcement’s Airport Interdiction
Unit at Anchorage International Airport. Anchorage International Airport is a
unique entity as it is considered a focal or “choke” point for persons entering or leav-
ing Alaska. Therefore, the vast majority of drugs in urban and rural Alaska will
have passed through the airport, either arriving or being transported out to the
other more distant and remote consumer areas such as Fairbanks, Juneau, Homer,
and Ketchikan. Consequently, the ARO considers the Airport Interdiction Unit to
be an extremely valuable investigative tool and will continue to develop cases initi-
ated by this unit.

These cooperative efforts have met with considerable success and have had a sig-
nificant impact on drug trafficking and related violence in Alaska’s urban and rural
communities. Some significant accomplishments follow.

—In September of 1996, the Fairbanks Police Department (FPD) contacted DEA’s
ARO and emphasized the dramatic increase of illegal street level trafficking of
“crack” and associated problems of violence in their area. FPD also requested
DEA’s direct involvement, assistance, and expertise in dealing with the situa-
tion. In close cooperation, ARO and FPD began an intensive investigation which
eventually led to the execution of 13 search warrants and the arrest of 34 indi-
viduals. To date, all defendants have been formally charged in state court. The
investigation received much media attention statewide, and has had a consider-
able impact on the local “crack” cocaine traffickers and the violence they caused.
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—In June 1997, a cooperative DEA and Anchorage Police Department (APD) in-
vestigation into the marijuana cultivation activities of Raymond Sorenson cul-
minated in the seizure of marijuana from three separate rural grow sites owned
by Sorenson. Sorenson was arrested and charged in Federal Court in Anchorage
and his marijuana proceeds valued at approximately $600,000 were seized by
the government.

The DEA will continue to help the entire state of Alaska combat the scourge of
drugs by providing quality training to its federal, state, and local counterparts. For
example, the ARO has been contacted by several state and local law enforcement
agencies throughout the State of Alaska to provide basic narcotic officer training,
as well as asset forfeiture training. The United States Attorney’s Office conducted
an asset forfeiture school in Anchorage in November of 1997. In addition, a two-
week basic drug investigators school is scheduled at Anchorage for May of 1998.

DEA’s Mobile Enforcement Team (MET) program is also available for use by state
and local law enforcement authorities in addressing the issue of drug-related violent
crime. The MET program was initiated in 1995 in response to the growing problem
of drug-related violence that plagues neighborhoods and communities throughout
our nation. The MET program represents the most ambitious domestic enforcement
program that DEA has ever undertaken to attack drug-related violence in America.

At the request of a police chief, sheriff, or district attorney, a MET (composed of
8 to 12 DEA special agents) works in concert with local police to dislodge violent
drug offenders from the community. It is DEA’s goal to ensure that the state and
local officials requesting the MET deployment feel completely comfortable in inviting
the agency into their community.

DEA’s Seattle Division Office currently has a MET stationed within the division
for use by state and local law enforcement in the State of Alaska. The Special Agent
in Charge of DEA’s Seattle Division will, in upcoming weeks, contact law enforce-
ment authorities in Alaska to reinforce the availability of this important enforce-
ment resource.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI
MEXICO DRUG CERTIFICATION PROCESS

Question. Attorney General Reno, the Administration is expected to announce this
week that it has again certified that Mexico is fully cooperating in the drug war.
Whether Mexico truly deserves certification this year is an open question. Another
open question is whether the certification process itself needs to be altered or dis-
carded altogether.

Could you provide the Committee with an idea of how the Justice Department
works with the State Department as it reaches its decision to recommend that the
President certify a particular country?

Answer. The Department of Justice provides factual information and assessments
to Administration personnel regarding the cooperation, or lack thereof, and compli-
ance with the goals and objectives of the United Nations Convention Against Illicit
Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Substances, of the major drug producing
and drug transit countries identified by the President; in 1997, there were 30 such
countries. Pursuant to the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 as amended, the State
Department requests relevant information from all pertinent Departments regard-
ing counterdrug cooperation and efforts. The Department of Justice, from our per-
spective, provided an assessment of: efficacy of narcotics laws and enforcement, in-
cluding legislative initiatives and bilateral law enforcement cooperation; extradition;
mutual legal assistance; money laundering and asset forfeiture; control of precursor
and essential chemicals; maritime cooperation; political and official corruption; and
political will.

Question. What role do the U.S. law enforcement agencies play in the certification
process? Could you please describe how these agencies participate in the certifi-
cation process, and how they interact with each other, as well as the various offices
at the State Department?

Answer. DEA and FBI support the annual certification process by preparing coun-
try briefings on the major drug producing and transit countries. These agencies also
provide assessments of narcotics enforcement; money laundering and asset forfeit-
ure; control of precursor and essential chemicals; maritime cooperation; official and
political corruption; and political will.

Question. How many man-hours did the Justice Department spend this year on
t}flfg 1V(I)exico certification decision? Would you please break that down by agency and
office?
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Answer. The Department does not keep a record of this kind of information and
therefore we cannot quantify with precision the number of hours Department per-
sonnel dedicated to the certification process. We view the certification process as a
year-round activity in which we work in close cooperation with our international
counterparts to establish goals and work together toward achieving them. From our
perspective, our bilateral cooperation relationship with Mexico in the area of drug
law enforcement remains a work in progress. Our goal is to eliminate any remaining
obstacles to law enforcement cooperation with Mexico in recognition of the threat
posed to the national security of both countries and the international community.

Question. What are your views on the best way to improve the certification proc-
ess? Is the process fatally flawed, or can you offer Congress a way to fix it?

Answer. The annual certification process is required by federal statute and can
only be altered through the legislative process. The U.S. is exploring other avenues
to achieve multilateral counterdrug cooperation, including a monitoring and evalua-
tion system the Administration and its regional partners in the Organization of
American States (OAS) have proposed. The objective of this multilateral system is
to enhance cooperation among our hemispheric partners against drug trafficking,
use, and their consequences.

Question. Do you support the notion of a multi-lateral drug treaty for the western
hemisphere? If so, would the treaty involve supply reduction, demand reduction, or
both? How would such a treaty be enforced?

Answer. The transnational nature of the drug threat requires a multilateral re-
sponse, and therefore, the Department of Justice supports the development of a
multilateral counterdrug evaluation mechanism in this hemisphere. Building on the
1994 Summit of the Americas, the United States and its regional partners in the
OAS have proposed a framework for enhanced multilateral counterdrug cooperation.
The Administration expects to advance this concept of monitoring and evaluation at
the April 1998 Summit in Santiago, Chile.

Question. 1 have been one of the Members of Congress pushing for the United
States to aggressively pursue the extradition of drug lords so that they can be pros-
ecuted to the full extent of the law. You state that in 1997 Mexico extradited 30
individuals to the United States for drug-related crimes. How many of these 30 were
Mexican nationals? What were the countries of origin for the remaining persons?

Answer. A total of 23 fugitives for whom extradition was sought by the U.S. were
surrendered by Mexico in 1997. Eight of them (seven extraditees and one expelled
fugitive) were for drug-related offenses. Of the 23 fugitives surrendered, there were
three Cubans, two Canadians, one British, one Israeli, and 16 U.S. citizens. No
Mexican citizen was physically surrendered through the extradition process in 1997,
although 10 Mexican nationals (from a total of 14 persons) were found extraditable
in 1997, by the Government of Mexico. These 10 cases and a case of one other Mexi-
can fugitive found extraditable in 1995 are now pending appeals or resolution of
their Mexican charges. Five of those found extraditable in 1997, and the one found
extraditable in 1995, are sought in the U.S. on drug trafficking charges. Two other
significant Mexican traffickers, Florencio Blanco-Meza and Arturo Paez-Martinez,
have been arrested for purposes of extradition to the U.S. One Mexican national has
already been extradited in 1998, on sexual assault charges.

Question. What are the current plans for the extradition of foreign nationals this
year? Could you give us the status of these proceedings to date?

Answer. The U.S. Government has approximately 120 active provisional arrest
and extradition requests pending in Mexico. So far in 1998, Mexico has extradited
three fugitives to the U.S.: a U.S. citizen on drug charges, a Spanish citizen for bank
fraud, and a Mexican national for crimes of sexual assault on minors. They also ex-
pelled to the U.S. a U.S. citizen on bank (armored car) larceny charges. In Novem-
ber 1997, the U.S. and Mexico negotiated a protocol to their bilateral extradition
treaty to authorize the temporary surrender of persons for trial purposes and their
return after prosecution to complete the process or sentence against them in the
country of their initial arrest. The protocol, although signed, has not yet been rati-

fied.
COUNTERTERRORISM TECHNOLOGY R&D

Question. With the leadership of our distinguished Chairman, Senator Gregg, this
Subcommittee began a significant counterterrorism initiative in the 1997 bill. These
initiatives were greatly expanded for fiscal year 1998.

The 1998 Commerce, Justice, State, and the Judiciary Appropriations bill estab-
lished a Counterterrorism Fund, providing $52.7 million for several initiatives. The
Fund included $11.5 million to undertake a counterterrorism technology research
and development program. The Subcommittee provided $1 million for the Attorney
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General, in consultation with other federal agencies, to develop a five-year, inter-
departmental counterterrorism and technology crime plan.

Ms. Reno, can you provide the Subcommittee with a status report on the develop-
ment of the counterterrorism and technology crime plan funded through the 1998
Commerce, Justice, State and the Judiciary Appropriations bill?

Answer. The Conference Committee Report accompanying the 1998 Justice Appro-
priations Act requires the Department of Justice to develop an interdepartmental
Counterterrorism and Technology Five Year Plan by December 31, 1998. In re-
sponse to this Congressional directive, representatives from the Department and the
Federal Bureau of Investigation developed an ambitious 13-page outline of issues to
be addressed in the final Five Year Plan. This outline has been circulated to other
agencies with key counter-terrorism responsibilities and their comments have been
incorporated into the outline.

A projected work plan has also been developed to assist the Department in meet-
ing the deadline of December 31, 1998 for submission of the final Plan to Congress.
In order to ensure the maximum amount of interdepartmental participation in the
development of the Five Year Plan, a Core Agency Group, consisting of high ranking
representatives of 15 other federal agencies which have various counter-terrorism
responsibilities within the government, has been established to help develop the
Plan. The Core Agency Group had its first meeting on March 5, 1998. Each agency
was asked to complete a lengthy questionnaire soliciting information about current
and anticipated programs, training, research and development projects, and pro-
jected resource needs in order to fight the perceived terrorist threat over the next
five years. Responses to the questionnaire will form the basis of a discussion paper
for use by specialized working groups to be constituted from experts identified with-
in the Core Agencies.

The working groups will meet during the spring to address major areas of con-
cern, such as crisis management, consequence management, cyber-terrorism, infor-
mation sharing and intelligence, critical technologies/research and development. The
working group discussions and recommendations will form the basis for developing
an interim Plan that will be circulated to state and local officials, academic experts
and experts in the private sector for review and discussion during the summer. The
drafting of the final Five Year Plan will, therefore, reflect consultation with the
major federal agency participants in efforts to combat terrorism as well as consulta-
tion with affected state and local representatives, and experts from academia and
the private sector. As a result, the Department expects that the final Plan will be
a truly comprehensive one.

Question. Has the Department submitted a prospectus with estimated time lines
and major milestones for completion of this plan to the Committees as was re-
quested by February 1?

Answer. The Department has submitted to the Committees the 13-page outline
as well as an organizational chart and a chart of key dates and milestones for com-
pletion of specific phases of the project through submission of the Five Year Plan
to the Committees.

Question. Do you anticipate consulting with Congress as this plan is developed?
Would you expect to complete this plan by the end of this calendar year as directed
by the Appropriations Subcommittees?

Answer. The Department recognizes the great interest that Congress has in the
development of the Five Year Plan. Understanding this interest, the Department
has been consulting with members of the Congressional Subcommittees, as well as
with staff members of each subcommittee, in creating the outline for the Plan and
discussing the proposed development of the Plan from that outline. The Department
anticipates additional consultation with Congress as the Plan develops during the
next several months at the working group level. The Department has developed the
organizational plan and the work plan with the expectation that the final Plan will
be completed and submitted to Congress by December 31, 1998. The breadth of the
outline, as well as the directive to create a plan that is truly interdepartmental in
nature, however, demonstrates that the project is an extremely ambitious one.

The Department is committed to working to complete the Plan and submit it to
Congress by the end of this calendar year; the scope of the project and the amount
of interagency coordination required to finalize a comprehensive Five Year Plan may
make that deadline a challenging one to meet. We will advise the Subcommittees,
as the project progresses during the next several months and as the various expert
working groups meet to develop their recommendations, as to any necessary adjust-
ments to the present timetable.

Question. How much is requested in the President’s fiscal year 1999 budget for
the Department of Justice to continue counterterrorism initiatives?
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How does this compare to the funding provided for these programs in fiscal year
19987 Could you provide these estimates by agency and program?

Answer. The Department’s fiscal year 1998 budget includes $652 million related
to counterterrorism/antiterrorism efforts, including prevention, investigation, pros-
ecution, detention, and incarceration. This level reflects recent counterterrorism en-
hancements received in 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998, as well as prorated segments
of agency program resources related to, or supporting, counterterrorism activities.
In 1999, the Department’s counterterrorism-related resources total $666 million. At-
tached is a chart that breaks out these resource levels, by agency and by function.

In addition, the following identifies the $60.3 million in specific agency program
enhancements requested in the 1999 budget related to counterterrorism and threats
to the nation’s critical infrastructure/cybercrime, as well as the current 1998 fund-
ing for these programs:

Counterterrorism/cybercrime initiative

The United States relies heavily upon its interconnected telecommunications and
automated information systems for basic services such as energy, banking/finance,
transportation, and defense. Any broadly successful effort by an individual, group,
or country to disrupt, destroy, or deny access to the National Information Infrastruc-
ture (NII) could result in serious economic, defense, national security consequences.
This threat is heightened by the increasing number of incidents of computer intru-
sions by individuals who, although possessing limited resources, have demonstrated
the capability to compromise sensitive computer and telecommunications networks
extensively.

1999 COUNTERTERRORISM AND CYBERCRIME INITIATIVE BY COMPONENT

Agents/Attor-

Positions neys Amount
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) 133 (75)  $22,019,000
Criminal Division (CRM) ....oooovveereereereenee 17 (13) 1,552,000
Attorney General’s Counterterrorism Fund (CTF) ..o ceeerrieiiieiee et 36,703,000
TOAl oot 150 (88) 60,274,000

CURRENT 1998 COMPONENT CYBERCRIME PROGRAM RESOURCES
- Agents/Attor-

Positions neys Amount
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) 167 (99)  $23,909,000
Criminal Division (CRM) 21 (16) 2,345,000
Attorney General’s Counterterrorism FUN (CTF) L o.ooovviiiiiiiiiis eereevveiiies cvvrteveseninnins ceevaesssinsesenns
TOAl oot 188 (115) 26,254,000

10f the $52.7 million provided within the CTF in 1998, $20 million is to be used for reimbursing Departmental compo-
nents for extraordinary costs incurred in support of efforts to counter, investigate, or prosecute terrorism, and to restore
the operational capabilities of offices destroyed or damaged by terrorist acts. The remaining $32.7 million in 1998 funds
will be used as follows: $1 million to develop a comprehensive intergovernmental counterterrorism and technology strat-
egy, $10.5 million for counterterrorism research and development, $16 million for State and local first responder training
and equipment, and $5.2 million for State and local bomb technician training at FBI's Hazardous Devices School.

The Department’s 1999 budget includes $60.3 million in additional funding for
counterterrorism/cybercrime for the following:

Cybercrime and Counterterrorism Investigations.—The FBI’s request includes 124
positions (75 agents) and $11.6 million to establish six additional Computer Crime
Squads in Atlanta, Boston, Charlotte, Miami, Minneapolis, and Seattle.

Cybercrime/ Counterterrorism Coordination, Threat Assessment, and Early Warn-
ing.—The FBIs request includes 9 positions and $10.4 million in additional re-
sources for the National Information Protection Center (NIPC), formally the Com-

uter Investigations and Infrastructure Threat Assessment Center. Of this amount,
54.6 million is to conduct infrastructure vulnerability assessments and $4.3 million
is to develop a comprehensive Early Warning System. In addition, the request in-
cludes funding for training, Computer Crime Squad equipment, and staff to expand
the operations of the Watch and Threat Analysis Unit.



50

Legal/Technical Challenges.—The Criminal Division’s request includes 17 posi-
tions (13 attorneys) and $1.6 million for the Computer Crime and Intellectual Prop-
erty Section (CCIPS) to keep pace with the rapidly changing legal and technological
environment associated with cybercrime cases. The Criminal Division plays a criti-
cal role in the federal effort to protect critical infrastructure, secure lawful use of
the Internet, and respond to information warfare. The Division provides advice to
and coordinates federal efforts with state, local and foreign governments.

Implementation of the Recommendation of the President’s Commission on Critical
Infrastructure Protection.—The Attorney General’s Counterterrorism Fund request
includes $36.7 million, including $33.6 million to implement the recommendations
of the President’s Commission on Critical Infrastructure Protection, including fund-
ing for the expansion of the NIPC and $3.1 to ensure the continuance of essential
DOJ/FBI functions during an emergency.

In addition to the requested enhancement, the Counterterrorism Fund includes
$16 million in recurred funding to continue efforts to equip and train state and local
first responders to terrorist incidents.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE COUNTERTERRORISM RESOURCES

[In millions of dollars]

Counterterrorism/antiterrorism by fiscal year

Agency/component 1996 1997 1998 1999
budget budget enacted request

Federal Bureau of Investigation:

Law enforcement and investigative activities ............. 188 271 348 321
Preparing for and responding to terrorist acts ........... 84 82 102 108
Physical security of government facilities and em-

PIOYEES oottt 5 9 8 8
Physical protection of national populace and national

infrastructure 5 15 20 42
Research and development 2 4 4 4

Subtatal, FBI ..o 284 387 482 489

United States Attorneys:!
Law enforcement and investigative activities ............. 15 15 15 15
Preparing for and responding to terrorist acts ... s s s
Physical security of government facilities and em-

PIOYEES .oveveeereceeveetee ettt 10 14 14 14
Physical protection of national populace and national

infrastructure
Research and development

Subtotal, USA ... 25 29 29 29

Drug Enforcement Administration:

Law enforcement and investigative activities
Preparing for and responding to terrorist acts .. .
Physical security of government facilities and em-

PIOYEES ooeeeereeeeee ettt ene eesestnsnenens 5 2 2
Physical protection of national populace and national

INTTASTIUCTUTE oeoeeee e eretceieies cevevietiesies ceevieviesesies seeveesissesins seevesesaesas
Research and developmENt .........cooiieeieicicicieiies crtvirieiies s et oererenenas

Subtotal, DEA ... e 5 2 2

Immigration and Naturalization Service:
Law enforcement and investigative activities ............ 1 5 6 9
Preparing for and responding to terrorist actS ... v e e e
Physical security of government facilities and em-
PIOYEES ..ttt eteretenetines aeeevisesines eveseteneens avesaesesaesnes
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE COUNTERTERRORISM RESOURCES—Continued

[In millions of dollars]

Counterterrorism/antiterrorism by fiscal year

Agency/component 1996 1997 1998 1999
budget budget enacted request

Physical protection of national populace and national
infrastructure
Research and development

Subtotal, INS ... 1 5 6 9

United States Marshals Service:
Law enforcement and investigative activities .............
Preparing for and responding to terrorist acts ...........
Physical security of government facilities and em-

PIOYEES oottt 31 25 25 25
Physical protection of national populace and national

infrastructure
Research and development

Subtotal, USMS ... 31 25 25 25

Federal Prison System:
Law enforcement and investigative activities
Preparing for and responding to terrorist acts
Physical security of government facilities and em-

PIOYEES ..ottt evvnetineiine aeeesiserines evesereneens avesaesesaesnes
Physical protection of national populace and national

infrastructure ................. 12 11 16 20
Research and development ..........coooimirinririnnins o i et esteesenaenens

Subtotal, Federal Prison System ..........cccccoovveernne. 12 11 16 20

Tax Division:
Law enforcement and investigative activities ............. 1 1 1 1
Preparing for and responding to terrorist acts ... v e e e
Physical security of government facilities and em-

PIOYEES ooveveeececectctetee ettt nes seveneenenies seeveesienienins seeveeseenienins seeveeresesas
Physical protection of national populace and national

infrastructure
Research and development

Subtotal, TAX oo 1 1 1 1
Criminal Division:

Law enforcement and investigative activities ............. 6 8 9 10
Preparing for and responding to terrorist acts ....... .o 1 1 1
Physical security of government facilities and em-

ployees 1 1 1 1
Physical protection of national populace and national

INFRASITUCTUTE oo cetvntnrinine oevteesesteniss fenesessnssnes

Research and development

Subtotal, CRM ..o 7 10 11 12

Civil Division:
Law enforcement and investigative activities ... . 1 1 1 1
Preparing for and responding to terrorist acts ... cocviiies e e e
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE COUNTERTERRORISM RESOURCES—Continued

[In millions of dollars]

Counterterrorism/antiterrorism by fiscal year

Agency/component 1996 1997 1998 1999
budget budget enacted request
Physical security of government facilities and em-
PIOYEES .ovoveeeeecectctctes sttt stes s sssnes sevesinsnnies seeviesiesenins seevessienenins seeseesesenans
Physical protection of national populace and national
INFTASTTUCTUTE ooeeiec e cvvrtnniinsiee sevtensnstenss foessessnsanes
Research and development ..........ccovivicicciiciis cveereieiies e s

Subtotal, Civil

Community Relations Service:
Law enforcement and investigative activities
Preparing for and responding to terrorist acts
Physical security of government facilities and em-

PIOYEES ..ot evereteneiinee aeeeresaesines evesereneens etesaesesaesnes
Physical protection of national populace and national

infrastructure
Research and development

Subtotal, CRS

Office of Justice Programs:
Law enforcement and investigative activities
Preparing for and responding to terrorist acts
Physical security of government facilities and em-

PIOYEES .ottt esenes sresenenenies sresesenenies sressesienenies sresesesiesis
Physical protection of national populace and national

infrastructure
Research and development

Subtotal, OJP

Office of Intelligence Policy and Review:

Law enforcement and investigative activities ............. 3 4 4 4
Preparing for and responding to terrorist aCtS ... i e e e
Physical security of government facilities and em-

PIOYEES .-eeeereeeeeee ettt ens eeesteenntine esteesentinnne esteesestenens feeeestenenanes
Physical protection of national populace and national

infrastructure
Research and development

Subtotal, OIPR .......cccooviiiriicriserssecinees 3 4 4 4

Executive Office for Immigration Review:

Law enforcement and investigative activities ... cocoviiiies e e e
Preparing for and responding to terrorist acts ....... ..o 1 1 1
Physical security of government facilities and em-

PIOYBES .oveveeerececectctee ettt stes s nes sevesnsnnies seeveesinsenins seeveesiesenins seeseeseseesans
Physical protection of national populace and national

infrastructure
Research and development

Subtotal, EOIR ... e 1 1 1
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE COUNTERTERRORISM RESOURCES—Continued

[In millions of dollars]

Counterterrorism/antiterrorism by fiscal year

Agency/component 1996 1997 1998 1999
budget budget enacted request
Counterterrorism Fund:
Law enforcement and investigative activities ............ 14 24 16 .
Preparing for and responding to terrorist acts ........... 2 2 23 16
Physical security of government facilities and em-
PIOYEES ooveeereececeeteete ettt 1 2 1 3
Physical protection of national populace and national
INfrastructure ..o 1 1 1 34
Research and development ..........ccocvrnminriniinns v e 12
Subtatal, CTF ..o 18 29 53 53

JMD-Security and Emer. Planning Staff:
Law enforcement and investigative activities ... ocvvciriies v i s

Preparing for and responding to terrorist acts ........... 2 3 1 2
Physical security of government facilities and em-

PIOYEES ooveveceeecectctctee ettt ssenes sevenenenies sevesienenins seeveesienenins seeseesesesas
Physical protection of national populace and national

infrastructure 1 1 1 1

Research and development

Subtotal, JMD-SEPS .......cccooiceieecereens 3 4 2 3

Total, Department of Justice .......ccocoevvvvvvvrrrennne. 386 529 652 666

LAII U.S. Attorney figures are for specific CT enhancements received. Figures do not include pro-rated base estimates.
Fiscal year 1999 level does not include the USA’s request for Cybercrime, which will primarily be used to enhance USA’s
prosecution efforts in such areas as child exploitation/child pornography and more traditional computer-assisted or related
crime.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE COUNTERTERRORISM/ANTITERRORISM RESOURCES

[Budget authority in millions of dollars]

Fiscal year—
Agency/component
1996 1997 1998 1999

Federal Bureau of Investigation 284 387 432 439
United States Attorneys ............... 25 29 29 29
Drug Enforcement Administration ....... 5 2 2
Immigration and Naturalization Service . . 1 5 6 9
United States Marshals Service! ........ . 31 25 25 25
Federal Prison System ................. 12 11 16 20
Tax Division 1 1 1 1
Criminal Division 7 10 11 12
Civil Division .........ccce..... 1 1 1 1
Office of Justice Programs 17 19 17
Office of Intelligence Policy and Review ... 3 4 4 4
Executive Office for Immigration REVIEW .....ccccovvvvvvvciviviiins e 1 1 1
Counterterrorism Fund ........cccocvevverrennnes 18 29 53 53
JMD-Security and Emer. Planning Staff 3 4 2 3

Total, Department of Justice .......ccccocervnrrrmrvrirnnne 386 529 652 666

LUSMS figures do not include physical security of U.S. Courthouses related to funding provided to USMS from the Judi-
ciary Branch Appropriation.
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FIRST RESPONDER TRAINING

Question. With the leadership of our distinguished chairman, Senator Gregg, this
subcommittee began a significant counter-terrorism initiative in the 1997 bill. These
initiatives were greatly expanded for fiscal year 1998, again with strong leadership
by our Chairman. The 1998 Commerce, State, Justice and the Judiciary Appropria-
tions bill established a Counter-terrorism Fund, providing $52.76 million for several
initiatives. The Fund included $21.2 million to improve State and Local Response
Capabilities in cases of possible chemical or biological agents or explosive devices.
This would be achieved through the purchase of equipment and gear for first re-
sponder training efforts by experts in the field.

What is the department doing to fully utilize facilities and expertise in First Re-
sponder Training for Weapons of Mass Destruction?

How do you envision this initiative getting some practical results—in other words,
getting training out to the field so that our law enforcement agencies have the abil-
ity to respond to terrorists incidents if called upon?

Answer. In 1998, Congress provided $21,200,000 in the Counterterrorism Fund to
improve state and local response capabilities in case of possible chemical or biologi-
cal agents or explosive devices. Of this amount, $5,200,000 was provided for the
FBI’s Hazardous Devices School at Redstone Arsenal, Hunstville, Alabama. These
funds will be used for the expansion and renovation of the Hazardous Devices
School, which will allow the FBI to double the number of bomb technicians trained
each year for improvised explosives and WMD matters. In addition, the funding will
provide certain items and articles of equipment for response to improvised explosive
devices by bomb squads, including Percussion Actuated Nonelectric disrupters, ro-
bots, and reference materials.

Congress also provided $16,000,000 in the Counterterrorism Fund for first re-
sponder equipment and training, specifically: (1) $12,000,000 to provide grants for
acquisition of terrorism-related equipment for state and local agencies; (2)
$2,000,000 for support operations of the state and local training center for First Re-
sponders at Fort McClellan, Alabama; and (3) $2,000,000 for operations of a similar
training center at the New Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology. On March
26, 1998, I signed a memorandum delegating responsibility for these programs to
the Assistant Attorney General, Office of Justice Programs.

OJP’s long history and experience working with state and local jurisdictions pro-
vides the knowledge and infrastructure to effectively and efficiently administer
these programs. OJP will work extensively with the FBI in curriculum development
and determining state and local requirements for the equipment program. OJP will
also coordinate its efforts with OJP’s National Institute of Justice’s Office of Science
and Technology and Bureau of Justice Assistance, the Executive Office of National
Security, and other Federal agencies as appropriate.

OJP has a long history of working with state and local agencies to administer and
implement grant programs and has established strong, positive relationships with
these jurisdictions. This, combined with OJP’s proven record of designing and imple-
menting anti-terrorism training for state and local jurisdictions, speaks strongly for
OJP’s ability to administer these initiatives and provide first responders with
hands-on training, technical assistance and the field exercises required to prepare
them to meet the challenges of responding to terrorist acts.

OJP will develop a comprehensive state and local assistance “umbrella” that will
administer the new equipment program and the training initiatives at Fort McClel-
lan, Alabama and at the New Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology, along
with OJP’s current $5 million First Responder Training Program for Fire and Emer-
gency Medical Personnel. This umbrella will provide a focused, responsive, long-
term national capability to execute a comprehensive and highly coordinated first re-
sponder training, test, and exercise program.

OJP’s efforts will also include the utilization of a consortium of universities, re-
search institutions and other facilities that have resources and expertise critical to
the success of any program designed to assist state and local jurisdictions respond
to terrorist acts. Initially, OJP will coordinate efforts with the several university
and research facilities included in the Conference Report. This will further ensure
that appropriated funds are used in a coordinated and complementary manner. Fur-
ther, such a consortium will provide OJP a means to identify and coordinate re-
sources and expertise that exist at other universities and institutions across the na-
tion.

OJP’s existing grant-making infrastructure will enable it to effectively and effi-
ciently develop and implement the equipment acquisition grant program, and will
ensure these funds are obligated as quickly as possible. Such equipment will include
protective gear and detection, decontamination and communications equipment.
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These discretionary grants will be jurisdiction-specific and will be awarded based on
guidelines and criteria being developed by OJP in cooperation with the FBI, which
will consider the equipment needs of fire, emergency medical services, hazardous
materials response teams, and law enforcement. This equipment list is also being
coordinated with the National Fire Academy and the International Association of
Fire Chiefs. OJP will provide necessary technical assistance to the applicant agen-
cies to ensure that the equipment acquired through this program is the most appro-
priate and technologically advanced available. The demand for first responder equip-
ment is tremendous; there are an estimated 3,000,000 to 5,000,000 first responders
working across the Nation.

With respect to the training program under development at Fort McClellan, OJP
is designing an incident management course for fire and command staff as well as
a tactical considerations course for hazardous materials units and emergency medi-
cal personnel. OJP is in the process of determining what personnel should be
trained at the Fort, although first responder training could be appropriate for state
and local law enforcement, firefighters, emergency medical personnel, public works
personnel, and state and local emergency management employees.

OJP is also working with the New Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology,
which already has a training program in place, to establish agreements as to train-
ing curriculums, trainers and trainee groups. Based on its expertise in large-scale
explosives, the Institute is well suited for explosives-related research and oper-
ational bomb-related training for state and local first responder personnel.

SPECIAL IMMIGRANT JUVENILE STATUS

Question. Attorney General Reno, last year this Subcommittee passed minor modi-
fications to the Special Immigrant Juvenile Status provisions located in Section
101(a)(27)(J) of the Immigration and Nationality Act. Those modifications were in-
tended to close a loop-hole in the law whereby individuals who the statute was not
designated to protect were seeking and obtaining coverage.

Can you please update the Subcommittee as to the status of the implementation
of those modifications and whether the new system is working more effectively?

Answer. In April 1997, the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) drafted
and submitted proposed language to amend section 101(a)(27)(J) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (INA).

On November 26, 1997, legislation contained in section 113 of S. 1022, fiscal year
1998 Appropriations Bill, amending the Act was signed by the President.

INS is drafting field instructions for interim implementation of the amendments
to section 101(a)(27)(J) and will issue these instructions shortly.

INS is also in the process of drafting interim regulations with a public comment
period for publication in the Federal Register. INS is aiming to complete the draft-
ing and review of the interim regulations in July 1998. INS will review comments
and draft a final rule for publication in the Federal Register in December 1998.

BORDER PATROL DEPLOYMENT PLAN

Question. Ms. Reno, you state that since you became the Attorney General in
1993, Department of Justice budgets have increased 87 percent as Congress and the
White House have waged the war against crime, illegal drugs, illegal immigration,
youth crime and violence, and most recently, terrorism. Congress has funded dra-
matic increases in the numbers of Border Patrol agents within the Immigration and
Naturalization Service (INS) over the past several years, and has worked with the
Administration to ensure that they are deployed most effectively, even in the less
heavily populated states such as New Mexico.

INS authorized employment has increased from 18,400 positions in fiscal year
1993 to 29,349 in fiscal year 1998. With the additional personnel proposed in the
fiscal year 1999 budget, INS positions would increase by more than 13,000 over a
seven-year period.

How many of the INS positions are Border Patrol positions, and would you pro-
vide the Subcommittee with a breakdown of the number of Border Patrol agents
funded, the number trained and deployed, and where those deployments took place
by region and state?

Answer. In 1993, of the total 18,130 INS positions, 4,863 were Border Patrol posi-
tions. Of the total 28,894 INS positions in 1998, 9,351 (w/enhancements) are Border
Patrol positions. Border Patrol positions consist of agents, administrative support,
radio technicians, mechanics, and other maintenance operations support personnel.
The number of funded Border Patrol agent positions (including pilots) in 1993 were
4,288 and in 1998 the number is 7,947, including the 1,000 new agents. This meets
President Clinton’s goal of 7,000 Border Patrol Agents by fiscal year 1998.
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NEW AGENTS TRAINED AND DEPLOYED BY REGION AND STATE
[Fiscal year 1994-1998 Proposed]

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998

Eastern Region: PUEIO RICO .....ccoceiuiiiicicceiiiiiits ctvveiiiiiis evenniiies evvevenenins sevteneniens aevaesaesaenns
Central Region:

TEXAS cvovereeeeeecteeteseeeee sttt s nene eviesannaenees 328 100 360 625

New Mexico 50 15 31 76 45
Western Region:

AFIZONA oo eseesnene evenannaenis 128 251 228 196

California ....ocoeveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 300 229 428 328 134

Note.—There were no new deployments in fiscal year 1993 by the Border Patrol.

Question. 1 thank you for the work you have done to be sure that the El Paso
sector, which covers New Mexico, receives adequate personnel, and I hope the De-
partment of Justice, and especially INS, will continue to focus on an overall border
strategy, considering the needs of New Mexico and Arizona, as well as the larger
states of Texas and California.

The Committee is currently reviewing the proposed INS deployment plan for fiscal
year 1998. What is the major thrust of the proposed plan, and how do you envision
it as ?a component of an overall southwest border strategy over the next several
years?

Do you think the plan is balanced in its approach to the problems along the bor-
der and to providing southwest border states, including New Mexico, the resources
they need to address these situations?

Answer. The major thrust of the fiscal year 1998 deployments is to target re-
sources to counter the current high priority areas of illegal entry attempts as well
as anticipating shifts in the flow of illegal traffic into previously little-used stretches
of the border including eastern California, New Mexico and the south Texas border.
The overall southwest border strategy for the Border Patrol continues to be gaining
control of the border by concentrating resources in the busiest illegal entry corridors
first. The challenge for the INS over the next several years will be to gain and main-
tain control of the major corridors as neighboring areas experience significant
growth in illegal alien traffic and as smuggling organizations seek new entry routes.
The overall strategy must also include a commitment to providing new resources at
the border ports-of-entry and to stronger enforcement in the interior of the United
States in order to ensure a balanced and comprehensive approach to the prevention
and deterrence of illegal immigration. The National Border Control Strategic Plan
was developed to ensure that all of the Nation’s border is provided with the re-
sources necessary to gain and maintain control of illegal entries into the United
States. The systematic and phased approach in the deployment of significant re-
sources is sound and has proven that significant improvements can occur and will
continue to do so in control of illegal immigration at the border.

There must be a balanced approach to addressing illegal immigration occurring
along the border. A premise of the Border Patrol’s National Strategic Border Control
plan is that every area of the border must be addressed and that every area is an
integral part of the national plan to ensure that the entire border is controlled
against illegal entry. The INS plan is a balanced plan with the appropriate system-
atic deployment of resources to the areas with the highest levels of illegal entries
first and continuing the deployments to other locations has control is gained in
those areas. The New Mexico border has been targeted within the INS plan for addi-
tional resources over the last two years due to the increase in illegal alien traffic
coming from west Texas and eastern Arizona. Operation Rio Grande is also cur-
rently enhancing border enforcement throughout Texas and New Mexico and will
continue to do so as permanent staffing is deployed to these areas in 1998.

Question. Ms. Reno, in the proposed deployment plan, the El Paso sector is slated
for 45 Border Patrol positions, and 6 support positions. The Department indicates
that the majority of the positions are slated for New Mexico, and especially for
checkpoints, including those in Deming and Lordsburg. How many agents and sup-
port positions are specifically envisioned for New Mexico in the current deployment
plan of INS for the Border Patrol?

Answer. The current deployment plan includes 45 Border Patrol agents and 1 sup-
port position to be assigned to stations located within the State of New Mexico. This
new deployment will bring the total number of agents assigned to New Mexico sta-
tions up to 476. This new agent level in New Mexico stations represents 48 percent
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of the total 991 agents assigned to the El Paso Sector. In addition to these new de-
ployments, the Border Patrol currently has Operation Rio Grande underway which
targets enhanced border enforcement along the Texas and New Mexico border. The
INS will be closely monitoring border conditions as this operation progresses and
is prepared to respond if necessary with additional overtime and a detail of agents
to New Mexico border stations.

Question. What is the INS rationale for this level of personnel for New Mexico
out of the 1,000 new agents and additional INS positions that are funded for fiscal
year 1998? Do you think the plan treats New Mexico fairly?

Answer. The National Strategic Plan, developed in 1994, outlines a method by
which INS will regain acceptable levels of control over the border. This is done by
focusing resources in prioritized target areas, and remaining in those areas until
each has reached the desired level of management. This incremental approach to
targeted enforcement has been very successful in areas such as El Paso, Texas and
San Diego, California.

Last year, the Central Region of INS developed a Texas/New Mexico Enforcement
Strategy. The Central Region initiated enforcement efforts in McAllen and Laredo,
Texas (Central Region’s Corridor I area) with the commencement of Operation Rio
Grande. The deployment of enhancements into Central Region is heavy in the Cor-
ridor I area in order to support the Rio Grande strategy. Operation Rio Grande is
working and acceptable levels of control in the Central Regions primary corridor are
on the horizon. New Mexico is part of the Central Region’s enforcement strategy,
and will become the primary target focus of the strategy as acceptable levels of con-
trol are gained, incrementally, inland from the Gulf of Mexico.

The plan is fair to New Mexico, in that, if we do not hold to the strategy and
were to begin diluting our resources, New Mexico would receive more personnel in
the short term, but the long-term impact would be a lack of acceptable control
across the border.

Question. Were this deployment to be completed, how many Border Patrol agents
and INS personnel will be serving in New Mexico, and where would these people
be deployed? Could you justify this allocation based upon caseload factors, areas to
be covered, etc, and provide that information for the hearing record?

Answer. Provided below are the staffing levels anticipated upon the completion of
the 1998 deployments to the Border Patrol stations located in New Mexico:

Border Patrol Agents (includes supervisory personnel)

LiaS CTUCES cvvieeeiieiieeiieeiie ettt et ettt e et e e stee s bt e st e esbeessbeesbeassseenseesnseenssesaseenssannns 127
Alamogordo ... 76
Santa Teresa 127
Deming .......... 83
Lordsburg ..... 34
Albuquerque . 4
Carlsbad ........ 6
Silver City ......cccceeeevveeennn 2
Truth or CONSEQUENCES .......eoviiiiiieiiiiiieete ettt ettt et e sttt sbeeseee e 17

Provided are the staffing levels anticipated upon the completion of the 1998 de-
ployments to the INS offices located in New Mexico:

Investigations

Albuquerque—1 Officer in Charge; 1 Assistant Officer in Charge; and 13 Criminal
Investigators.

Inspections

Albuquerque—1 Immigration Inspector.

Santa Teresa—3 Immigration Inspector.

Columbus—1 Senior Inspector; 1 Special Operations Inspector; 1 Supervisory In-
spector; and 8 Immigration Inspectors.

Detention and Deportation

Albuquerque—1 Deportation Officer and 3 Deportation Enforcement Officers.
Adjudication

Albuquerque—3 District Adjudication Officers.

The goal of the Central Region Strategy and Operation Rio Grande is to positively
impact on the greatest number of people living and working along the border by in-
crementally achieving acceptable levels of control along the entire southwest border.
To achieve the greatest impact, Central Region prioritized high population areas
that were experiencing high levels of illegal immigration. New Mexico is less popu-
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lous than Texas and has fewer large metropolitan areas impacted by the illegal bor-
der crossing problem. The remote nature of New Mexico’s border with Mexico has
deterred the high levels of illegal border activity experienced in the cities of
McAllen, Laredo, and El Paso. As of February 23, 1998, Central Region Border Pa-
trol Stations apprehended a cumulative total of 53,492 illegal aliens. Of these,
217,589, (51.5 percent) were at stations in Corridor I, while 6,278 (11.7 percent) were
apprehended at Border Patrol Stations in New Mexico.

Question. Are you confident that INS will implement this plan as developed in
consultation with the appropriate committees of the Congress?

Answer. The INS has successfully demonstrated over the past four years that the
Border Patrol will deploy the new agents and support as planned. The Service is
confident that with the experiences learned during this time that the implementa-
tion of the 1998 deployments will be successfully accomplished. Due to uncertainties
associated with the constant changes in conditions on the border, it may become
necessary to make adjustments to the proposed plan during the year. However, no
permanent changes to the proposed plan will be made without the prior notification
and approval of the appropriate committees of Congress.

REDEPLOYMENT OF BORDER PATROL AGENTS

Question. Ms. Reno, as part of our action on the 1996 Commerce, Justice, State,
and Judiciary Appropriations bill, Congress assumed the redeployment of 200 Bor-
der Patrol agents from interior offices to the border. I think the rationale is valid
in that Border Patrol agents are highly trained law enforcement personnel who
should be doing the job they are trained to do. However, these Border Patrol agents
also carry out vital work in the interior of our states.

I understand that the Department is currently working on an Integrated Interior
Enforcement Strategy, and that the 1999 budget includes $115 million to support
745 new positions to specifically address illegal immigration in the interior of the
United States.

How does the Department envision the Integrated Interior Enforcement Strategy
helping secure the southwest border?

Answer. A systematic approach to broad-based immigration enforcement through-
out the United States will help reduce incentives for illegal migration and illegal
activities, as well as remove individuals unlawfully present in the country. This will
have two major results: To promote national security, public safety, economic and
social systems security, and preservation of constitutional rights; and to help secure
the border, including the southwest border, by making it more difficult for illegal
migrants to become securely established in the United States, thus making it less
attractive and profitable to attempt illegal entry.

Question. Ms. Reno, do you believe there is a valid role for the Border Patrol in
some of our interior cities? What do you see that role to be?

Answer. The first and foremost enforcement priority for the Border Patrol is con-
trol of our borders, and we are making good progress in that direction. Border Pa-
trol agents have been effective working with INS investigators in the interior of the
country, and INS will continue to use them in a limited, supporting role. The closer
Border Patrol agents are to the immediate border they are charged with protecting,
the more effective they are.

There is no question that interior enforcement operations conducted by uniformed
agents send a message to alien smugglers that there is depth to INS enforcement
efforts. Border Patrol traffic check and transportation check operations are effective
means of locating smuggled loads of aliens and drugs and provide a deterrent effect
at the border. INS investigators are the most effective resource for locating illegal
alien criminals, smugglers and those employed illegally in the interior of the coun-
try.

Question. What is the anticipated schedule for completing the Integrated Interior
Enforcement Strategy? What is the anticipated schedule to implement this plan?

Answer. On September 17, 1997, INS contracted for a study to develop a series
of options to be considered in building an INS Interior Enforcement Strategy. INS
submitted an interim report to Congress on April 6, 1998. Based on the rec-
ommendations of the study, INS will submit a final report on its comprehensive, in-
tegrated interior enforcement strategy. INS expects to complete this task during the
summer of 1998. Implementation of the plan should occur in fiscal year 1999.

LAW ENFORCEMENT IN INDIAN COUNTRY

Question. 1 am pleased to see the Administration’s focus on the law enforcement
situation in Indian Country, and its efforts to have the Bureau of Indian Affairs
(BIA) and the Department of Justice agencies work together on this issue. The De-
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partment of Justice budget highlights a request of $157.5 million in new and redi-
rected funds as part of a joint $182 million initiative with the Department of Inte-
rior and BIA to address the public safety situation on Indian lands.

Ms. Reno, could you please provide the Subcommittee with an analysis of the new

funding in the 1999 budget to be targeted to the Indian Law Enforcement Initiative?

Answer. New funds for this initiative for the Department of Justice total

$51,475,000. In addition, BIA is requesting $25,000,000 in new funding. The Depart-
ment of Justice increases are summarized below:

—$4,657,000 and 50 positions (including 30 agents) for the FBI, to be dedicated
to investigations in Indian Country. To improve the investigation of violent
crime in Indian Country, including homicides, child physical and sexual abuse,
and gang-related criminal activity, the FBI requests positions to implement two
new Safe Trails Task Forces and enhance four current task forces. These addi-
tional positions will be assigned to the Minneapolis, Phoenix/Albuquerque, Salt
Lake City, Oklahoma City, Las Vegas, and Seattle field offices.

—$3,352,000 and 31 positions for full-time Victim/Witness Coordinators to be as-
signed to FBI resident agencies with jurisdiction that includes Indian Country.
The Victim and Witness Protection Act of 1982, Crime Control Act of 1990, and
Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 require the federal
criminal justice system to respond to the needs of crime victims and witnesses.
The 1995 Attorney General Guidelines for Victim and Witness Assistance estab-
lished procedures for implementation of these laws by federal investigative,
prosecutorial and correctional personnel. The Attorney General Guidelines
apply in all FBI cases in which individual victims are adversely affected by
criminal conduct or in which witnesses provide information regarding criminal
activity. The FBI developed a comprehensive plan to implement the Attorney
General Guidelines, which includes a detailed list of duties to be performed by
FBI Victim/Witness Coordinators. While the Victim/Witness Coordinator posi-
tion is primarily a collateral duty in the FBI, increases in violent crime, espe-
cially gang violence, homicides, and crimes against children, dictate that addi-
tional full-time Victim/Witness Coordinators are needed in Indian Country.

—$3,466,000 and 35 positions (including 26 attorneys) in support of the violent
crime programs of the offices of the United States Attorneys with significant
areas of exclusive federal criminal jurisdiction. Federal investigation and pros-
ecution of most felonies in Indian Country cannot be deferred to a local (county
or state) jurisdiction. Federal law enforcement is both the first and the only ave-
nue of protection for the victims of these crimes. Local jurisdiction applies only
when both victim and offender are non-Indians. Like the United States Attor-
ney for the District of Columbia, United States Attorneys in Indian Country are
effectively district attorneys for the citizens in their districts; they have the sole
responsibility for prosecuting all major crimes committed by or against Indians
on the reservations in their districts. Additional positions are needed if the Fed-
eral Government is to make a serious and sustained effort to meet its jurisdic-
tional responsibility to Indian peoples.

—$20,000,000, part of the $95,000,000 request for the Office of Justice Programs,
Juvenile Crime Control and Prevention, Title V At-Risk Children’s Grants Pro-
gram, will be directed to a new juvenile justice prevention and intervention ini-
tiative in Indian Country. Juvenile crime is a growing problem in Indian Coun-
try. This initiative will improve coordination and cooperation among tribal gov-
ernments, federal agencies, and other organizations serving Indian youth by de-
veloping, enhancing, and supporting operations of tribal juvenile justice sys-
tems, targeting alcoholism and substance abuse. It will also focus on reducing
the incidence of crimes against children in Indian Country. Working with tribal
justice systems, programs will be tailored to fit the needs of Indian commu-
nities. Programs could include after-school and tutoring programs; Tribal courts
and Teen Court activities and training; youth shelters; treatment and intensive
supervision services; child abuse and neglect prevention, intervention and treat-
ment services; job readiness and skill building; legal advocacy for Indian youth;
and technical assistance and training, among other activities.

—$10,000,000 of the $85,000,000 requested for a new Drug Testing Initiative in
1999 will be targeted for Indian Country. As used here, the term “drug” in-
cludes alcohol. The Drug Testing Initiative will be a discretionary grant pro-
gram and will provide funding primarily to local units of government and In-
dian tribes for the planning, implementation and enhancement of comprehen-
sive programs of drug testing, drug treatment, and graduated sanctions for indi-
viduals within the criminal justice system. Research has shown that when drug
testing is combined with effective interventions, drug use can be curtailed with-
in the criminal justice population. Further, recent studies demonstrate that
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drug-dependent individuals who receive comprehensive treatment decrease their
drug use, decrease their criminal behavior, increase their employment, improve
their social and interpersonal functioning, and improve their physical health.
Funding would be available to Tribes for planning, implementation, and en-
hancement of comprehensive drug and alcohol treatment programs; training
and technical assistance; and program evaluation.

—$10,000,000 for discretionary grants to assist tribal governments in the develop-
ment, enhancement, and continuing operation of tribal judicial systems. Tribal
courts are an integral part of the criminal justice system in Indian Country, and
have experienced tremendous workload increases in the past few years. This
grant program will assist tribal courts by providing financial and technical as-
sistance for federally-recognized Indian tribal governments for tribal judicial
systems; by providing training for federal, state, and tribal court personnel; and
by promoting cooperation and coordination among tribal justice systems and the
federal and state judiciary systems.

Question. Could you also please provide the Subcommittee with an analysis of the
funds that will be redirected to this initiative from within the Department if that
is indeed the case? From the Department of Interior, and specifically BIA?

Answer. Funds will be redirected from two grant programs within the Department
of Justice for this initiative: the Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS) pro-
gram and the Office of Justice Programs, Correctional Facilities Grants Program.
Redirected funds, totaling $106,000,000, are as follows:

—$52,000,000 of the $711,000,000 requested for the Correctional Facilities Grants
Program in 1999 is targeted for construction and renovation of detention facili-
ties in Indian Country. There are 71 detention facilities in Indian Country, most
of which are in such poor condition that they do not comply with building codes
or professional and Bureau of Indian Affairs standards. These inadequate jail
structures contribute to high suicide rates among Indian detainees. Most Indian
Country jails are extremely crowded, and some Tribes lack facilities altogether
and must transport prisoners to other locations. Since tribal officers usually
transport these prisoners, police availability for other law enforcement functions
is reduced further. Correctional Facilities Grants Program funding is needed to
improve detention in Indian Country by constructing, renovating, and repairing
Indian Country detention facilities.

—$54,000,000 of the $1,420,000,000 requested for the COPS program in 1999 will
promote community policing and will improve law enforcement capability on In-
dian lands. A total of 6 positions and 3 workyears are also requested to admin-
ister this program. As of February 1998, the COPS program has funded over
700 officers in Indian Country. In light of the continuing and pressing need for
additional uniformed officers in Indian Country, the COPS program will expand
its focus on Tribal needs. Grants and cooperative agreements will be for the hir-
ing or rehiring of additional career law enforcement officers for deployment in
community policing, for additional grant projects as authorized by law, and for
other purposes (including the procurement of essential equipment, technology,
and training) directly enhancing the capabilities of tribal law enforcement offi-
cers and their agencies.

The funds included in the Initiative by the BIA are new monies requested for fis-
cal year 1999. The BIA will focus the core of its $25,000,000 request on providing
additional trained and equipped law enforcement and detention personnel in Indian
Country in areas not addressed by the Department of Justice (such as BIA-operated
law enforcement programs on reservations). This will allow both agencies to maxi-
mize Federal funds without duplicating services. The BIA will also implement a
change in its budget and line authority in fiscal year 1999 to ensure a professional
law enforcement and detention structure realigned under the Director, Office of Law
Enforcement Services, BIA.

Question. Did the Administration seek the input of the nation’s tribal leaders as
it developed this law enforcement initiative?

Answer. Yes. On August 27, 1997, the President directed the Secretary of the In-
terior and me, working in conjunction with tribal leaders, to analyze law enforce-
ment problems on Indian lands and suggest ways for improving public safety and
criminal justice in Indian Country. To carry out the President’s directive, we formed
an experienced, interdepartmental “Executive Committee for Indian Country Law
Enforcement Improvement.” One third of the 18 Executive Committee members
were tribal leaders who represent diverse interests, cultural backgrounds, and geo-
graphic areas. In addition, at the request of the Executive Committee, U.S. Attor-
neys led an unprecedented series of tribal consultations on Indian Country law en-
forcement across the country during September and October 1997. In the lower 48
states, more than 205 Tribes participated in these consultations. In addition, an offi-
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cial from the Department of Justice’s Office of Tribal Justice met with tribal leaders
at the annual Alaska Inter-tribal Council Conference. This funding initiative results
from these efforts.

Question. What do you see as the highest priority need for law enforcement re-
sources in Indian Country?

Answer. The law enforcement needs in Indian Country center around building a
capable, trained, and equipped investigator and uniformed officer cadre that is com-
mensurate in size with other non-tribal areas of the country that have similar popu-
lation densities. In addition, however, we need to keep our focus on the entire crimi-
nal justice system needs, which include crime prevention and intervention efforts,
substance abuse treatment, and detention. Our highest priority should be to main-
tain a balanced approach to improvements by providing fully equipped and trained
uniformed officers; FBI and BIA criminal investigators, FBI Victim Witness Coordi-
nators; Assistant U.S. Attorneys; detention facility construction, renovation and re-
pair funding; funding for Juvenile Justice, substance abuse testing and treatment,
and assistance to tribal courts.

JUVENILE CRIME

Question. Please further explain the Administration’s proposed new Grants to
Prosecutors’ Offices to Target Gang Crime and Violent Juveniles program. How
would states qualify to receive funding under this new program? How precisely
would states use the new grant money?

Answer. This new program, known as the Prosecutorial Initiatives Program, will
be a discretionary grant program which will solicit requests for funds directly from
state and local prosecutors’ offices. Applications will then compete against each
other so that the most highly qualified receive funding. Specific program guidelines
would be prepared once appropriations have been provided. With these funds, pros-
ecutors’ offices would be able to enter into partnerships with school officials, proba-
tion officers, social service professionals and community members to develop and im-
plement programs targeting gangs, gang violence and other violent crime, as well
as implement strategies to attempt early identification of youth at high-risk of join-
ing gangs or committing violent crimes. Prosecutors’ offices would also be able to
hire new gang prosecutors to deal specifically with juvenile violence crime cases,
thereby speeding up the prosecution of violent juvenile offenders.

Question. Please provide your estimate of how many new prosecutors would be
funded by the Administration’s proposed new $50 million Community Prosecutors
Program?

Answer. Of this amount, at least 80 percent, or $40 million, is available for hiring
prosecutors. At an average of approximately $60,000 each, about 650 prosecutors
could be hired.

Question. I understand that the Administration has proposed to restructure cur-
rent Juvenile Justice Programs. Please provide a detailed description of how this
would work.

Answer. On February 17, 1997, the President announced a broad initiative aimed
at mounting a full scale assault on juvenile crime and youth violence in America.
The Administration’s proposal was transmitted to the Congress on February 25,
1997 as part of its “Anti-Gang and Youth Violence Act of 1997.” As part of that ini-
tiative, the Administration proposed changes to the current structure and programs
of the Justice Department’s Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
(OJJDP). OJJDP is the principal Department component with responsibility for as-
sisting state and local jurisdictions improve and better administer their juvenile jus-
tice systems, help at-risk youth, and further assist state and local jurisdictions pre-
vent and control juvenile crime and violence. OJJDP also has the responsibility for
working with other Federal agencies to provide for a coordinated Federal approach
to juvenile justice issues.

Under the Administration’s proposal, states and local governments, Indian tribal
governments, and non-profit organizations would be given increased flexibility in ac-
cessing and using Federal juvenile justice grant funds, while still ensuring that
monies are targeted to places that need the most help and to programs and activi-
ties that work. Specifically, this proposal:

—Restructures many of OJJDP’s categorical grant programs (e.g.: gangs, mentor-
ing, etc.) into one flexible discretionary grant program. This would allow indi-
vidual communities to receive assistance unique to their needs and would also
allow OJJDP to target funding to programs aimed at addressing critical issues.

—Provides very specific funding to prevention programs through an at-risk chil-
dren’s initiative. This component is based on the recognition of the important
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role that prevention—particularly programs targeted to after-school activities—
plays in reducing juvenile crime.

—Provides that 10 percent of all monies expended be used to fund and support
research and evaluation efforts. This is in recognition that the Federal govern-
ment has a fiduciary responsibility to ensure that monies are spent wisely
based on knowledge of which programs work and which do not work. Further,
an additional 2 percent of monies expended is dedicated to providing training
and technical assistance to states and localities to assist them in planning and
developing potential solutions to the issues they are confronting.

—Eases the requirements States must meet—specifically in regards to the hous-
ing of juvenile offenders—to obtain Federal funds.

—Creates a separate program for Indian tribal governments, which would provide
targeted assistance to these communities while recognizing and protecting tribal
sovereignty.

Question. 1 believe that one of the most important juvenile crime issues facing the

country is how to deal with juveniles who commit serious violent crimes.

Does the Administration agree that as a condition of receiving any Federal funds,
states should be required to prosecute as adults juveniles over age 14 who commit
serious violent crimes?

Answer. The Administration shares your opinion that juveniles who commit seri-
ous violent crimes pose an important challenge to our nation. And clearly, some ju-
veniles should be tried as adults, especially if they have had their chances in delin-
quency court and flouted that court’s efforts to help them. But the question of which
juveniles in the state court system should be tried as adults, and under what cir-
cumstances, ought to be a matter of state determination. Indeed, nearly every State
has already reformed its law in this area in the last few years. The Administration
does not believe that additional instruction from Washington is needed.

RADIATION EXPOSURE COMPENSATION

Question. Ms. Reno, as you are aware of my longstanding interest in implementa-
tion of the Radiation Exposure Compensation program, which I authored and for
which I have sought sufficient funding to fulfill its purpose of compensating those
who have sustained injury as a result of the United States open-air nuclear testing
and uranium mining activities in the 1950’s through 1970’s.

The President’s fiscal year 1999 budget includes $2 million to administer the radi-
ation exposure compensation program, and $11.7 million for the Radiation Exposure
Trust Fund from which payments are made. I am pleased to see the Administration
continue its support of this program.

Congress has appropriated approximately $200 million to the Trust Fund estab-
lished under the Radiation Exposure Compensation Act.

How many claims has the Department approved and how much has been spent
out of the Trust Fund to pay these claims?

Answer. From the inception of the Program in April 1992 through February 1998,
the Department has approved a total of 2,933 claims valued at over $216 million.

Question. What is the current balance in the Trust Fund with which to pay claims
during fiscal year 1998? How many claims are currently pending for compensation
from the Radiation Exposure Compensation Trust Fund? Is the amount currently
avail)able in the Trust Fund sufficient to pay claims for the remainder of the fiscal
year?

Answer. At the end of February 1998, the Radiation Exposure Compensation
Trust Fund had a balance of approximately $28 million. At that time, 272 claims
and appeals were pending. The amount in the Trust Fund is sufficient to pay claims
for the remainder of fiscal year 1998.

Question. Congress provided an advance appropriation of just under $16.3 million
for fiscal year 1997 for the payment of these claims, and another $4.4 million was
approved in the 1998 bill. Would you please provide the Subcommittee with updated
information on the number of claims approved for payment from the Trust Fund,
the average amount of the claims approved, the number of claims denied, and the
general reason for denial of these claims?

Do you believe the amount requested for fiscal year 1999 is sufficient to continue
the processing of pending and anticipated claims under the Radiation Exposure
Compensation Act for the full period of fiscal year 19997

Answer. Through February 1998, a total of 2,933 claims were approved—with an
average value of $73,810—and 3,193 claims were denied. Claims are denied if one
or more of the following eligibility criteria are not met: disease, exposure and identi-
fication of the proper party to file a claim. Downwinder and onsite participant
claims are most frequently denied for failure to establish a compensable disease.
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Most uranium miner claims are denied because documentation does not establish
exposure to the requisite amount of radiation during the course of underground ura-
nium mining employment.

The amount requested for fiscal year 1999 is sufficient to continue the processing
of pending and anticipated claims filed under RECA. The request amount is based
on assumptions regarding the number of claims approved. The projections took into
account historic trends in the receipt and approval of applications as well as the im-
pact of pending regulatory changes and statutory changes proposed by the Adminis-
tration.

—The major regulatory changes would (1) allow high-resolution computed tomog-
raphy as proof of non-malignant respiratory disease, (2) allow biopsies as proof
of lung cancer, (3) consider any former smoker who ceased smoking 15 years
before diagnosis of certain compensable diseases to be a non-smoker, and (4) de-
fine pulmonary impairment standards that are consistent with the rec-
ommendations of the American Thoracic Society.

—The projections for 1999 also assumed that Congress would enact changes to the
Radiation Exposure Compensation Act that were proposed by the Administra-
tion one year ago. The proposal would (1) define eligibility criteria for some ura-
nium miners to qualify for partial compensation, (2) add two new sets of expo-
sure criteria for lung cancer, (3) extend compensation for silicosis or pneumo-
coniosis to all miners, and (4) expand the list of compensable diseases for
downwinders and onsite participants. Should this legislation be enacted, there
would be an initial surge of claims received and approved. With the straight-
forward applications being processed first, the number of claims approved would
balloon in 1999, tapering off thereafter.

The pending 1999 request for $11,717,000, when combined with balance expected
to be available in the beginning of the year of $18,941,000 and anticipated interest
earnings, will be sufficient to cover the $31,233,000 in payments that would be
made under an amended Act and revised regulations. Although the regulatory
changes are progressing, with implementation possible as soon as April 1998, the
statutory changes have yet to be sponsored.

RADIATION EXPOSURE COMPENSATION TRUST FUND

[Dollars in thousands]

1997 Est. 1998 Est. 1999
SEArting BalanCe .......o.eevveeeeeeseeeeeeeeeseeessese e $14,502 $28,952 $18,941
Plus New Appropriation 30,000 4,381 11,717
Plus Interest Earnings 332 633 575
Minus PayMENES ..ottt —15,882 —15,025 —31,233
Ending Balance ..o 28,952 18,941 i

Question. For the record would you please provide the Subcommittee with a
breakdown of the types of claims approved or disapproved (childhood leukemia,
other downwinders, onsite participants, or uranium miners), the number of claims
currently pending, and the amounts disbursed by type of claim paid?

For my use, would please provide the same information specifically for claims
from New Mexico, including the total claims received, the total claims approved, the
total claims denied, and the total claims pending?

Answer. The following table lists, by category, the total value of the awards ap-
proved by the Radiation Exposure Compensation Program, as well as the number
of claims and appeals received, approved, disapproved and pending at the end of
February 1998.

RADIATION EXPOSURE COMPENSATION PROGRAM—APRIL 1992-FEBRUARY 1998

Appeals Ending/Pending

Value of Claims Initially Inli)tiig_l\y Appeals Appeals is-

Awards Received  Approved approved Received  Approved approved Claims  Appeals
Childhood leukemia ..~ $1,100,000 41 22 19 9 8 1
Other downwinder ... 69,620,000 2,608 1,372 1,153 203 21 179 83 3

Onsite participant ... 11,573,213 868 157 679 144 13 127 32 4
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RADIATION EXPOSURE COMPENSATION PROGRAM—APRIL 1992—-FEBRUARY 1998—Continued

Initially Appeals Ending/Pending

Value of Claims Initially Dis-

Appeals Appeals

Awards Received  Approved appro\-/ed Received ~ Approved approved  Claims  Appeals
Uranium miner ......... 134,191,500 2,865 1,252 1,472 318 96 214 141 8
Total ............ 216,484,713 6,382 2,803 3,323 674 130 528 256 16

With respect to claims for which the primary claimant resides in New Mexico, the
Department has approved 346 claims, with a total value of over $34 million. The
following table lists, by category, the value of the awards and the number of claims
and appeals received, approved, disapproved and pending at the end of February
1998.

RADIATION EXPOSURE COMPENSATION PROGRAM—NEW MEXICO—APRIL 1992—-FEBRUARY 1998

Initially Appeals Ending/Pending

Value of Claims Initially _ Appeals Appeals Dis-
Awards Received  Approved approved Received  Approved approved Claims  Appeals
Childhood leukemia .. $50,000 1 L o e e i s s
Other downwinder ... 250,000 15 5 9 2 e 2 1
Onsite participant ... 600,000 31 7 23 6 1 5 1
Uranium miner ........ 33,134,500 923 299 566 112 33 74 58 5
Total ........... 34,034,500 970 312 598 120 34 81 60 5

Question. Does the Administration have any long-range estimates as to the num-
ber of claims that might still be filed under the Radiation Exposure Compensation
Act?

Answer. It is difficult to estimate with precision the number of claims that might
still be filed under the existing Radiation Exposure Compensation Act. The only
long-range projections of which we are aware were developed in early 1997 for the
President’s Human Radiation Interagency Working Group. These estimates of po-
tential awards pertained to miners with lung cancer claims. They were based on rel-
ative-risk models using the New Mexico and Colorado Plateau cohorts. Under the
existing Act, about 440 additional awards to miners with lung cancer would be ex-
pected to be approved by the termination of the Trust Fund in 2012. If the Act is
amended as proposed, over 1,000 additional awards were estimated to be made
through 2012.

DISTRICT COURT RULING IN THE LINE ITEM VETO CASE

Question. Attorney General Reno, as you know, the Federal District Court for the
District of Columbia has recently held that the Line Item Veto Act is unconstitu-
tional. Your office has filed an appeal and I understand that we might have a deci-
sion from the Supreme Court as early as this June. In the meantime, Congress will
continue to legislate and many citizens will wonder about the status of the laws
(and the related spending) affected by the President’s exercise of the cancellation
authority granted to him under the Act.

Can you please tell the Subcommittee what your office will advise the Office of
Management and Budget and the President with respect to the effect of the District
Court’s ruling upon the items which the President has canceled?

Answer. During the pendency of the appeal, the particular cancellations that are
directly at issue in the appeal will remain in effect. Likewise, all other existing can-
cellations will remain in effect. The District Court declared the Line Item Veto Act
unconstitutional, but did not issue an injunction. Thus, the Government is “free to
continue to apply the statute.” Kennedy v. Mendoza-Martinez, 372 U.S. 144, 155
(1963) (“There was no interdiction of the operation at large of the statute. It was
declared unconstitutional, but without even an injunctive sanction against the appli-
cation of the statute by the Government to [the plaintiffs]. Pending review * * * in
[the )Supreme] Court, the Government has been free to continue to apply the stat-
ute.”).

Question. During the pendency of the appeal, what is your position on the ability
of the President to use the authority under the Line Item Veto [Act] on any legisla-
tion which the Congress might place before him during this interim?
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Answer. The President retains his authority under the Line Item Veto Act during
the pendency of the appeal. He reserves the right to exercise that power when nec-
essary until the Supreme Court decides the appeal.

Question. Assuming that the Supreme Court upholds the District Court and finds
that these appellees have standing and that the Line Item Veto Act is unconstitu-
tional, what will be your position with respect to the practical effect of such a hold-
ing upon the items which the President has canceled?

Will the funds become available for obligation?

Will HCFA permit the State of New York to make use of its provider taxes?

Will the tax benefits become available to the affected taxpayers?

Answer. The effects that might follow from a Supreme Court decision striking
down the Line Item Veto Act in whole or in part depend upon the Supreme Court’s
judgment and its reasoning. We will review any Supreme Court decision carefully
before determining whether such a ruling nullifies existing cancellations and, if so,
whether cancelled funds and/or tax benefits then become available. We will of course
abide by the judgment of the Supreme Court.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL
FIREARMS

Question. Firearms being stolen and stolen guns being used in the commission of
crimes are serious problems nationwide. What action is the Justice Department tak-
ing to address these issues?

The Brady Bill calls for the establishment of a permanent National Instant Crimi-
nal Background Check System to be accessed by federal firearms licensees before
transferring any firearm to nonlicensed individuals.

The law requires that the permanent system be established by November 30,
1998. Will this instant check system be ready on time, and be able to deliver on-
line instant responses?

Answer. The National Instant Criminal Background Check System (NICS) will be
established by November 30, 1998. Users will be able to receive an on-line instant
response within 30 seconds.

Question. The provisions of sections 922(g) and (n) of the Gun Control Act, as
amended by the Violent Crime Control Act of 1994 and the Omnibus Consolidated
Appropriations Act of 1996, prohibit the sale of 10 specified groups to people, includ-
ing1 those who have been convicted in any court of misdemeanor crime or domestic
violence.

Exactly what information is being collected on individuals?

Answer. The NICS will interface with existing systems such as the National
Crime Information Center (NCIC) and the Interstate Identification Index (III) and
future systems such as NCIC 2000 and the Integrated Automated Fingerprint Iden-
tification System (IAFIS) to provide information on individuals who may be prohib-
ited from purchasing a firearm. The NCIC will provide information on persons who
are fugitives from justice, deported felons, and persons who are subject to a court
order restraining them from harassing, stalking or threatening an intimate partner.
The III will provide criminal history records on over 32 million subjects. The NICS
will contain records, provided by Federal and state agencies, on individuals who (a)
have been dishonorably discharged from the Armed Forces; (b) are unlawful users
of or addicted to any controlled substances; have been adjudicated as a mental de-
fective or been committed to a mental institution; (d) are illegal or unlawful aliens;
or (e) have renounced their U.S. citizenship. Records contained in the NICS will in-
clude the name, at least one numeric identifier (e.g., date of birth), and physical de-
scription of an individual, and will indicate the category under which the individual
is prohibited from receiving a firearm.

Question. What active measures are being taken to ensure the initial and contin-
ued integrity and accuracy of this information?

Answer. The NICS will be programmed to permit only the agency that entered
a record, to modify or cancel the record. The FBI will periodically audit federal and
state agencies contributing records to the NICS to evaluate the accuracy and com-
pleteness of the data.

Question. What viable remedial options will be available to individuals who are
unjustly denied the right to acquired a firearm based on faulty information in the
data base?

Answer. Any individual who is determined to be prohibited from purchasing a
firearm based on a NICS background check, may request the reason for the denial.
The denying agency must provide the individual the reasons for the denial, in writ-
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ing, within five business days of receiving the request. If the individual feels he has
been wrongly denied, he may (1) submit an appeal to the denying agency, (2) direct
a challenge to the accuracy of a record, in writing, to the FBI, or (3) bring an action
against the state or political subdivision responsible for providing the erroneous in-
formation, or responsible for denying the transfer, or against the United States, as
the case may be, for an order directing that the erroneous information be corrected
or that the firearm transfer be approved.

Question. What actions are being taken to protect individuals from the system
being abused to invade their privacy rights?

Answer. First, access to NICS information will be restricted to authorized agen-
cies only. Second, the NICS will comply with the NICS Security Guidelines, the
NCIC Security Policy of 1992, and applicable federal laws, such as the Privacy Act
of 1974 and Computer Security Act of 1987, for protecting information. Additionally,
federal regulations on the privacy and security of NICS information propose that
any state or local agency, Federal Firearms Licensees, or individual shall be subject
to a fine not to exceed $10,000 and termination of NICS privileges for the misuse
of/or unauthorized access to the system.

Question. Section 103(1) of the Brady Act prohibits any department, agency, offi-
cer, or employees of the United States from requiring any record or any portion of
the record generated by the National Criminal Instant Check System (NICS) to be
recorded in any facility owned, managed or controlled by the U.S. or any state or
political subdivision. What precaution is the Justice Department taking to ensure
compliance with this critical safeguard provision and what permanent ongoing
measures will be taken to ensure continued compliance?

Answer. For security purposes, the NICS will automatically log all incoming and
outgoing transactions of the system. Transactions relating to firearm transfer ap-
provals will be maintained for 18 months. After this time, information contained in
the log that pertains to the person or the transfer will be destroyed; only the unique
identification number and the date the number was assigned will be retained. The
NICS will not be used to establish any system for the registration of firearms, fire-
arm owners, or firearm transactions or dispositions, except with respect to persons
prohibited by 18 U.S.C. 922(g) or (n), from receiving a firearm.

Question. Are there any loopholes in this language that would allow a govern-
mental entity to abide by the letter of this law while not following congressional in-
tent? For example, what if a governmental entity indirectly enabled private sector
consultants to set up a parallel offshore data base using advanced information
encryption technology that the government could have access to while not directly
controlling or managing it? Is such a scenario even the remotest of possibilities?

Answer. No. The FBI believes such an arrangement could not be legally made
without the expressed consent of the FBI under contractual agreement.

Question. If not, why?

Answer. The FBI has management control of the NICS, its operation, and the
maintenance of related databases, and as such is directly responsible for establish-
ing, monitoring and enforcing compliance with regulations regarding the privacy
and security of the system. Additionally, the FBI conducts biennial compliance au-
dits of State Control Terminal Agencies and a random sample of local users. There
also exist conditions which all NICS users must comply with including the destruc-
tion of all records of calls to the system that do not result in the identification of
firearms disabilities thus attempting to prevent any establishment of a firearm reg-
istry using information obtained from NICS.

Question. If there is even the remotest of possibility that a scenario like this could
happen, then what actions will the Justice Department take to ensure that it will
not happen?

Answer. Should such a scenario happen, the FBI and the Department of Justice
would investigate such an occurrence and prosecute those responsible for any mis-
use of NICS data or access.

INTERNATIONAL CRIME

Question. During hearings last year, I discussed serious new developments in
international crime and its effect on Americans here at home and abroad with Sec-
retary of State Albright and FBI Director Freeh. The Appropriations Committee, in
its fiscal year 1998 Foreign Operations Committee Report, expressed concern about
the increase in crime abroad and its direct and indirect impact on the United States.
The Committee also requested the Secretary of State to convene a new Secretaries’
Task Force on International Crime, in cooperation with you, the Secretary of Treas-
ury, and the O.N.D.C.P. Director, and report to Congress by March 26, 1998 on spe-
cific issues which the Committee outlined.
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Although Secretary Albright’s Report is not due to Congress for another month,
I would be interested to know what is the current status of your participation in
the formation of the task force?

Answer. The Department of State is taking the lead in responding to the Appro-
priation Committee’s request for a report on the U.S. Government’s efforts against
international crime. However, I can report that there is extensive cooperation be-
tween the Department of Justice, the Department of State and other relevant fed-
eral agencies on international law enforcement matters. These efforts are coordi-
nated by the National Security Council, which convenes regular interagency meet-
ings and committees to address the various aspects of international crime. For ex-
ample, Presidential Decision Directive 42 (PDD 42), issued on October 21, 1995, or-
dered all government agencies to coordinate their resources and efforts to develop
a global response to international crime. In response, the Department led an Admin-
istration-wide effort to develop the International Crime Control Act (ICCA) that
seeks additional authority from Congress to respond to international crime both in
the U.S. and abroad. The Department also took the lead in drafting the Inter-
national Crime Control Strategy which is the U.S. Government plan of action to pre-
vent and respond to acts of international crime.

Question. Are there any preliminary thoughts you wish to share with us here
today?on what the Justice Department can do to help countries reduce and prevent
crime?

Answer. Because organized crime in foreign countries presents a direct and imme-
diate threat to U.S. nationals, businesses and interests, both in the U.S. and abroad,
the Department is expanding its assistance to foreign countries to combat inter-
national crime. Of particular concern to the Department are those activities involv-
ing terrorism, drug trafficking, money laundering, computer crime, and financial in-
stitution crime, as well as the integrity of our Nation’s borders.

The U.S. Government’s plan against international crime is contained in the Inter-
national Crime Control Strategy and International Crime Control Act which in-
cludes increasing our support of the anti-crime efforts of foreign nations. The ways
the Department of Justice will continue to help countries reduce and prevent crime
may be summarized as follows: increasing our support of other countries’ efforts to
identify and prosecute significant international criminals and narcotics traffickers
around the world; continuing our participation in joint investigations and prosecu-
tions of these crime groups and their leaders; expanding our training of foreign law
enforcement officials and prosecutors; leading international efforts to sign and im-
plement multilateral treaties and conventions that address various elements of
international crime; increasing our negotiation and signing of bilateral extradition
and mutual legal assistance treaties to facilitate the transfer of fugitives and evi-
dence to, and from, the U.S.; and finally, expanding our U.S. law enforcement pres-
ence overseas to support foreign law enforcement, to arrest and punish fugitives
who have committed crimes against the U.S., to dismantle international organized
crin?::a1 rings, and to strengthen law enforcement and judicial systems around the
world.

The Department understands that crime is no longer a national phenomenon; it
is an international problem that challenges all countries. Only by continuing our co-
operative anti-crime efforts with foreign nations will we be able to successfully meet
this challenge.

“STATE AND LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS AND
INTEROPERABILITY” REPORT

Question. The Department of Justice’s National Institute of Justice recently re-
leased a report entitled “State and Local Law Enforcement Wireless Communica-
tions and Interoperability: A Quantitative Analysis.” This report cites the need for
additional radio spectrum and improved wireless communication technology in the
law enforcement community.

The Balanced Budget Act of 1997 included language that frees up additional 24
megahertz (MHZ) of the spectrum for law enforcement use. Unfortunately, this spec-
trum will not be available until the Year 2006.

Considering increasing demands on law enforcement and disaster response situa-
tions, what steps are being taken to maximize the currently available spectrum?
Our nation’s telecommunications industry has made large technological break-
throughs. Is the law enforcement community taking full advancements that are al-
ready available in the marketplace?

Answer. Technology exists that enables state and local law enforcement agencies
to more efficiently use currently available spectrum. This technology includes the
ability of law enforcement to use narrower bands of spectrum when they commu-
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nicate, thus allowing these agencies to get more use out of the spectrum they have.
The FCC, under its “refarming” process, will not “type accept,” i.e., permit the sale
of, any new model equipment that is not capable of using 12.5 kHz channels instead
of the wider 25 kHz channels. By 2005, “type acceptance” will require the capability
to operate at 6.25 kHz.

The type acceptance process only requires new model equipment to meet the
narrowband requirements. Mobile radio manufacturers can and do continue to bring
previously developed, wideband (25 kHz) equipment to market. Because of the high
cost of replacing wireless equipment, particularly the cost of purchasing new model
equipment, it is likely that many public safety users will continue to operate at 25
kHz for the next 20 or even 30 years.

The most common communications system for state and local public safety re-
mains government-owned Land Mobile Radio system, as opposed to more recently
available commercial carrier-operated technologies such as cellular, Personal Com-
munications Service, Enhanced Specialized Mobile Radio and satellite. While a
number of public safety agencies use some of the carrier-operated services as a com-
plement to their Land Mobile Radio systems, internally operated Land Mobile Radio
systems remain the core system technology for public safety because they better en-
sure availability of service, security and fixed costs.

Public safety Land Mobile Radio can be divided into digital vs. analog and
trunked vs. conventional systems, digital/trunked systems being the most techno-
logically advanced. Digital radio systems increase spectrum efficiency. Digital also
facilitates encryption and allows for mixed voice and data transmission. A conven-
tional radio system can access only one channel at a time. If that channel is in use,
the user must either wait for the channel to become idle or manually search for a
free channel. In contrast, a trunked radio system automatically searches all avail-
able channels for one that is clear.

The ability of state and local law enforcement to make more efficient use of spec-
trum through existing technological advancements depends in large measure on the
availability of funding to implement these expensive technologies. In accordance
with the National Performance Review’s February 1997 “Access America” report, the
Department of Justice has created an interagency working group to develop funding
recommendations to assist state and local public safety officials to improve their
wireless communications systems. The working group includes representatives from
the Treasury, Commerce, Interior and Agriculture Departments, the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency, the Office of Management and Budget, and the Federal
Law Enforcement Wireless Users Group. With the support of Congress, this effort
will begin to assist state and local law enforcement in maximizing currently avail-
able spectrum and in taking advantage of technological advancements in wireless
communications.

Question. Improved technology, especially digital, allows more individual trans-
missions to be packed into a smaller portion of the spectrum and with greater secu-
rity. 3‘0 what degree will this alleviate the current spectrum crunch for law enforce-
ment?

Answer. Improved technology will alleviate the current spectrum crunch for law
enforcement only to a moderate degree. In 1995, at the urging of House Chairman
Harold Rogers, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) and the National
Telecommunications and Information Administration established the Public Safety
Wireless Advisory Committee (“PSWAC”) to provide advice on the wireless commu-
nications requirements of federal, state and local law enforcement and public safety
agencies through the year 2010.

In making its recommendations in September 1996, the PSWAC took into account
the future efficiencies in the transmission of information, including improved digital
technology. Even assuming the use of digital technology, the PSWAC concluded that
state and local public safety agencies needed an additional 97.5 MHZ of spectrum:
an immediate need for 2.5 MHZ of spectrum dedicated to interoperability, proximate
to the spectrum currently used by the majority of public safety agencies; a near-
term need for an additional 25 MHZ of public safety allocations; and a longer-term
need for another 70 MHZ.

While digital technology enables law enforcement agencies to get more use out of
the spectrum they have, it has the simultaneous effect of creating a greater need
for additional spectrum. Digital technology facilitates the wireless transmission of
data and video (e.g. mugshots, fingerprints, missing persons photographs), which is
enormously beneficial to public safety activities. Data and video transmissions re-
quire more spectrum than voice transmissions. Without additional allocations of
spectrum, public safety will not be able to take full advantage of digital technology.
Similarly, without sufficient funds to purchase digital systems, public safety will not
be able to take advantage of this technology.
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Question. With increased potential for large scale disasters, including both natural
disasters and non-natural disasters, like the Oklahoma City and World Trade Cen-
ter bombings, it is increasingly clear that an increased communications capacity
among law enforcement, firefighters, emergency medical, and emergency manage-
ment agencies is needed.

When the additional 24 MHZ of spectrum becomes available in 2006, will it, or
at least a sizeable portion, be dedicated to addressing this growing need? What is
being done to address this need between now and 20067

Answer. Although the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 calls for 24 MHZ of spectrum
in the 746-806 MHZ band to be reallocated to state and local public safety agencies
by the end of 2006, much of this spectrum will only be made available as television
broadcasters currently operating in that band vacate the band and transition to dig-
ital broadcast channels below 746 MHZ. Unfortunately, the Balanced Budget Act in-
cludes an extension provision favored by the broadcasters that may delay the transi-
tion to digital television beyond the December 31, 2006 cut-off date otherwise speci-
fied in the legislation. As a result, the transfer of spectrum to public safety may
be delayed indefinitely in some markets.

The FCC is currently conducting rulemaking proceedings governing the 24 MHZ
of spectrum provided for in the Balanced Budget Act. The FCC’s Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking anticipates that a significant portion of this spectrum will be dedicated
to increased communications capacity, i.e., interoperability, between public safety
agencies. It should be noted, however, that the PSWAC Report identified the need
for 2.5 MHZ of spectrum for interoperability located proximate to the majority of
current public safety users. The bulk of current public safety spectrum is located
below 512 MHZ. Thus, even if a significant portion of the 24 MHZ of public safety
spectrum in the 746-806 MHZ band is dedicated to interoperability, that will not
benefit the majority of public safety agencies. The additional 2.5 MHZ of spectrum
called for by the PSWAC for interoperability must still be reallocated.

There are a number of technical impediments to interoperability in the current
environment. Among the most significant are: (1) no commercial grade radio can op-
erate in a wide enough range of the spectrum to reach the disparate radio bands
that are currently allocated to public safety; and (2) equipment from various manu-
facturers may not be able to communicate, even though it operates in the same
band, because it uses incompatible transmission technologies.

The Oklahoma City and World Trade Center bombings, and similar disasters, are
frequently cited to highlight spectrum interoperability problems. These incidents
call for what is generally referred to as mutual aid or critical incident interoper-
ability which, of necessity, involves little advance planning and numerous partici-
pants. The 2.5 MHZ of spectrum for interoperability called for by the PSWAC would
be used for “mutual aid channels,” that is frequencies that public safety wireless ra-
dios operating in neighboring spectrum could all reach through a uniform trans-
mission technology.

To address interoperability in mutual aid situations today, one agency often must
provide a number of its hand-held radios to representatives of the other agencies.
Unfortunately, crucial time is wasted in having to distribute the equipment to all
of the response participants. In disaster situations, saving minutes and seconds can
affect the ability to save lives.

A very effective arrangement for achieving day-to-day interoperability for agencies
operating in concurrent jurisdictions is the creation of shared systems that use digi-
tal and trunking technology. In a shared system, agencies pool their frequency and
monetary resources to build and operate a radio infrastructure using compatible
equipment. Shared systems improve spectrum efficiency by allowing multiple agen-
cies to communicate without the need for additional spectrum dedicated solely to
interoperability. More than a dozen states and regions have begun to plan for
shared systems between their disparate agencies. Among the greatest impediments
to development of these systems is budgetary support. One statewide system can
cost more than $150 million to build.

The Public Safety Wireless Network (PSWN) program, which evolved from the
National Performance Review and is co-chaired by the Departments of Justice and
Treasury, is examining interoperability at the federal, state and local levels on a
nationwide basis. The ultimate goal of the PSWN program is to develop a plan by
2001 for achieving national interoperability. The program is engaged in a number
of case studies focusing on individual regions and testbed demonstrations of inter-
operability equipment. The PSWN program also sponsors regional conferences to
present its findings to the state and local communities and to gather additional in-
formation to assist it in its mission.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ERNEST F. HOLLINGS
FEDERALIZING LORTON

Question. Your budget proposes an increase of $300 million in fiscal year 1999 to
begin constructing Federal prisons to house the approximately 7,000 District of Co-
lumbia prisoners housed at the Lorton Prison in Northern Virginia.

Could you explain the total program and schedule for taking over the District’s
prison program? How much funding in total will be requested for how many prisons
in the Mid-Atlantic and Southeast?

Answer. BOP anticipates building a total of 6 new facilities to add sufficient ca-
pacity to absorb the D.C. sentenced felon population. In fiscal year 1998, $294.9 mil-
lion was provided to the D.C. Corrections Trustee for reimbursement to the BOP
to cover site acquisition and planning of four facilities, and full construction of two
facilities at existing BOP sites. The increase of $300 million in fiscal year 1999 will
provide for construction of three Federal Correctional Institutions (FCI) and partial
funding for a fourth FCI. Finally, funding remainder for the last facility will be re-
quested in fiscal year 2000 to accommodate the space requirements for the D.C. sen-
tenced felon inmates in accordance with the D.C. Revitalization Act.

In 1998, the BOP plans to transfer into BOP custody the majority of female D.C.
sentenced felons. To date, 116 female D.C. sentenced felons have been transferred
into BOP custody, and procedures have been put in place so all newly-sentenced fe-
male D.C. Code violators will be designated directly to BOP custody. The BOP is
currently reviewing minimum security male D.C. sentenced felons in preparation for
their transfer into BOP custody. The projected movement of D.C. DOC inmates
needing mental health, medical/surgical care is targeted for 1999. Absorption of
higher security level D.C. inmates is projected for fiscal year 2000 and fiscal year
2001 as additional BOP capacity (construction funded in 1998) is activated.

Question. What are the Bureau’s criteria for locating these new prisons?

Answer. The BOP is actively evaluating potential sites within 500 miles of the
District. The BOP may need to begin the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
process in numerous locations to ensure four acceptable sites since the EIS process
1s preliminary and does not always result in prison construction. To date, siting ef-
forts have been concentrated in South Carolina, Kentucky, West Virginia, Virginia,
Pennsylvania, and North Carolina. In December of 1997, the BOP began the EIS
process for a medium security prison in Gilmer County, West Virginia. In addition,
the BOP is proceeding with the draft EIS process for sites in Ohio/Tyler and Preston
counties, West Virginia, and obtaining additional technical information to go for-
ward in the EIS process on sites in South Carolina, Kentucky, and Pennsylvania.
The BOP plans to finish each EIS related to D.C. capacity this year.

Further, the BOP plans to build a medium security facility at its existing Peters-
burg, Virginia, location, and a high security facility at its Coleman, Florida, location.
While the Florida location is outside the 500-mile radius, the BOP can proceed
quickly with this project because the EIS process completed for the existing institu-
tions addressed the possibility of adding an additional facility at a later date. The
BOP would then be able to transfer BOP inmates to Coleman and subsequently
place D.C. sentenced felons in the approximately 30 existing BOP facilities that are
within the 500-mile radius.

The following criteria represent the features of an ideal site for potential construc-
tion of a new institution:

The site should:

—include a minimum of 250 acres of relatively flat land of reasonable configura-
tion (i.e. with roughly equal length and width) and with adequate buffers along
the boundaries;

—Dbe available at minimal cost to the government and include both surface and
mineral rights;

—be free from environmental difficulties, including protected “wetland areas”, sig-
nificant archaeological or historic resources, habitats of threatened or endan-
gered species, farmland preservation areas and prime agricultural land. It
should not be located within a flood plain area;

—Dbe located within 50 miles of a large population center to ensure the availability
of community resources for the facility, such as staff, housing, goods and serv-
ices, etc.;

—have adequate public utility services to the site;

—have adequate fire protection services nearby, with a public-service fire com-
pany preferred;

—have an accredited full service hospital recognized and licensed by the state
within one hour’s driving time;
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—be within close proximity to interstate highway systems and public transpor-

tation, preferably with commercial ground and air service nearby;

—Dbe within proximity to higher education facilities, with accredited colleges or

universities and a wide variety of technical schools;

—have community support, including endorsement by local officials and Members

of Congress.

Question. What percentage of these prisoners are going to be housed by contrac-
tor, privatized prisons? Does this use of private prisons make sense to the Bureau
of Prisons?

Answer. A provision in the National Capital Revitalization and Self-Improvement
Act of 1997 requires the BOP to house 2,000 D.C. sentenced felons in private con-
tract facilities by December 31, 1999, and 50 percent by 2003. A Request for Propos-
als (RFP) was released on February 13, 1998 for the housing of approximately 2,200
minimum and low security D.C. sentenced felons, with responses due on April 1,
1998.

The BOP endorses use of private/contract facilities for minimum and low security
inmates when it serves the best interest of the government and provides the best
placement for an inmate. Over 10 percent of BOP inmates are housed outside of
Federal prison in contract and private facilities. The five-year privatization dem-
onstration project at the Taft, California correctional facility mandated by the Con-
gress is underway and will help the BOP evaluate the potential effectiveness of
privatizing future BOP facilities for low and minimum security inmates.

However, the requirement that 50 percent of D.C. sentenced felons be housed in
private facilities is of concern to the BOP. Nearly two thirds of the D.C. sentenced
felon population are medium and high security, and the private sector does not have
a demonstrated track record in terms of managing medium and high security insti-
tutions. The BOP has an established effective system of higher security prisons, and
in the interest of public safety as well as that of the inmates, believes those higher
security inmates would be more appropriately placed in federal prisons.

“WINSTAR”

Question. As I understand it, the Government could lose up to $32 billion if we
lose these Winstar cases. Last year this Subcommittee and the Treasury Sub-
committee provided $53 million to support the Government in this litigation. In fis-
cal year 1999 your request is fairly complicated and provides for changes in scoring
that require action by the Banking Committee. Could you describe the Government-
wide budget for Winstar? What is the impact if the Banking Committees do not pass
the Administration’s proposed legislation?

Answer. There are 130 Winstar suits which encompass over one billion pages of
government documents, 60 opposing counsel representing numerous financial insti-
tutions, and damage claims estimated to be in the vicinity of $20 to 30 billion. The
genesis of this litigation is the savings and loan crisis of the 1980’s. The ensuing
bailout cost taxpayers tens of billions of dollars. Ultimately, necessary banking re-
forms were enacted and implemented. The Financial Institutions Reform, Recovery
and Enforcement Act (FIRREA) imposed new capitalization standards. It is the im-
position of those standards and the alleged damages that lie at the heart of the
Winstar claims.

Many of the Winstar claims are without merit, and others are grossly overstated.
Our responsibility is to determine the factual basis of the claims and enable the
court to distinguish legitimate claims from those that have been wildly exaggerated.
Without the requisite investment in information processing, expert analysis and at-
torney time, there would be no way to identify and eliminate unwarranted claims.
The losses which are likely to result, should funding be withheld, could well wipe
out the budget surplus projected for 1999. We believe that the American public
would be appalled if, in addition to the bailout of the 1980’s, billions more were to
be doled out without a full analysis of the claims to winnow out those that are in-
flated or meritless.

Winstar suits are unprecedented with respect to their size and complexity. Glen-
dale, the first case activated, has been in trial for 13 months. When the trial con-
cludes in April, 30 additional suits will be activated, unleashing the one of the most
massive discovery efforts ever undertaken. Simultaneously, the Statesman trial will
begin and pretrial activities will intensify for the 12 priority cases scheduled to fol-
low Statesman. Next fiscal year will be more arduous—the priority cases will go to
trial at the rate of two per month, discovery efforts will continue, and an additional
30 cases will be activated. Information processing, expert analysis, pre-trial and
trial activity will reach staggering proportions. The budget estimates, attached, re-
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flect the substantial investment that has been made and that will continue to be
required to respond to court mandates.

Given the substantial costs associated with Winstar, senior officials of the Depart-
ment of Justice and other interested agencies are committed to exploring all reason-
able settlement possibilities. At the same time, as stated earlier, we are convinced
that the plaintiffs’ claims are without any merit in some cases and are vastly over-
stated in others. Our experts, including a Nobel Laureate economist, concur in our
assessment of the claims. Settlements fair to both sides can be achieved only if we
have resources sufficient to analyze the cases and to defend against inflated and un-
reasonable demands.

As shown in the attached chart, $26,100,000 of the 1997 costs were reimbursable
out of the FSLIC Resolution Fund (FRF). For 1998, the Appropriations Act for the
Treasury Department, the Postal Service and the Executive Office of the President,
authorizes another $33,700,000 for reimbursement from the FRF (Public Law 105-
61). This funding has been scored against the discretionary ceiling set for Treasury-
General Government appropriations—reducing the amount of spending authority for
agencies funded under this umbrella.

The Treasury-General Government subcommittee staff has stated that further re-
imbursements beyond those authorized this year will not be approved, should that
reimbursement authority count against the subcommittee’s discretionary ceiling. In
fact, Section 632 of the Conference Report on the 1998 Treasury-General Govern-
ment Appropriations Act states that when the conferees agreed to include a provi-
sion concerning the FRF reimbursement to Justice they, “expect[ed] that OMB will
submit, with the fiscal year 1999 budget request, language which would make this
provision permanent law.”

The FRF was created by FIRREA to wind up the affairs of the defunct Federal
Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation (FSLIC). The FRF itself is a mandatory
account. Resolution of Winstar claims is, essentially, the final phase of efforts to
wind up the affairs of the FSLIC and related banking agencies. We therefore believe
that the FRF continues to be the logical source of funding for the bulk of the
Winstar-related expenses. We also believe that because the damage claims are the
direct result of agency actions that were required by FIRREA, that the budget for
this litigation should be scored as mandatory. An Administration proposal designed
to authorize mandatory funding is forthcoming.

Should the banking committees fail to pass legislation which would authorize
mandatory FRF funding, the need would have to be met out of either the discre-
tionary resources of the Treasury-General Government subcommittees or the Com-
merce-Justice-State subcommittees. Should one or the other of the committees agree
to funding the Winstar defense, the impact will fall largely to the other discretionary
programs which must be cut to stay within budgetary ceilings. Should both commit-
tees fail to provide requisite funding, the government will be without the means to
access, analyze and present information required to determine the legitimacy of the
claims. This would set the stage for unfavorable judgments and settlements, which,
as stated above, could translate into treasury payouts of sufficient size to wipe out
projected budget surpluses for 1999 and future years.

SUMMARY OF DOJ WINSTAR RESOURCES—DIRECT AND REIMBURSED

[Dollars in thousands]

1997 1998 1999 Base 1999 Inc 1999 Req

FSLIC Resolution Fund (FRF):

Personnel ... $4109  $133 s e
Automated Litig 11,230 $35,324
Litigation Consultants ... 10,342 13,764
Transcripts and Misc 419 2,104

Subtotal, FRF ..o.ooveeeeee e 26,100 51,192

General Legal Activities (GLA):
PErSONNEl ....oovevecvcvceeeceeeeee e
Automated Litigation Support .
Litigation Consultants ..........cccccoeevvvennnne
Transcripts and MisC .......ccccoovvevviveirnnnee.

1,000 1,000 3,764 4,764
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SUMMARY OF DOJ WINSTAR RESOURCES—DIRECT AND REIMBURSED—Continued

[Dollars in thousands]

1997 1998 1999 Base 1999 Inc 1999 Req

Subtotal, GLA ..o s 6,483 7,056 5,489 12,545

Fees and Expenses of Witnesses ...........c.......... 6,300 4000 . 10,000 10,000
Total Appropriations .........cccccoeveveeee. 32,400 44,183 7,056 66,681 73,7137
Available from Prior Year(s) .........cccoceevveerrnnes 12,350 R
Grand Total .....ooceveeenerernereeeereeseeennns 44,750 52,997 7,056 66,681 73,137

COUNTERDRUG INITIATIVES—METHAMPHETAMINE

Question. Your budget this year supports 100 more DEA agents to attack meth-
amphetamine production, trafficking and abuse. Typically, when we think of meth-
amphetamine production, we’re thinking California. But the word is that meth labs
and meth use are spreading east faster than you can blink an eye. In fact, in South
Carolina, methamphetamine cases have been on the rise in the last few years and
like other states in our region, we’ve become victim to traveling motorcycle gangs
that transport meth and portable meth labs into the state.

What efforts are being made to address the spread of methamphetamine produc-
tion before this problem gets out of control?

Answer. DEA is addressing the increasing threat posed by illegal methamphet-
amine trafficking through several initiatives and investigative actions directed at
the production of methamphetamine; the control of the chemical precursors used to
manufacture methamphetamine; the international trafficking organizations (pre-
dominantly Mexican based) that control the majority of the illicit methamphetamine
trade; and the growing problem state and local law enforcement agencies face from
the domestic production of methamphetamine which is causing a drain on police
services and is presenting a public safety threat.

Known on the street by names like “crank” and “speed,” methamphetamine is a
dangerous stimulant, which possesses addictive qualities similar to those of crack
cocaine. According to statistics from the Drug Abuse Warning Network (DAWN), the
U.S. experienced a 209 percent increase in the number of methamphetamine-related
emergency room episodes between 1990 and 1995. Following a brief drop during the
first half of fiscal year 1996, total methamphetamine episodes skyrocketed by 71
percent during the second half of the year.

Today, DEA is taking part in more methamphetamine-related arrests and is seiz-
ing more clandestine laboratories per year than ever before in the agency’s 25-year
history. Since fiscal year 1993, DEA arrests in methamphetamine-related investiga-
tions have consistently risen. Methamphetamine arrests increased by 45 percent in
one year, rising from 3,920 in fiscal year 1996 to 5,780 arrests in fiscal year 1997.
During fiscal year 1997, DEA was involved in the seizure of more methamphet-
amine laboratories (1,272) than in the three previous fiscal years combined (com-
bined total equals 1,256).

Until recently, methamphetamine trafficking and production in the U.S. was con-
trolled by outlaw motorcycle gangs operating independent drug trafficking networks
across the country. Today, although these gangs continue to distribute methamphet-
amine, trafficking and production of this dangerous drug is largely divided between
thousands of small, independent organizations, who run “mom-and-pop” labs capa-
ble of small-scale meth production, and the major Mexican syndicate networks who
produce methamphetamine in more sophisticated labs in Mexico and California.
Both groups are producing more methamphetamine than ever before. However, it
is the emergence of the Mexican syndicates, and their growing domination of meth-
amphetamine production and distribution in the United States, that has redefined
the methamphetamine problem in this country.

The Mexican syndicates’ dominance of the methamphetamine market can largely
be attributed to two factors. First, Mexican organized crime has established access
to enormous quantities of the precursor ephedrine from wholesale sources of supply
on the international market. Second, these criminal groups regularly produce un-
precedented quantities of high-purity methamphetamine in Mexican and Californian
super labs, which is then trafficked to states across the United States. Today, it is
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estimated that 80 to 90 percent of the available supply of methamphetamine in the
United States is produced by Mexican organized crime syndicates.

The Amezcua-Contreras Brothers, operating out of Guadalajara, are the world’s
largest smugglers of ephedrine and clandestine producers of methamphetamine. The
Amezcua Organization obtains large quantities of precursor ephedrine through con-
tacts in Thailand and India, which they then use to make methamphetamine for
subsequent distribution to Mexican trafficking groups operating in major U.S. popu-
lation centers.

Drug traffickers are adopting increasingly sophisticated methods to obtain the
chemicals needed to produce methamphetamine. In the U.S., rogue chemical compa-
nies, by willful ignorance and/or criminal intent, supply precursor and essential
chemicals to methamphetamine producers on both sides of the border. As evidence
in the operations of the Amezcua Organization, many Mexican trafficking groups
are obtaining their chemicals from sources in Europe, China and India, using a com-
bination of direct purchases, brokered shipments, and false front companies.

In recent years, DEA chemical investigations have expanded rapidly to keep pace
with the spread of methamphetamine trafficking and abuse across the United
States. Increasingly, DEA is conducting these investigations in cooperation with
state and local law enforcement. An example of this cooperation is evidenced in
DEA’s Special Enforcement Program Operation Back Track, initiated in February
1997. This operation targets rogue chemical companies and other independent oper-
ators who distribute enormous quantities of precursor chemicals, specifically
pseudoephedrine, phenylpropanolamine (PPA) and their drug products, which are
then diverted to the illicit manufacture of controlled substances. The focus of Oper-
ation Back Track is directed at identifying, tracking, disrupting and eliminating
chemical sources, routes, transportation and distribution networks that supply the
production of clandestinely manufactured drugs. During September 1997, DEA’s
Phoenix Division, in coordination with the Phoenix Police Department, Organized
Crime Bureau and Vice Unit and other regional law enforcement agencies, arrested
32 suspects and conducted 25 search warrants which resulted in the seizure of
1,000,000 pseudoephedrine tablets and the civil seizure of 18 convenience stores.

Due to methamphetamine’s increasing popularity in the West and its rapid spread
eastward, an increasing number of independent trafficking and production networks
have also been established across the country. These networks feed the habits of
customers typically found outside the Mexican drug syndicates’ predominant areas
of influence. The independent networks, which have proliferated in the Midwest,
and more recently on the East Coast, are selling primarily to users in rural areas,
middle class suburbs, and on college campuses. Surging demand and increased prof-
it margins are driving increased drug production, and luring more traffickers and
chemists into the methamphetamine trade. Often, a minimal investment of $500 can
yield profits as high as $4,000 to $18,000.

Fifty percent of the clandestine labs seized by DEA in fiscal year 1997 were lo-
cated in the Midwest. The majority of these labs were of the “mom and pop” variety,
typically producing anywhere from two/three ounces to a pound of methamphet-
amine. In the Midwest, states like Missouri, Arkansas, and Oklahoma, which four
years ago experienced negligible clandestine laboratory activity, have seen clandes-
tine laboratories proliferate. Just last month, DEA, in cooperation with state and
local law enforcement, seized its first major clandestine methamphetamine labora-
tory in the city of St. Louis. In fiscal year 1997, DEA seized a total of 295 clandes-
tine methamphetamine laboratories in Missouri, over 100 more labs than in any
other state in the United States.

The illicit manufacturing of methamphetamine in smaller, “mom and pop” oper-
ations can take place anywhere the operator can set up laboratory equipment to
synthesize the product (e.g., motel rooms, apartment complexes, industrial areas,
farms, a neighbor’s house, etc.). The caustic, flammable and explosive chemicals re-
quired by “cooks” to produce methamphetamine endanger the lives of not only the
criminals, but innocent bystanders as well. Clandestine laboratories are so dan-
gerous that many are not found by law enforcement, but by fire and rescue person-
nel after they have caught fire or exploded. These laboratories can prove extremely
dangerous to untrained police, fire and rescue personnel.

Since many clandestine laboratories (particularly those managed by “home grown”
trafficking networks) are found in the cook’s house, they frequently place their own
children at risk. In April 1997, a clandestine methamphetamine laboratory in New
Mexico exploded, destroying a house trailer and killing the laboratory operator. The
explosion was so severe that it blew out the windows in adjacent trailers.

The potential environmental damage caused by one clandestine laboratory can
place an entire community at risk. As if the risk of explosion and fire were not
enough, these same toxic chemical substances, such as benzene, ethanol, hydriodic
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acid and red phosphorous, generate hazardous chemical by-products once the manu-
facturing process is complete. Careless operators typically dump their acidic
“sludge” on the ground, in nearby streams and lakes, or in local sewage systems and
septic tanks. Some simply bury the hazardous material in their back yards, allowing
the dangerous waste to be absorbed by the soil and into natural water systems.

Because of the dangers associated with these laboratories, close cooperation with
state and local law enforcement is essential. As has been previously indicated, many
of these volatile labs are first encountered by law enforcement personnel in smaller
cities and towns across the United States. In many cases, these officers do not have
the requisite clandestine laboratory safety certification training, thereby increasing
their chance of serious injury. In an effort to diminish the risks associated with
clandestine laboratory encounters, DEA continues to work closely with state and
local law enforcement personnel across the country to ensure the provision of nec-
essary clandestine laboratory investigative and safety training. To date, DEA has
provided clandestine laboratory training to over 2,000 state and local officers across
the United States. With additional funding provided to the agency in fiscal year
1998 through the Community Oriented Police Services (COPS) program, DEA antici-
pates training an additional 1,600 state and local officers over the next two years.

Today, states as far east as Georgia, and Kentucky are also beginning to see the
effects of growing methamphetamine production and distribution. In August 1997,
DEA, in cooperation with the FBI and the Northern Kentucky Drug Strike Force,
arrested Mexican national Enrique Ochoa-Montanez and seized approximately 35
pounds of methamphetamine and $14,000 in cash from a hotel in northern Ken-
tucky. In December 1997, DEA’s Atlanta Field Division was involved in the seizure
of 10 pounds of methamphetamine being shipped via Federal Express from Califor-
nia, Texas and Mexico. The methamphetamine seized was linked to the drug traf-
ficking operations of the Amezcua-Contreras Organization.

Just last month, DEA agents, again in cooperation with state and local law en-
forcement, arrested four people and seized 25 pounds of methamphetamine in Mari-
etta, Georgia. This seizure—totaling a half a million dollars worth of methamphet-
amine—had been manufactured in Mexico and was intended for distribution in the
Atlanta area. The significant rise in methamphetamine use and abuse in Atlanta
has caused the drug to replace cocaine as the city’s number one drug of choice.

As in other areas of the Eastern U.S., methamphetamine trafficking and abuse
are rising in South Carolina. Distribution is now associated with Mexican organiza-
tions as well as traditional groups such as motorcycle gangs and truckers. There has
been an increase in methamphetamine distribution in South Carolina through the
U.S. Mail and parcel services. Methamphetamine in state is currently selling in the
range of $1,000 to $1,500 per pound.

In recent months, DEA offices in South Carolina have been involved in two sig-
nificant methamphetamine cases. The first case, initiated by our Florence Resident
Office, surrounded the activities of a member of the Pagans Outlaw Motorcycle gang
who operated a mobile clandestine methamphetamine laboratory that was capable
of producing multi-pound quantities of methamphetamine. The investigation led to
the seizure of a clandestine methamphetamine laboratory being operated in a hotel
room in Myrtle Beach during Bikers Week. The defendant in this case was identi-
fied as the chemist and at his arrest he was in possession of a .40 caliber pistol.
He was charged with creating a substantial risk to human life due to the amount
of chemicals found at the clan lab site, and the manufacturing of a controlled sub-
stance. The defendant was ultimately found guilty and is currently facing a life sen-
tence.

The second case, initiated by our Greenville Resident Office, involved a group of
Mexican nationals that established themselves in the Greenwood area and were en-
gaged in the wholesale distribution of large quantities of marijuana and meth-
amphetamine. Telephone toll analysis revealed communication was ongoing with
other known Mexican traffickers throughout the United States. Methamphetamine
being produced in labs in California, was being driven into the state by tractor trail-
er for delivery to the Greenwood area. This organization deliberately picked a rural
area of the state and an area where no law enforcement personnel spoke Spanish.
To date, a total of three defendants have been arrested in this case and 880 grams
of methamphetamine have been seized.

DEA has been aggressively addressing the growth of the methamphetamine trade
across the U.S. through its Methamphetamine Enforcement Initiative. This initia-
tive has provided an integrated and coordinated strategy in support of the National
Drug Control Strategy, the National Methamphetamine Strategy, and the Depart-
ment of Justice Methamphetamine strategy. It focuses our intelligence and enforce-
ment efforts against Mexican drug trafficking organizations, independent domestic
methamphetamine traffickers, and rogue chemical companies responsible for the
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smuggling, production, and distribution of methamphetamine in the United States.
Through our demand reduction efforts, the training of state and local law enforce-
ment officers and our major investigative efforts, including a recent investigation
entitled Operation META, we are committed to ensuring that methamphetamine
does not become the “crack” cocaine of the 1990’s. A brief chronology of DEA’s meth-
amphetamine-related actions and accomplishments are summarized below.

Fiscal year 1995

In fiscal year 1995, DEA devoted almost 10 percent more work hours to meth-
amphetamine investigations than in 1994. The result was 2,600 arrests, 20 percent
increase over 1994 figures. DEA was also involved in the seizure of 327 meth-
amphetamine laboratories across the U.S., including 38 tons of ephedrine and
pseudoephedrine from three rogue chemical companies.

Fiscal year 1996

In fiscal year 1996, DEA sponsored the first annual Methamphetamine Con-
ference, which brought together federal, state and local law enforcement officers and
raised national awareness about the growing methamphetamine problem. DEA’s De-
mand Reduction Section, in cooperation with the American Council for Drug Edu-
cation, produced a follow-up methamphetamine awareness pamphlet for distribution
to the public-at-large.

In April 1996, DEA established a Special Enforcement Program, Operation Veloc-
ity, to target significant domestic methamphetamine organizations and independent
traffickers and chemists involved in the production of methamphetamine and/or the
distribution of precursor chemicals in the United States.

In fiscal year 1996, DEA made a total of 3,920 methamphetamine-related arrests
and seized 903 clandestine laboratories, a 220 percent increase over 1995. DEA also
conducted seven, one-week state and local clandestine laboratory certification
schoolz, providing training for approximately 247 state and local participants na-
tionwide.

Fiscal year 1997

In fiscal year 1997, DEA expanded its overall interdiction and chemical control
efforts along the southwest border through an enhancement of 54 special agents for
the southwest border Initiative. In June 1997, DEA established a Special Operations
Section to target Mexican methamphetamine command and control operations.

DEA’s Operation META demonstrated the extensive involvement of the major
Mexican trafficking groups in the U.S. methamphetamine trade. This multi-agency
wiretap investigation targeted traffickers associated with the Amezcua brothers’
methamphetamine trafficking organization, a syndicate which, as previously indi-
cated, supplies its U.S. cells with methamphetamine, precursor chemicals, and co-
caine.

Amezcua cells manufactured methamphetamine in Los Angeles. During the
META raids, operating methamphetamine labs were discovered near a day-care cen-
ter and in an equestrian center where riding lessons were being conducted. This is
typical of the disregard organized crime syndicates have for the safety and well-
being of the American public. The labs discovered were capable of producing more
than 300 pounds of methamphetamine. Operation META, an OCDETF investigation
conducted as part of DEA’s Southwest Border Strategy, resulted in more than 100
key arrests of methamphetamine traffickers operating in the U.S.

In 1997, DEA conducted 23 one-week clandestine laboratory investigative and
safety training classes for state and local law enforcement officers at sites in San
Diego, California, Overland Park, Kansas, and at the FBI Academy/Camp Upshur
in Quantico, Virginia. A total of 914 state and local officers were trained. A one-
time transfer of funds from ONDCP allowed DEA to provide much needed clandes-
tine laboratory safety equipment (e.g., air monitors, air purified respirators, fire re-
sistant clothing, etc.) to each state and local officer completing the course.

DEA produced and distributed nationwide a new public awareness videotape enti-
tled “Methamphetamine—Trail of Violence.” DEA also produced and distributed
clandestine laboratory awareness posters and two videotapes, one which details and
illustrates the chemicals found in the new “Nazi” formula labs, and another called
“Chemical Time Bombs,” to clandestine laboratory enforcement teams throughout
the U.S. In 1996 and 1997, several DEA field divisions, including the St. Louis Field
Division, held conferences to educate state and local authorities on the growth and
hazards associated with methamphetamine trafficking, production and abuse in the
United States.

In 1997, DEA made a total of 5,780 arrests and seized 1,366 methamphetamine
laboratories. The agency also initiated a total of 3,209 methamphetamine cases and
seized 1,175 kilograms of methamphetamine and amphetamine. Operation Velocity
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itself resulted in the arrest of 222 significant violators and $2.5 million in seized
trafficker assets.

Fiscal year 1998

DEA received a resource enhancement of 60 special agents and $11.046 million
to execute a three-pronged approach for attacking methamphetamine production,
trafficking and abuse in the United States. This approach entails: (1) increased en-
forcement to target major methamphetamine trafficking organizations; (2) hazard-
ous waste removal and laboratory services; and (3) clandestine laboratory training
to DEA personnel and state, local and foreign law enforcement organizations. Along
with the 54 DEA special agents deployed for methamphetamine enforcement nation-
wide, an additional 6 special agents were allocated to DEA’s Office of Training to
conduct state and local clandestine laboratory certification training.

Because of the hazardous nature of the waste produced, clandestine laboratory
sites require professional, costly cleanup services. In 1998, the COPS program pro-
vided DEA with a one-time reimbursement of $9.5 million for state and local clan-
destine laboratory cleanup and training. This funding included a total of $5 million
for state and local clandestine cleanup operations and $4.5 million for clandestine
laboratory training for state and local officers.

Fiscal year 1999

Building on the Southwest Border Initiative and the National Methamphetamine
Strategy, DEA is requesting additional resources to implement a comprehensive ap-
proach for targeting and investigating methamphetamine trafficking and produc-
tion. This approach will increase domestic enforcement, enhance chemical control,
expand intelligence efforts, and improve environmental protection. The request in-
cludes an enhancement of 100 special agents to target methamphetamine trafficking
in emerging markets and/or producer states.

Question. Are your DEA agents and/or funds being made available for states like
South Carolina, that aren’t consumed yet with a methamphetamine problem, but
also don’t want to see it balloon into something uncontrollable?

Answer. DEA is very concerned about the continuing spread of methamphetamine
across the United States, including to areas in the Midwest and more recently,
states along the East Coast. We are continuing to work diligently with our federal,
state and local counterparts to address the methamphetamine problem before it
reaches the epidemic proportions that the crack cocaine crisis did in the late 1980’s
and early 1990’s.

As previously indicated, DEA’s 1998 appropriation included a total of 60 special
agents and $11.046 million to address the growth and spread of domestic meth-
amphetamine trafficking across the United States. Out of this allocation, DEA’s At-
lanta Field Division Office, (which includes DEA offices in South Carolina), received
a total of 4 special agents.

DEA currently has a total of 26 special agents on-board in the state of South
Carolina. DEA also has four state and local task forces operating in state, including
task forces in Charleston (funded and operating since 1991), Greenville (Provisional
and operating since 1990), Columbia (Provisional and operating since 1997), and
Florence (Provisional and operating since 1991).

There is one special agent in each of the above Resident Offices that house these
task forces, that is clan lab certified. There are currently no task force officers that
are clan lab certified; however, students in DEA’s two week Basic Narcotic School
are provided with four hours of basic instruction on clan labs and methamphet-
amine investigations. One such school is provided in South Carolina each year with
approximately 40 to 45 officers attending.

During 1997, 37 clandestine laboratories were seized in the Atlanta Division, only
one of which (Myrtle Beach case referred to earlier in the text) was a methamphet-
amine lab originating in South Carolina. The Atlanta Division Office has established
a clan lab enforcement group that is available to assist other offices throughout the
division when a clandestine laboratory is encountered.

REORGANIZING INS

Question. I've heard that Chairman Rogers on the House side wants to abolish
the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) and move its functions into the
Department of Labor, Department of State, and retain part in Justice. Have you re-
viewed this issue. What is your view General Reno?

Answer. The Administration’s restructure proposal was transmitted to the Hill on
March 31, 1996. The plan took into consideration the concerns of the Congress and
the Commission on Immigration Reform (CIR) with respect to the current manage-
ment of immigration responsibilities.
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The INS has as its single mission the effective execution of immigration and natu-
ralization laws of this country. This single mission has two inseparable and com-
plementary functions—services and enforcement.

The White House Domestic Policy Council (DPC), Office of Management and
Budget, in consultation with the Departments of Labor and State, and the Depart-
ment’s own leadership—which has included my direct personal involvement—and
the leadership of the Immigration and Naturalization Service have worked exten-
sively in designing the restructuring plan. In addition, the Department has con-
tracted with the consulting firm of Booz-Allen & Hamilton for assistance in design-
ing and operationalizing the INS restructuring plan.

Question. Some have suggested that the problem is that INS has two competing
missions—the border patrol and immigration inspectors are tasked with keeping
aliens out, while the naturalization part of the agency is tasked with facilitating
legal immigration.

Have you looked at retaining all INS functions within the Justice Department,
but separating enforcement and naturalization activities into separate organiza-
tions?

Answer. The Department and Booz-Allen have examined alternative reorganiza-
tion proposals for the INS—including those by external sources—such as the CIR
proposal and the proposal provided in Congressman Reyes’ bill.

The Administration’s restructuring plan recognizes that one agency, INS, should
continue to perform the interrelated enforcement and service functions. Consistent
with the Administration’s plan, the Department is focusing on a design structure
that upholds the organizational integrity of the INS, while identifying additional
changes that will improve INS’ performance of enforcement and service functions.
The Department is not considering separating INS’ existing enforcement and service
functions into separate Department of Justice (DOJ) components.

COMMUNITY PROSECUTING

Question. 've been told that your budget includes a new $50 million initiative for
a Community Prosecutors Program that will make discretionary grants to state and
local prosecutors. Will this operate like the COPS on the Beat program?

Answer. Of the $50 million request, at least $40 million will be available to hire
prosecutors. This will be a discretionary grant program that may well operate much
like the COPS program. Grants are anticipated to last an average of three years
and would pay a maximum of 75 percent of costs, with the Federal share declining
over the life of the grant. The remaining 20 percent, or $10 million, will be available
for the following purposes: developing and implementing innovative programs that
permit members of the community in assisting prosecutors in crime control and pre-
vention; increasing prosecutors’ involvement in community activities focused on
crime control and prevention; developing and establishing a new administrative and
management systems to facilitate the adoption of community-oriented prosecution;
and developing and implementing innovative, community-based programs that in-
clude the courts and corrections systems.

Question. This seems like a good policy to have local prosecutors interact directly
with members of the community, but can this be supported in the State and local
block grants?

Answer. Technically Local Law Enforcement Black Grant (LLEBG) funds may be
used to hire prosecutors and fund prevention efforts. However, there are several
problems with doing so:

—prosecutors are primary county employees and the bulk of LLEBG funds go to

cities;

—in 1996 and 1997, jurisdictions have already expressed that their primary needs

are equipment, police officers and police overtime, in that order;

—even if localities were so inclined, funding levels are too small, particularly at

the local level, to hire even one prosecutor, much less fund any kind of program,;

—the central theme and intent of this program is to change the culture at the

local level to buy into the concept of community justice and create strong coali-
tions among the local organizations/groups, which will then impact crime. Most
of what will occur will be training and technical assistance toward this end.
These kinds of activities cannot be funded through the LLEBG.

Question. In your testimony, you say this Community Prosecuting has worked on
a small-scale level and you want the opportunity to try this nationally. Now would
the $50 million go towards a comprehensive, national strategy that would be seen
in hundreds of communities throughout the country, or would you limit the program
to targeted areas?
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Answer. The intent is, indeed, to create a comprehensive strategy that encourages
and supports prosecutors and local communities across the country to work together
to fight crime in their neighborhoods.

NATIONAL ADVOCACY CENTER

Question. The Department of Justice is going to be opening the National Advocacy
Center in a short time, and will finally have a center of excellence to train Assistant
U.S. Attorneys and State and Local prosecutors together.

Two weeks ago we learned that the Department of Justice has been funding the
Federal Trade Commission to train State prosecutors around the country in combat-
ting telemarketing scams.

General Reno, clearly marketing scams are a real law enforcement challenge that
requires cooperation between our Federal and local prosecutors. Seems to me we
should take advantage of the synergy produced by the National Advocacy Center
and provide this training at the new facility.

Could you please look into that and see if we can set up such a training course
at the Advocacy Center?

Answer. The National District Attorneys Advocacy Center (NDAAC) will be part
of the National Advocacy Center currently under construction in Columbia, South
Carolina. Each year, at currently anticipated resource levels, the NDAAC will pro-
vide training to approximately 2,000 local prosecutors who need instruction in spe-
cific prosecutorial skills. However, there are small prosecutor offices that cannot
send their limited staff to the National Center for extended training. For these of-
fices, short duration training at regional locations, possibly dealing with state-spe-
cific issues, will continue to be the most responsive approach. Also, with a potential
training pool of over 65,000 local prosecutors, the currently anticipated capacity of
the NDAAC alone cannot meet the requirements of the potential student population
at the South Carolina location.

The recently held Telemarketing Scams courses were conducted as a joint effort
by the American Prosecutors Research Institute and the National Association of At-
torneys General. Two training sessions were planned for local prosecutors and as-
sistant attorneys general. This course can be added to the curriculum of the NDAAC
for presentation as demand warrants.

COMMUNICATIONS ASSISTANCE FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT [CALEA]

Question. I have a number of questions that Senator Leahy, the Ranking Member
on the Judiciary Committee, has asked that we submit regarding the implementa-
tion of the Communications Assistance to Law Enforcement Act (CALEA).

As you know, last year we did not provide additional funding for CALEA since
prior year funding had not been spent and the communications industry and the
FBI had not reached agreement on capability and capacity requirements for court-
ordered wiretaps in a digital telecommunications environment.

It still appears to me that the FBI and the industry have not progressed very far.
What is the status of the Justice Department’s negotiations with industry?

Answer. The Department of Justice (DOJ) and the industry have been discussing
the implementation of CALEA on many fronts. The primary objective of these dis-
cussions has been to reach consensus with regard to implementation of CALEA. A
committee was formed last summer consisting of representatives from the tele-
communications industry and law enforcement to resolve the differences that ex-
isted with the industry’s proposed standard. A committee was formed following a
meeting between the Attorney General and Larry Babbio, Vice Chairman of Bell At-
lantic Corporation.

As recently as February 23, 1998, the DOJ put forth a proposal that consisted of
the following elements: (1) the Telecommunications Carrier Compliance Fund
(TCCF) would be used to pay for the development of solutions for all switching plat-
forms in existence prior to January 1, 1995; (2) with regard to deployment costs,
the TCCF would be used to pay for all deployment costs for specific switches in
place before January 1, 1995. Within this framework, any switching platforms in ex-
1stence prior to January 1, 1995 for which the Government does not fund solution
development would be deemed in compliance until such time as the Government
does fund development; (3) the Government would be willing to share deployment
costs with industry for specific switches installed or deployed between January 1,
1995 and October 25, 1998, even though the Government is not statutorily obligated
to reimburse those costs; and (4) law enforcement would also forbear seeking en-
forcement actions for a reasonable period (a period that would coincide with manu-
facturer development timelines) after the October 25, 1998 compliance date, thereby
allowing the industry a reasonable period in which to deploy solutions.
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On February 25, 1998, the industry rejected all of the FBI’s proposal. On March
6, 1998, leaders of the telecommunications industry, Attorney General Reno and Di-
rector Freeh met in an attempt to reach a negotiated agreement. The meeting con-
cluded with both industry and law enforcement committing to working together in-
tensively and cooperatively for the next 60 days. Industry and law enforcement will
have the following objectives: (1) assess the technical feasibility of developing solu-
tions which fully meet law enforcement requirements; (2) clarify the financial impli-
cations of developing solutions which fully meet law enforcement requirements; and
(3) develop corresponding CALEA solution deployment timelines. On March 27,
1998, the DOJ and the FBI filed a petition with the Federal Communications Com-
mission (FCC) opposing the interim standard adopted by the telecommunications in-
dustry. The interim standard is considered deficient by the law enforcement commu-
nity because law enforcement believes it fails to meet all the capability require-
ments mandated by CALEA and the underlying Federal electronic surveillance stat-
utes. It is hoped that the FCC will rule on the technical standard in an expedited
manner.

Question. We have heard rumors that the FBI is holding out the possibility that
it will seek funding in excess of the $500 million authorization if the communica-
tions industry will sign on to its capacity and capability requirements. Is there any-
thing to that rumor or are you committed to staying within budget for this subsidy
program?

Answer. Currently, the FBI has no plans to request that the current authorization
of $500 million be increased.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PATRICK J. LEAHY
CALEA

Question. We have less than a year before the October 25, 1998 deadline for tele-
communications carriers to be in compliance with the Communications Assistance
for Law Enforcement Act.

Given the current state of CALEA implementation, with no final capacity notice,
a disputed industry capability standard in place, and no final switch-based or net-
work-based solution deployed, please tell me how you expect telecommunications
carriers to meet the October 25, 1998 compliance date?

Answer. CALEA turned out to be a far more significant and difficult task than
the Attorney General and the FBI had originally anticipated as many difficult tech-
nological as well as implementation issues needed to be understood and addressed.
However, the assistance capability requirements have been known for some time.
In fact, at one point in 1995, the industry’s draft standard did include all of law
enforcement’s technical requirements.

It was only after the industry began to dismiss a portion of those requirements
that law enforcement recognized that some important evidentiary requirements
would be absent from the standard and hence absent from any solution developed
using the standard as its base. The industry’s removal of these key requirements
set a process in motion that recently concluded with the Department of Justice
(DOJ)’s legal decision that nine “punch list” missing capabilities were required by
CALEA and the underlying electronic surveillance statutes. The legislation recog-
nizes that even in the absence of a standard, the industry must provide the assist-
ance capability requirements of CALEA.

The FBI recognizes the difficulties with the implementation of CALEA and has
agreed to support industry applications for extensions of time afforded them within
the legislation contingent on the industry providing certain information to the FBI
pertaining to electronic surveillance solution development and deployment sched-
ules. The FBI will support the industry’s good faith effort in moving toward a solu-
tion consistent with law enforcement requirements.

With regard to capacity, the FBI does not believe that compliance with the section
103 assistance capability requirements by October 25, 1998 should be tied to, or de-
layed pending the issuance of the Final Notice of Capacity. A manufacturer’s ability
to develop solutions to meet the section 103 assistance capability requirements does
not depend upon the final articulation of the capacity requirements. Shortly after
the publication of the Second Notice of Capacity in January 1997, the FBI advised
the industry that the capacity numbers in the Final Notice of Capacity would not
change from those set forth in the Second Notice of Capacity.

Question. Should the deadline for compliance with the capability requirements be
delayed? If not, please explain why?
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Answer. No, the deadline for compliance with the capability requirements should
not be delayed. Law enforcement has been consulting with the industry in an effort
to explain its evidentiary requirements since the initiation of standards-setting ef-
forts in 1995. While the FBI has agreed to support applications for extensions of
the compliance date before the FCC based on good faith efforts of industry, the FBI
does not believe blanket extensions are justified.

Furthermore, CALEA contains provisions to accommodate a need to extend the
compliance date. Section 107 of the legislation clearly states that: “A telecommuni-
cations carrier proposing to install or deploy, or having installed or deployed, any
equipment, facility, or service prior to the effective date of section 103 may petition
the Commission for one or more extensions of the deadline for complying with the
assistance capability requirements * * *”

The DOJ and the FBI share your frustration with the pace of CALEA’s implemen-
tation. Few could have foreseen that a solution would not be available eight months
prior to the October 25, 1998 compliance date for capability, particularly since
CALEA specifically requires capability compliance by that date regardless of wheth-
er or not a standard has been adopted. However, in recognizing that the compliance
date is fast approaching and a solution is not yet commercially available, the Gov-
ernment offered industry a new direction in a January 22, 1998 letter from the At-
torney General to members of the telecommunications industry.

As stated in the January 22, 1998 letter, and further clarified in a February 3,
1998 letter from Stephen R. Colgate, Assistant Attorney General for Administration,
in those situations where a carrier can foresee that they are unable to meet the Oc-
tober 25, 1998 deadline because a manufacturer has yet to develop a solution, the
Attorney General is prepared to forbear from any enforcement action against that
carrier, and support a carrier’s petition to the FCC for an extension of the compli-
ance date. In return, the Attorney General would require that each manufacturer
continue good faith efforts to develop a solution with functionality required by
CALEA as defined by law enforcement and the underlying electronic surveillance
statutes, and provide a reasonable and fair development schedule which would in-
clude verifiable milestones.

Question. Why has the FBI not yet petitioned the FCC over the standard? Do you
plan to file such a petition and, if so, what are you waiting for?

Answer. In December 1997, the telecommunications industry adopted an interim
standard (J-STD-025) that does not contain nine punch list capabilities found by
the Department of Justice to be required by CALEA. The DOJ and the FBI believe
that this standard is deficient because it does not include these assistance capabili-
ties. If the standard is not modified, the safe harbor that has been created by the
passage of the deficient interim standard will be allowed to continue. The result will
be the inability of law enforcement to conduct effective electronic surveillance.

It is important to note that the FBI, as a representative of all Federal, state and
local law enforcement, requires a consensus among its members in order to file a
petition that would be representative of the entire law enforcement community.

The FBI principally coordinates CALEA implementation actions through the Law
Enforcement Technical Forum (LETF) in which law enforcement officials from
across the country express their views on CALEA matters, including the industry’s
J—STD-025 interim standard. A LETF meeting was held on January 22, 1998, to
discuss the interim standard. Also, after internal analysis, the FBI requested a DOJ
review of the “punch list” capabilities. That opinion was rendered on January 23,
1998. Moreover, a meeting was held on February 24, 1998 with law enforcement as-
sociations including the International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP), the Na-
tional Association of Attorneys General (NAAG), and the National Technical Inves-
tigators Association (NATIA) to discuss the interim standard. On March 27, 1998,
the DOJ and FBI filed a petition with the FCC opposing the interim standard
adopted by the telecommunications industry.

Question. The FBI has repeatedly noted that the absence of a standard does not
relieve industry from meeting the statutory deadline for capability compliance. In
fact, CALEA does not let carriers off the hook if no standard is implemented. Yet,
the Department is proposing to issue letters of forbearance to carriers excusing
them from meeting the compliance deadline, if they agree to some or all of the FBI’s
“punch list” items, which carriers contend are not required under CALEA. What
provisions in CALEA authorize the Attorney General to grant forbearance to car-
riers that cannot meet the October 1998 compliance deadline?

Answer. Section 108 of CALEA sets the conditions under which the Attorney Gen-
eral is authorized to seek an order enforcing the legislation. In those instances
where carriers and manufacturers are indeed making good faith efforts to comply
in a timely manner, the Attorney General would reserve the right to seek an en-
forcement order.
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During the course of a January 23, 1998, meeting, the DOJ, the FBI, and rep-
resentatives of the telecommunications industry discussed the conditions under
which the DOJ would agree not to pursue enforcement actions against a carrier
under section 108 of CALEA with regard to the CALEA mandate that a carrier meet
the assistance capability requirements pursuant to CALEA section 103 by October
25, 1998, or against a manufacturer with respect to its obligation under CALEA sec-
tion 106(b) to make features or modifications available on a “reasonably timely
basis.” Industry representatives in attendance at the January 23, 1998, meeting in-
cluded representatives from the Cellular Telecommunications Industry Association
(CTIA), Personal Communications Industry Association (PCIA), Telecommunications
Industry Association (TTIA), United States Telephone Association (USTA), and Bell
Atlantic.

Forbearance would be contingent upon the industry’s good faith efforts to develop
a solution that is consistent with law enforcement’s requirements and to commit to
a fair and reasonable development schedule.

Question. It seems that the FBI and DOJ are offering to support extensions of the
compliance date through forbearance letters or at the FCC only if carriers agree to
undertake efforts to develop the “punch list” which carriers contend are not required
under CALEA. Does CALEA give the FBI and DOJ authority to condition the grant-
ing of extensions of the compliance deadline?

Answer. Only the FCC may grant extensions of the compliance deadline. However,
the FCC is required to consult with the Attorney General before granting an exten-
sion to a carrier. The Attorney General can support a carrier’s request for extension
of the compliance date based on that carrier’s good faith efforts to implement
CALEA.

In recognition of the industry’s concern over the compliance date, the Attorney
General has offered not to pursue enforcement actions against a carrier under sec-
tion 108 of CALEA with regard to the CALEA mandate that a carrier meet the as-
sistance capability requirements by October 25, 1998, or against a manufacturer
with respect to its obligation under CALEA section 106(b) to make features or modi-
fications available on a “reasonably timely basis.”

Forbearance and support for extensions would be contingent upon industry’s good
faith efforts to develop a CALEA-compliant solution and commit to a fair and rea-
sonable development schedule which would include verifiable milestones.

The DOJ, the FBI and the law enforcement community firmly believe that the
“punch list” capabilities must be incorporated into a solution in order for law en-
forcement to maintain the integrity of interceptions and the ability to intercept the
same information that it previously received through traditional methods—that is,
before the advent of advanced telecommunications services and features neces-
sitated eletronic surveillance efforts to be effected within a carrier switch or network
facilities. After extensive legal analysis, DOJ has found the “punch list” missing ca-
pabilities to be within the scope of CALEA, and vital to law enforcement’s ability
to meet evidentiary and minimization requirements required by a court of law.

Question. If carriers seek deadline extensions at the FCC, will the FBI argue that
any extensions should be conditioned on carriers dropping their objections to the
punch list?

Answer. The FBI has agreed to support industry applications for extensions of
time afforded them within the legislation. In return, the Attorney General expects
the manufacturer to continue good faith efforts to develop a solution consistent with
law enforcement’s requirements and commit to a fair and reasonable development
schedule which would include verifiable milestones.

On February 4, 1998, the DOJ sent a letter to industry representatives delineat-
ing the DOJ’s determination of the legality of “punch-list” missing capabilities. The
legal opinion was rendered and the letter was sent in response to an industry re-
quest for clarification of the legality of the “punch-list” missing capabilities. The
DOJ legal opinion clearly stated that nine of the “punch-list” capabilities were re-
quired by CALEA and the underlying electronic surveillance statutes.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator GREGG. Thank you again, Madam Attorney General.

Ms. RENO. Thank you.

Senator GREGG. The subcommittee stands in recess until Thurs-
day at 10 a.m. when we will hear testimony from the Secretary of
State.
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[Whereupon, at 11:34 a.m., Tuesday, February 24, the sub-
committee was recessed, to reconvene at 10 a.m., Thursday, Feb-
ruary 26.]
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U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met at 10:06 a.m., in room SD-192, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Hon. Judd Gregg (chairman) presiding.

Present: Senators Gregg, Stevens, Campbell, Hollings, Inouye,
and Mikulski.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

SECRETARY OF STATE
STATEMENT OF MADELEINE K. ALBRIGHT, SECRETARY OF STATE
OPENING REMARKS

Senator GREGG. We will start the hearing of the Subcommittee
on Commerce, Justice, and State of the Appropriations Committee.

Madam Secretary, we do have a vote starting, two back to back
votes, starting at 11 o’clock. So what I would like to suggest to the
panel, if it is agreeable, and I will leave it to the panel to decide,
is that we waive opening statements and go right to hearing the
Secretary. Hopefully, she can give us a brief opening statement so
we can get right into questions.

I yield to my ranking member for any comments he may have.

Senator HOLLINGS. Mr. Chairman, I thank you and I welcome
Secretary Albright. I have got a conflicting hearing in the Com-
merce Committee at 10:15 and I hope to get back. Madam Sec-
retary, welcome. Write down the word: “oceans.”

I started 30 years ago with Tom Pickering. He was then the As-
sistant Secretary of State for Oceans and Environment. Then most
recently you had Tim Wirth, as the Under Secretary, and now you
have nobody. But your Department is trying to hold up any bill
which creates an ocean policy commission. Julius Stratton some 30
years ago chaired an ocean study, the famous Stratton Commis-
sion, that led to the creation of NOAA. We really do not have any
conflicts with international law. The problems are local.

The problem is that 85 percent of the people by the year 2000
in this country will live within 50 miles of the coast of the oceans
and the Great Lakes. We passed my Oceans Act unanimously over

(85)
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here on the Senate side. We are ready to get it going over on the
House side. And, now I've heard rumors that State Department
people are saying, “Wait, we are the lead on oceans.”

It is the year of the oceans in the State Department, for lack of
attention frankly. Saying, oh, no, we have got to change this. We
are in charge of ocean policy. And you stay in charge of all inter-
national policy. But within respect to the coastal zone manage-
ment, ocean research, El Nifio, living marine resources, the actual
two-thirds of the Earth that is affecting the weather, that we do
not pay attention to. The U.S. Government has got to have a form-
ative study now and an approach to real issues and problems. So
I would appreciate your help on it.

With respect to Iraq. Sometimes we overdescribe, in my opinion.
Sometimes we lift expectations beyond reality, and that has oc-
curred here more recently. You have been working around the clock
on an agreement, and I admire you for what you have done. But
what happens is that, in all candor, this agreement cannot be en-
forced. You cannot police another man’s country.

It can be enforced if you get rid of Saddam Hussein. Everybody
agrees on that, and nobody has a substitute for it except Israel.
Israel has made it known if they put in one missile in downtown
Tel Aviv, that will be the end of Baghdad, Saddam, and the whole
kit and caboodle. So they get on national TV and they say, by the
way, if you all come in, we are not going against Israel this time.
Somewhat mutually assured destruction. That policy worked with
the Soviets and that, unless we are going after Saddam himself,
has got to be our policy.

Our friend, Secretary Cohen, gave up the game when he held
that bag of sugar on TV. You can go in there 5 days, you can go
in there 50 days and bomb, and at the end of the 50 days up comes
Saddam on TV with his little bag and says, ha-ha, I am still here.
You yourself have said that, “Well, if necessary we will go back in.”

I think that we ought to get down to reality and realize that from
our own experience that you just cannot guarantee anything unless
you get rid of Saddam. We thought we were doing a good job with
UNSCOM. I keep hearing about the integrity of UNSCOM. The
outfit itself has integrity, but the agreement to be enforced has
none whatsoever.

I saw us misled years and years ago by Secretary McNamara,
and he finally wrote a book about it. He was talking about having
them surrounded, Operation Meat Grinder, light at the end of the
tunnel, and everything else. In a similar fashion, we are over-
describing this thing when we say we are going to enforce it. It will
be a guarantee. It will be serious. And then in the next breath we
say, wait a minute, it might not work, and we will have to go back
in.

Hey, you cannot waste American personnel, GI's, men, and
women on the kind of policy that does not get the job done. We
made a mistake back in Desert Storm. We should have gone in and
finished the job. We all know that now. And going in is the only
way to enforce this so-called policy because it is unenforceable oth-
erwise. Even in our own country, the FBI just thought they had an-
thrax out in Nevada.
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So I understand that it is the policy that you are in charge of.
When we go around and we talk categorically about what we are
going to do, we say we are the one superpower and it is our respon-
sibility. And no, we do not need the United Nations, but yet it is
the U.N. resolutions that we are enforcing, and we end up with ev-
erybody in the neighborhood against us—the majority of the Secu-
rity Council against us. That is bad policy and that worries me. As
we move into this thing, the ultimate policy in the Mideast is
whether or not we can get a peace treaty now with Arafat of any
kind for Israel during the remainder of President Clinton’s term.

Now I did not mean to go that long, but I have to, because unfor-
tunately, I do not get much chance to see the Secretary. I do appre-
ciate it, and welcome you.

Senator GREGG. Thank you, Senator Hollings.

I notice we have been joined by the chairman of the full commit-
tee and wondered if, Senator Stevens, did you wish to make any
opening statement?

Senator STEVENS. No; I will abide by your request and wait.

Senator GREGG. Then we turn to you, Madam Secretary. I appre-
ciate your coming, and appreciate your time, and look forward to
hearing what you have to say.

SUMMARY STATEMENT

Secretary ALBRIGHT. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I am
very glad to be here again with you and the members of the sub-
committee and to present the President’s 1999 budget request. I
will not read my written statement, but I encourage you to look it
over because it deals with an awful lot of vital issues in parts of
the world that I cannot include in my oral statement today and
honor your time. But before discussing the specific accounts, Mr.
Chairman, let me just review a couple of front burner foreign policy
issues. Clearly, Iraq is one of them. I will not respond to everything
that Senator Hollings said, but I will make a couple of comments
and then, obviously, I think you all will have questions.

First, we have made efforts through diplomacy backed by the
threat of force to see that Iraq complies with its obligations to the
world community, and that effort is going on. On Tuesday, the Se-
curity Council was briefed by the Secretary General on the agree-
ment, and the agreement does promise immediate and unrestricted
access to U.N. inspectors to sites in Iraq, including those from
which they had been previously excluded. Now I do think that this
is important because Saddam Hussein has, in fact, reversed course.
It is due to our own firmness and also to the strong international
pressure brought to bear on Baghdad by nations from around the
world.

I know that there are some Senators who have urged that we re-
ject the agreement. But we believe that the wiser course is to test
the agreement. In the days ahead, we are going to be working with
the Security Council and the U.N. Special Commission, UNSCOM,
to see that the agreement is implemented in a way that reflects the
core principles upon which we insisted. That is, that Security
Council resolutions be obeyed, that the integrity of UNSCOM is
preserved, and that there be no artificial timetables or linkages
that would prevent UNSCOM from doing a full, professional job.
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With our support, UNSCOM will be testing Iraq’s promises thor-
oughly and comprehensively. As President Clinton said on Monday,
our soldiers, our ships, and our planes will stay there in force until
we are satisfied that Iraq is complying with its commitments.

The events of the past few days have not changed our fundamen-
tal goal, which is to end or contain the threat posed by Saddam
Hussein to Iraq’s neighbors and the world. A solid U.N. inspection
and monitoring regime backed by sanctions and enforcement of the
no-fly and no-drive zones is our preferred means of achieving that
goal. But we retain the authority, the responsibility, the means,
and the will to use military force if that is required.

The recent focus on the situation in Iraq should not divert our
attention though from other important decisions we have to make
this year. For example, we are working with Europe to meet global
challenges such as proliferation, crime, and the environment. And
we are working in Europe to realize this century’s most elusive
dream: a Europe that is whole, free, prosperous, and at peace.

This past Tuesday I joined Defense Secretary Cohen and General
Shelton in testifying before the Foreign Relations Committee in
support of NATO’s decision to invite three new European democ-
racies to join the alliance while holding the door open for others.
By adding Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic to the alliance
we will expand the area within Europe where wars simply do not
happen. I hope with the support of leaders from both parties that
the Senate will make the right choice and allow NATO enlarge-
ment to proceed.

Another major test of our commitment to building a united and
peaceful Europe is our effort to assist in fulfilling the Dayton ac-
cords. Around Christmas, I went to Bosnia with the President, and
Senator Dole, and the chairman of the full Appropriations Commit-
tee, Senator Stevens, and other Members of Congress. We found a
Bosnia that remains deeply divided, but where multiethnic institu-
tions are once again beginning to function. More slowly than we
foresaw, but surely as we hope, the infrastructure of Bosnian peace
is gaining shape and the psychology of reconciliation is taking hold.
But if we turn our backs on Bosnia now, as some urge, the con-
fidence we are building would erode and the result could well be
a return to genocide and war. Senators, quitting is not the Amer-
ican way, and we should continue to play an appropriate role in
Bosnia as long as our help is needed, our allies and friends do their
share, and most importantly, the Bosnian people are striving to
help themselves. That is the right thing to do, and it is the smart
thing, for it is the only way to ensure that when our troops do
leave Bosnia that they leave for good.

Mr. Chairman, there is much that America can accomplish uni-
laterally, bilaterally, or in cooperation with close allies. But many
problems can best be dealt with through broad international action.
That is why we participate in organizations such as the United Na-
tions.

Last year, as you recall, we worked together to develop a 3-year
plan to encourage the United Nations reform that we want while
paying our overdue U.N. bills. Unfortunately, that spirit of coopera-
tion broke down toward the end of the session when a small group
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of House Members blocked final passage of this and other key
measures.

I testified before the authorizing committees about my concern
with the tactics used and will not belabor that point here. Cer-
tainly, your subcommittee did its part by appropriating the $100
million called for in the first year, and now we have to find a way
to free up that money and to gain approval of funds for years two
and three.

Mr. Chairman, I have been discussing the United Nations and
America’s role in it with this subcommittee since 1993. Together we
have helped the United Nations to achieve more reform in the past
half-decade than in the previous 45 years. But as you know, Mr.
Chairman, this progress has not come easy. We faced opposition
every step of the way, and the job is far from finished.

So let me tell you frankly that if we are not able to pay our U.N.
arrears soon our legs will truly be cut out from under us at the
United Nations. We are told daily by our best allies and friends
that U.S. credibility will be sadly diminished. That will hurt Amer-
ica and cost Americans.

Let me just cite one example. Last December, the General As-
sembly voted on a plan that could have, and I believe would have,
cut our U.N. assessments by roughly $100 million every year. Our
diplomatic team had worked long and hard to make this possible.
But when the U.N. arrears package was killed, support for that
proposal disappeared, and it took a heroic effort to keep alive the
chance for a new vote during the first one-half of this year. So if
we do not seize this opportunity, we will not have another one until
the year 2000.

So we have a choice. We can fail once again to act, undermine
our own diplomatic leadership, and deprive our taxpayers of sav-
ings we might otherwise be able to achieve. Or we can pay our ar-
rears, restore full U.S. influence, and make possible a reduction in
our assessments that will save U.S. taxpayers money for as long
as we are in the United Nations.

Now I know this choice will not be made by this subcommittee
alone, but I ask your support for prompt action not tied to any un-
related issue on our supplemental appropriations request for U.N.
arrears. I am convinced it is the right choice for America.

Mr. Chairman, there was a time not that long ago when our
managers at the State Department could afford to be guided by a
just-in-case philosophy. Planning, acquisitions, and training could
be based on what might be needed. Today, we are compelled by the
pace of change and the tightness of budgets to practice just-in-time
management. That means putting personnel, resources, and infra-
structure where they are required, when they are required, and
being prepared to reposition them rapidly and flexibly when they
are not.

But we still need to make some well-placed investments. This
year our request for State Department operating funds is about
$2.2 billion; barely above last year’s. But we are also seeking an
increase of $243 million in our “Security and maintenance” account
to upgrade our facilities, especially in Germany and China.

With respect to information technology, our needs are basic. We
want to install late 20th century computer technology at every post
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before the 21st century begins. We need to replace overloaded
phone switchboards before they experience what is known as cata-
strophic failure. And we want to ensure that when the clock strikes
midnight on December 31, 1999, our computers do not all crash
and send us back to the age of quill pens and scribes. So I hope
you will support us in acquiring communication systems that are
secure, reliable, and expansive enough to meet the demands of the
information age.

Mr. Chairman, as Secretary of State, I can tell you that Ameri-
cans can be proud of the people, whether foreign service, civil serv-
ice, or foreign service nationals, who work every day, often under
very difficult conditions, to protect our citizens and our interests
around the world. They are really great people. But if we are to
maintain the high standards of diplomatic representation we need,
we must continue to emphasize high standards in recruiting, and
managing our personnel. We must understand how and how much
the world has changed.

We need to train our people to sift information as much as to
gather it, to surf the web as much as to pound the pavement, and
to look outside traditional diplomatic sources for information, con-
tacts, and ideas. We need specialists who can keep up with ad-
vances in technology, who have the language and cultural training
required to feel at home wherever they may be assigned. We need
men and women with multiple skills who can monitor compliance
with international property law, assist Americans in trouble, report
on human rights, and promote our arms control agenda all in the
same career and sometimes in the same week.

To do justice to the strength our Nation finds in its diversity, we
have to do better at hiring, retaining, and promoting the best peo-
ple America has to offer from every background. We are making
progress, and I am particularly proud of the large numbers of
women competing successfully to enter the foreign service this
year. But there is much more we can do, and I hope I can count
on this subcommittee’s support.

Mr. Chairman, many of our initiatives are directed, as I've dis-
cussed, at particular countries or regions. Others, such as our ef-
forts to build prosperity, fight international crime, and protect the
environment can best be considered in global terms.

I think that as we are dealing with regional or worldwide issues,
it is hard to lead in the 1990’s with institutions designed for the
1950’s. That is why we worked with Congress last year to develop
a plan to reorganize our foreign affairs agencies to reflect the fact
that arms control, public diplomacy, and international development
belong at the heart of American foreign policy. I hope we will have
the subcommittee’s support for early action on reorganization legis-
lation this year.

Mr. Chairman, one-half a century ago a Democratic President
and a Republican Congress worked together to help forge the insti-
tutions that have shaped our foreign policy and defined the history
of our age. Institutions that proved instrumental in the defense
and spread of freedom, the growth of prosperity, the defeat of com-
munism, the confirmation over and over again of America’s stand-
ing as a leading force for justice and law in the world. Our prede-
cessors were not prophets, but because they stood tall they were
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perhaps able to see a little bit further into the future than others.
They also had faith in our people and in the principles upon which
our Nation was founded. Today we have a responsibility to honor
their faith, to reject the temptation of complacency, and assume not
with complaint, but welcome, the leader’s role established by our
forebears.

New Hampshire’s Daniel Webster said once that God grants lib-
erty only to those who love it and are always ready to guard and
defend it. These words remind us that only by living up to the her-
itage of our past can we fulfill the promise of our future and enter
the new century free and respected, prosperous and at peace.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Mr. Chairman, Senators, thank you very much and I am very
happy now to answer your questions.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MADELEINE K. ALBRIGHT
INTRODUCTION: PROMOTING AMERICAN INTERESTS AND UNIVERSAL VALUES

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, I am pleased to be here today
to discuss the President’s fiscal year 1999 budget request for the Department of
State and related programs.

I want to begin by thanking you for your work last year. One of my highest goals
upon becoming Secretary of State was to work with Members of Congress to restore
both the spirit and substance of bipartisan support for American leadership around
the globe. And as the achievements of this past year reflect, despite some disagree-
ments, we have been moving in the right direction.

Since I last testified before this Subcommittee, the United States has helped
achieve progress towards a Europe whole and free, a Bosnia where peace is begin-
ning to take hold, an Asia where security cooperation is on the rise, an Africa being
transformed by new leaders and fresh thinking, and a Western Hemisphere blessed
by an ever-deepening partnership of democracies.

We have also joined the Chemical Weapons Convention as an original member,
intensified the war against international crime, taken an essential first step towards
a global agreement to combat climate change and approved the first overall increase
in funding for international affairs programs in several years.

More specifically, with your help, we have made progress in providing the train-
ing, equipment and resources we need to give the American people the first-class
diplomatic representation they deserve.

With the additional resources made available last year, we are going forward with
a major program of infrastructure repair and are accelerating our modernization of
information technology. And I am pleased that, after several years of personnel re-
ductions, we will have as many Foreign and Civil service personnel joining us this
year, as leaving.

All this matters, Mr. Chairman, because American leadership is built not only on
our military and economic power, and on the power of our ideals, but also on the
effectiveness of our diplomacy.

The accounts funded by this Subcommittee determine whether we will have the
right people in the right place with the right tools at the right time. And whether
we will therefore be able, through our bilateral and multilateral diplomacy, effec-
tively to promote peace, halt the spread of deadly weapons, counter terror, fight
international crime, enforce trade agreements, build democracy, raise core labor
standards, protect the environment, increase respect for human rights, combat dis-
ease, and safeguard the rights of Americans who travel or do business overseas.

I have said that it is America’s strategic objective, as we prepare for the new cen-
tury, to seize the opportunity that history has presented to bring nations closer to-
gether around basic principles of democracy, free markets, respect for the law and
a commitment to peace.

America’s place in this system is at the center. And our challenge is to keep the
connections between regions and among the most prominent nations strong and
sure.
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We must also help other nations become full partners by lending a hand to those
building democracy, emerging from poverty, or recovering from conflict.

We must summon the spine to deter, the support to isolate, and the strength to
defeat those who run roughshod over the rights of others.

And we must aspire not simply to maintain the status quo—for that has never
been good enough for America. Abroad, as at home, we must aim for higher stand-
ards so that the benefits of growth and the protections of law are shared not only
by the lucky few, but by the hardworking many.

AMERICAN LEADERSHIP AROUND THE WORLD

Before proceeding to a discussion of specific accounts, Mr. Chairman, I would like
briefly to review with the Subcommittee some of the major foreign policy challenges
and initiatives we will face during the coming weeks and months.

Most prominent, of course, is our effort—through diplomacy backed by the threat
of force—to see that Iraq complies with its obligations to the world community.

That effort is ongoing. On Tuesday, the Security Council was briefed by Secretary
General Kofi Annan on Iraq’s written agreement to reverse course and grant imme-
diate, unconditional and unrestricted access to U.N. inspectors to sites in Iraq, in-
cluding those from which they had previously been excluded.

We attribute the Iraqi commitments not only to our own firmness, but to the
strong international pressure brought to bear on Baghdad by nations from around
the world.

In the days ahead, we will be working with the Security Council and UNSCOM
to ensure that the agreement is implemented in a manner that reflects the core
principles upon which we have insisted: that Security Council resolutions be obeyed;
that the integrity of the U.N. Special Commission—or UNSCOM—be preserved; and
that there be no artificial timetables or linkages that would prevent UNSCOM from
doing a full and professional job.

With our support, UNSCOM will be testing Iraq’s commitments thoroughly and
comprehensively.

And as President Clinton said Monday: “Our soldiers, our ships, (and) our planes
will stay there in force until we are satisfied Iraq is complying with its commit-
ments.”

Although the events of the past few days may have changed the specific cir-
cumstances, they have not changed our fundamental goal—which is to contain or
end the threat posed by Saddam Hussein to Iraq’s neighbors and the world. A solid
U.N. inspection and monitoring regime, backed by sanctions and enforcement of the
no-fly and no-drive zones, is our preferred means of achieving that goal. But we re-
tain the authority, the responsibility, the means and the will to use military force
if that is required.

In the meantime, we continue to support expanded efforts through the United Na-
tions oil-for-food mechanism to ease the suffering of the Iraqi people. We do this not
as a favor to Saddam, who has often opposed such efforts, but because it is right;
and because it deprives Saddam of the argument that Iraqi hardships justify lifting
U.N. sanctions prematurely.

Mr. Chairman, during my visits last week to Tennessee, South Carolina and—
most audibly—Ohio, I heard two somewhat different but understandable desires
voiced by the American people.

The first was a strong desire to see the Iraq crisis settled peacefully. Americans
have always been reluctant to use force. We do not want to put the lives of innocent
people at risk, and would never unnecessarily do so.

The second is a desire to see Saddam Hussein removed from power.

Unfortunately, we cannot guarantee a peaceful outcome without opening the door
to yet another round of Iraqi cheating, which we will not do. Given Saddam’s history
of aggression, his repeated use of poison gas and his dishonesty, we cannot safely
or responsibly rule out the use of force in the future.

But if we are required to use force, why not go all the way and remove Saddam
from power? The answer is that it would require a far greater commitment of mili-
tary force, and a far greater risk to American lives, than is currently needed to con-
tain the threat Saddam poses.

Some have suggested that the solution is to arm and encourage the Iraqi opposi-
tion to initiate a civil war. That option sounds—but is not—simple. We have worked
with Iraqi opponents of Saddam Hussein in the past, and we are ready to work with
them more effectively in the future. But the opposition is currently divided, and it
would be wrong to create false or unsustainable expectations that could end in
bloodshed or defeat.
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This leaves us with a policy that is—quite frankly—not fully satisfactory to any-
one. It is a “real world” policy, not a “feel good” policy.

But I am convinced it is the best policy to protect our interests and those of our
friends and allies in the Gulf. It embodies both our desire for peace and our deter-
mination to fight if necessary. It takes into account current realities, without—in
any way—ruling out future options. It presents the leaders in Baghdad with a clear
choice. And it reflects principles that are vital to uphold, not only in the Gulf now,
but everywhere, always.

Mr. Chairman, the recent focus on the situation in Iraq should not divert our at-
tention from other important decisions and initiatives we will undertake this year.
For America is a global power, and our citizens have important interests in every
region on every continent.

For example, we are working with Europe to meet global challenges such as pro-
liferation, crime and the environment.

And we are working in Europe to realize this century’s most elusive dream, a Eu-
rope that is whole, free, prosperous and at peace.

Earlier this week, I joined Defense Secretary Cohen and General Shelton in testi-
fying before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in support of NATO’s decision
to invite three new European democracies to join the alliance while holding the door
open to others.

By adding Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic to the alliance, we will ex-
pand the area within Europe where wars simply do not happen. And we will enlist
in the cause of peace three new allies who are dedicated to NATO principles and
ready to contribute to the freedom and security of the continent.

I hope, and I believe, that with the support of leaders from both parties, and with
the encouragement of the American people, the Senate will make the right choice—
and allow NATO enlargement to proceed.

Another major test of our commitment to building a united and peaceful Europe
is our effort to assist in fulfilling the Dayton Accords.

Around Christmas, I went to Bosnia with the President and Senator Dole and a
number of Members of Congress. We found a nation that remains deeply divided,
but where multi-ethnic institutions are once again beginning to function. Economic
growth is accelerating. Indicted war criminals are being tried. More refugees are re-
turning. And—perhaps most important—a new Bosnian Serb government has been
elected that is committed to implementing Dayton.

More slowly than we foresaw, but as surely as we hoped, the infrastructure of
Bosnian peace is gaining shape and the psychology of reconciliation is taking hold.

But if we turn our backs on Bosnia now, as some urge, the confidence we are
building would erode, and the result could well be a return to genocide and war.

Quitting is not the American way. In Bosnia, the mission should determine the
timetable, not the other way around. And as the President made clear in December,
“that mission must be achievable and tied to concrete benchmarks, not a deadline.”

Accordingly, we and our allies have agreed that NATO will continue to lead a
multi-national force in Bosnia after SFOR’s current mandate expires in June. Its
mission will continue to be to deter hostilities, support the implementation of the
Dayton Agreement, and contribute to establishing a secure environment in which
Bolsnian authorities can increasingly take charge of their country’s stability them-
selves.

Without expanding SFOR’s mandate, we will ensure that the new force has an
enhanced capability to deal with the task of ensuring public security.

And we will review the size of the force periodically as part of our strategy to
gradually transfer its responsibilities to domestic institutions and other inter-
national organizations.

We have already held informal briefings with Senators on these consultations. As
we discuss with our allies and partners the details of this new phase of operations,
you can expect to hear more from us.

We should continue to play an appropriate role in Bosnia as long as our help is
needed, our allies and friends do their share, and—most importantly—the Bosnian
people are striving to help themselves. That is the right thing to do. And it is the
smart thing, for it is the only way to ensure that when our troops do leave Bosnia,
they leave for good.

Mr. Chairman, one of our most important foreign policy objectives is to build an
ir%clusive Asia-Pacific community based on stability, shared interests and the rule
of law.

To this end, we have fortified our core alliances, crafted new defense guidelines
with Japan, maintained our forward deployment of troops, embarked on Four Party
talks to create a basis for lasting peace on the Korean Peninsula, and continued to
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implement, with our partners, the Agreed Framework which is dismantling North
Korea’s dangerous nuclear program.

We have also intensified our dialogue with China, achieving progress on economic
and security matters, while maintaining our principles on respect for Tibetan herit-
age and human rights. Let me stress here, Mr. Chairman, that engagement is not
the same as endorsement. We continue to have sharp differences with China—but
we also believe that the best way to narrow those differences is to encourage China
to become a fully responsible participant in the international system.

Steps in the right direction include China’s commitment to strictly control nuclear
exports, its assurances on nuclear cooperation with Iran, its security cooperation on
the Korean peninsula, its decision to sign the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, its
continued economic liberalization, the release of Wei Jingsheng, its invitation to the
U.N. High Commissioner for Human Rights to visit, and its agreement to pursue
cooperative activities with us to strengthen the rule of law (activities that we pro-
pose to be partly funded through an increase in the Asia Foundation’s budget).

We have also been working with the IMF to respond to the financial crisis in East
Asia.

Our approach is clear. If a nation affected by instability is to recover, it must re-
form in a manner that addresses the underlying problems that created that instabil-
ity. And if a nation is willing to seriously undertake such reforms, we will help.

East Asia includes some of our closest allies and friends, including South Korea,
which faces a large and well-armed military force across the DMZ. The region also
includes some of the best customers for U.S. products and services—and if they can’t
buy, we can’t sell.

Moreover, since the IMF functions as a sort of intergovernmental credit union, its
efforts to assist East Asian economies won’t cost U.S. taxpayers a nickel.

Still, there are some who say we should disavow the IMF and abandon our
friends, letting the chips—or dominos—fall where they may.

It is possible, if we were to do so, that East Asia’s financial troubles would not
spread and badly hurt our own economy, and that our decision to walk away would
not be misunderstood, and a wave of anti-American sentiment would not be un-
leashed, and new security threats would not arise in this region where 100,000
American troops are deployed.

All this is possible, but I would not want to bet America’s security or the jobs of
your constituents on that proposition. For it would be a very, very bad bet.

Even with full backing for the IMF, and diligent reforms in East Asia, recovery
will take time. And further tremors are possible.

The best way to end the crisis is to back the reforms now being implemented, ap-
prove the supplemental IMF funding requests submitted by the President earlier
this month, work to keep the virus from spreading, and develop strategies for pre-
venting this kind of instability from arising again.

In the Middle East, we continue to guard against another form of instability
through our efforts to encourage progress towards a just, lasting and comprehensive
peace.

Last month, President Clinton presented ideas to Chairman Arafat and Prime
Minister Netanyahu in an effort to break the current stalemate, recognizing that
the parties, given the level of their distrust, might respond to us even if they remain
reluctant to respond to each other.

The issue now is whether the leaders are prepared to make the kinds of decisions
that will make it possible to put the process back on track. Indeed, we have to ask:
are they prepared to promote their common interests as partners? Or are they de-
termined to return to an era of zero-sum relations?

The stakes are high. That’s why we have been involved in such an intensive effort
to protect the process from collapsing.

Mr. Chairman, closer to home, we meet at a time of heightened emphasis in our
policy towards the Americas. This attention is warranted not only by proximity of
geography, but by proximity of values. For today, with one lonely exception, every
government in the hemisphere is freely-elected.

In the weeks ahead, we will be preparing for the second Summit of the Americas,
pressing for democratic change in Cuba and intensifying our efforts in Haiti, where
the challenge of developing a democratic culture and market economy—where nei-
ther has ever existed—is especially daunting.

We are also taking a fresh approach to Africa, which the President plans to visit
next month. During my own recent trip, I was impressed by the opportunity that
exists to help integrate that continent into the world economy; build democracy; and
gain valuable allies in the fight against global threats.
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To frame a new American approach to the new Africa, we will be seeking Congres-
sional support for the President’s initiative to promote justice and development in
the Great Lakes, and urging approval of the Africa Growth and Opportunity Act.

LEADERSHIP THROUGH INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

Unfinished Business

Mr. Chairman, there is much that America can accomplish unilaterally, through
our bilateral diplomacy or in cooperation with our close allies. But in today’s world,
there are also many problems that can only be dealt with—or can best be dealt
with—through broad international action. For this reason, it serves important
American interests to participate in international organizations whose activities con-
tribute to our security, prosperity and safety. Among the most prominent of these
organizations are those within the United Nations system.

Last year, Congress and the Administration worked together to develop a three
gg}ﬁlr plan to encourage United Nations reform while paying our long overdue U.N.

ills.

Unfortunately, that spirit of constructive cooperation broke down during the final
days of the session. A small group of House Members blocked final passage of this
and other key measures to authorize the restructuring of our foreign policy institu-
tions and to provide needed financing for the International Monetary Fund (IMF).

I have testified before the authorizing Committees about my concern with the tac-
tics used to block this legislation, and will not belabor the point here. Certainly,
your Subcommittee did its part by appropriating the $100 million called for in the
first year. Now, we have to find a way to free up that money and to gain approval
of funds for years two and three.

Mr. Chairman, I have been discussing the U.N. and America’s role in it with this
Subcommittee since 1993. And we have had an extremely productive dialogue.

Together, through legislation and diplomacy, we have helped the U.N. to achieve
more reform in the past half decade than in the 45 years that preceded it.

During this period, the U.N.s staffing has declined and its budget has been
brought under control. Assessments for U.N. peacekeeping operations have dropped
by 80 percent, and those operations are subject to far greater discipline. The inspec-
tor general’s office—which did not exist in 1993—has grown steadily more aggres-
sive and effective.

And within the U.N. system, a new generation of leaders is taking the helm—
from Secretary-General Kofi Annan, to Deputy Secretary General Louise Frechette,
to Gro Brundtland at the World Health Organization (WHO), to Mary Robinson, the
new U.N. High Commissioner for Human Rights.

Slowly, but surely, a culture of accountability, transparency and results is taking
hold. And, as you know, Mr. Chairman, this progress has not come easy. We have
faced opposition every step of the way. And the job is far from finished.

But let me tell you frankly that, if we are not able now—in the next few months—
to approve funding for our U.N. arrears, our legs truly will be cut out from under
us at the U.N. We are told daily, by our best allies and friends, that U.S. credibility
will be sadly diminished. That will cost Americans and hurt America.

Let me cite just one example.

Last December, the General Assembly voted on a plan that could have—and I be-
lieve would have—cut our share of U.N. assessments to 25 percent for peacekeeping
and from 25 percent to 22 percent for the regular budget—an overall difference in
the amount we are assessed of roughly $100 million every year.

Our diplomatic team had worked long and hard to make this possible. Don’t forget
that 22 percent is less than our share of the world’s economy—or GDP—while Eu-
rope pays above its share. And in two years, Japan will be required to pay more
than 20 percent of the U.N. budget.

But when word arrived in New York that the U.N. arrears package had been
killed, support for reducing our rate of assessments disappeared. It took an heroic
effort to persuade the U.N. to leave open the possibility for a new vote during the
first half of this year. If we do not act by then, the next opportunity will not come
until the year 2000.

So we have a choice. We can fail once again to act, undermine our own diplomatic
leadership, weaken prospects for further U.N. reform, and deprive our taxpayers of
savings we might otherwise be able to achieve.

Or we can pay our arrears, restore full U.S. influence, press ahead on reform, and
make possible a reduction in our assessments that will save U.S. taxpayers money
for as long as we are in the U.N.

I know that this choice will not be made by this Subcommittee alone. But I ask
your support for prompt action—not tied to any unrelated issue—on our supple-
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mental appropriations request for U.N. arrears. I am convinced it is the right choice
for America.

Contributions to International Organizations

More broadly, I ask your support for the President’s budget request for the entire
Contributions to International Organizations Account for fiscal year 1999.

Mr. Chairman, and members of the Subcommittee, we have reviewed the impor-
tance of these organizations to American interests on an annual basis.

The Clinton Administration, like prior Administrations from Truman to Bush, has
found the U.N., itself, a valuable means of enlisting the help of others in pursuit
of goals we support. Current examples include the work of the U.N. Special Com-
mission in Iraq, the effort to develop an independent and professional police force
in Bosnia, and the war crimes tribunals for Rwanda and the Balkans.

Agencies affiliated with the U.N. also provide vital services.

The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) helps protect Americans from
the dangers of nuclear proliferation. The IAEA conducts essential verification of the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, and its strengthened safeguards regime provides
assurance that peaceful nuclear programs are not being diverted for weapons pur-
poses.

The World Health Organization, which promises to be far better managed under
its new director, helps to research, track, contain and above all prevent disease and
other health problems from malnutrition and malaria to Ebola and HIV/AIDS. This
makes us all safer and can provide long term financial savings, as well. For exam-
ple, U.S. taxpayers save hundreds of millions of dollars annually because WHO
eradicated smallpox and thereby ended the need to vaccinate against the disease.

The Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) enhances international trade in ag-
ricultural and fisheries products. Through the Codex Alimentarius, it applies objec-
tive quality and safety standards that facilitate the export of more than $60 billion
in U.S. agricultural products each year. The FAO also protects U.S. agriculture from
potential losses through its plant, pest and animal disease control programs.

The International Labor Organization (ILO) was established in 1919 in response
to unsafe working conditions associated with industrialization. Although workplace
conditions have improved dramatically in much of the world, there remain large,
economically-significant labor markets characterized by work forces that are under-
age, under-paid and poorly-treated.

Accordingly, the ILO serves two primary U.S. policy objectives: promoting respect
for human rights in the workplace, and minimizing unfair international competition
from firms and countries that do not observe core labor standards. To this end, we
will be working this year for a strong ILO declaration on core labor standards and
proposals to implement them worldwide.

Mr. Chairman, other specialized U.N. agencies and international organizations
such as the International Telecommunications Union, NATO, the OECD and the Or-
ganization of American States also serve important U.S. interests. To maintain our
influence and leverage within these organizations, we need to stay—or become—cur-
rent on our obligations to them.

United Nations Peacekeeping

I also ask the Subcommittee’s support for the President’s request for $231 million
for the Contributions for International Peacekeeping Activities (CIPA) Account.

As we have discussed over the years, U.N. peacekeeping provides one of a number
of options available to us and to the world community to prevent or respond to con-
flicts. Although they are not the answer in all cases, well-designed U.N. operations
can be effective in the right circumstances, and have the advantage of spreading
costs and risks widely and fairly.

Our CIPA request this year includes funds to pay our assessments for critical op-
erations along Iraq’s border with Kuwait, on the Golan Heights, in Bosnia, and the
former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, to name a few.

This past year saw several U.N. successes. The U.N. observer mission in Liberia
helped provide a secure environment for elections in August 1997 and then with-
drew. The U.N. Transitional Administration in Eastern Slavonia (UNTAES) facili-
tated that region’s peaceful reintegration into Croatia in January—it has now with-
drawn, succeeded by a small U.N. policing program. And U.N. peacekeeping oper-
ations marked a success in Guatemala, with the implementation of the final peace
agreement that was signed in December 1996.

I visited Guatemala last May. At a guerrilla demobilization camp I saw firsthand
how support from the U.N., USAID, and others had given the Guatemalan people
a chance to recover from the debilitation of war and begin to build a true national
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community. Although the process of reconciliation in Guatemala still has far to go,
the U.N. operation made a unique and indispensable contribution.

In Tajikistan, where a peace agreement signed last fall is holding tenuously, the
U.N. hopes to make similar progress this year. And in Angola, a U.N. observer mis-
sion is supervising the final phases of that country’s peace process.

As always, Mr. Chairman, I am aware of this Subcommittee’s long-standing and
long-justified desire to be consulted when new U.N. peacekeeping operations are
planned—not just when the bills come due. I am committed, and I know Assistant
Secretary Lyman and Ambassador Richardson are committed, to meeting this obli-
gation.

In this connection, I note the possibility that we will support a new operation or
operations in Africa. I want to stress, Mr. Chairman, based on my recent visit to
that continent, and my discussions with regional leaders, how important inter-
national peacekeeping has been and is to this part of the world. African leaders are
determined to do more themselves to solve disputes within the region, and U.N. sup-
port can help them succeed.

Important U.S. interests in Africa are served every time an area of instability and
conflict is transformed into one of peace and development. This contributes to our
economic interests, reduces the likelihood of costly humanitarian disasters and refu-
gee flows, and expands the network of societies working to counter global threats
such as illegal narcotics, crime, terror and disease.

MANAGING FOR THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY

Mr. Chairman, American leadership is built on American ideals, backed by our
economic and military might, and supported by our diplomacy. Unfortunately, de-
spite progress made last year with bipartisan support from this Subcommittee, the
resources we need to support our diplomacy are stretched thin.

Over the past decade, funding—in real terms—has declined sharply. Personnel
levels are down. Training has been cut. And we face critical infrastructure needs
that cannot be put off any longer.

There was a time, not that long ago, when State Department managers could af-
ford to be guided by a “just in case” philosophy. Planning, acquisitions and training
could be based on what might be needed. Today, we are compelled by the pace of
change and the tightness of budgets to practice “just in time” management. That
requires putting personnel, resources and infrastructure where they are required,
when they are required, and being prepared to reposition them rapidly and flexibly
when they are not.

Already, this has translated into smaller staffs, more versatile personnel, and bet-
ter cost-sharing among agencies. It has meant selling, buying, renting and swapping
properties around the world to achieve the most cost-effective mix. It has meant de-
veloping service programs which pay for themselves. And, through our reorganiza-
tion planning, it has meant taking a hard look at functions which may be duplica-
tive.

But to continue our progress, we need to make some well-placed investments.

This year our request for State Department Operating funds is $2.177 billion.
This reflects an increase of 4.8 percent from fiscal year 1998, nearly half of which
is attributable to inflation and mandatory pay raises. In addition, we are seeking
an increase of $243 million in our “Security and Maintenance of U.S. Missions” ac-
count, to provide much-needed upgrades and improvements in infrastructure.

Infrastructure

Like the rest of us, Mr. Chairman, our facilities are aging—Old State is 60; New
State is 40. Our request this year includes funds for a portion of the long-awaited
renovation project at C Street, although the lion’s share of money for this project
is being requested by the General Services Administration. Just as important, we
are requesting funds for some of our most dire infrastructure needs overseas, begin-
ning with two of our most crucial posts—Berlin and Beijing.

In 1999, the Germans will complete the move of their capital from Bonn. We need
to complete the same move by building a new embassy in the new capital.

This move symbolizes the success of fifty years of partnership between the United
States and Germany, a partnership cemented with the Berlin airlift 50 years ago
this summer and which ultimately helped defeat Communism, bring down the Wall,
and anchor Germany firmly within a strong Euro-Atlantic community. The victory
reflected in Berlin’s establishment as the capital of a united and democratic Ger-
many is one in which Americans may take great pride, and for which we should
be on the ground from the beginning.

It is also a tremendous opportunity. Germany possesses the world’s third-largest
economy; it is host to the largest overseas contingent of U.S. troops; it is the driving
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force behind European integration; and it is a nation with whom we work closely
on matters as diverse as building peace in Bosnia to safeguarding the global econ-
omy to exploring space.

Accordingly, Mr. Chairman, we must move now to build our new facility, and as-
sure the high quality representation our interests demand and our people expect.
We estimate the total costs of designing, building and furnishing a new U.S. Em-
bassy Berlin to be $120 million. In fiscal 1999, we are requesting $50 million—less
than half the total cost—because we expect to raise the remaining funds required
by selling excess U.S. property in Germany.

Our presence in China is large, growing and vital to our interests. In recent years,
the number of Americans visiting that country as tourists, students or for business
purposes has mushroomed—as has the number of Chinese seeking to enter the
United States. And as we have developed a broader agenda on which we seek to
cooperate with China, U.S. agencies have sent more officials to our missions in that
country. Total staffing increased by 15 percent last year alone.

Unfortunately, as the Department’s Inspector General has confirmed, with the ex-
ception of Hong Kong, our posts in China suffer from over-crowding, inadequate fa-
cilities, insufficient information technology, sub-standard housing, and serious safe-
ty and security deficiencies.

We have developed an overall plan to address these issues, beginning this year,
by building reasonably-priced housing in Shanghai and rehabilitating the existing
Beijing chancery—both of which can be funded with proceeds from the sale of other
properties. We are also requesting $200 million to acquire a site and design and con-
struct a new Embassy for Beijing.

Of course, the problems we face in China are not unique. In critical posts from
Luanda to Kiev to Vladivostok, America’s representatives are doing their jobs under
conditions that are unacceptably primitive, unhealthy or unsafe. Due to budget re-
straints, we have requested funding for only a fraction of the needs we have identi-
fied, focusing on improving our safety programs and increasing the number of main-
tenance specialists we have on staff, in order to extend yet further the useful life
of the infrastructure we have.

Information Technology

Our most pressing information technology needs are basic. We want to install
late-20th century computer technology at every post before the 21st century begins.
We need to replace old and overloaded phone switchboards before they experience
what is known as “catastrophic failure.” We need to implement new information se-
curity features to protect our data and networks. And we want to ensure that, when
the clock strikes midnight on December 31, 1999, our computers don’t all crash and
send us back to the age of quill pens and scribes.

As communications become ever more sophisticated, and ever more reliance is
placed on computer hookups, State and our sister agencies need more lines of ac-
cess, known as “bandwidth,” between Washington and the field.

Unlike your local phone company, we cannot always depend on local lines in for-
eign countries, but must often supplement the communications infrastructure avail-
able. And, of course, we must do the work in-house for security reasons. The result-
ing “phone bill,” Mr. Chairman, is the price we must pay for having the right person
on the right phone line when the President, or you, or I, need to get through. I hope
you will support us in working to put together a system that is secure, reliable, and
capacious enough to meet the demands of the Information Age.

Personnel

Mr. Chairman, as Secretary of State, I can tell you that every American can be
proud of the people—foreign and civil service and foreign nationals—who work every
day, often under very difficult conditions, to protect our citizens and our interests
around the world. I have never been associated with a more talented, professional
or dedicated group of people.

But to maintain the highest standards of diplomatic representation in this era,
we must continue to emphasize high standards in recruiting, training and managing
our personnel.

We need to train our people to sift information as much as to gather it, to surf
the web as much as to pound the pavement, and to look outside the traditional “dip-
lomatic sources” for information, contacts and ideas.

We need specialists who can keep up with fast-moving developments in electronic
commerce, genetic engineering, or telecommunications. We need people with good
computer skills, with the knowledge to staff our regional environmental hubs, and
with the language and cultural training required to feel at home in faraway lands.
And we need men and women who can monitor compliance with intellectual prop-
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erty law, assist Americans in trouble, report on human rights and promote our arms
control agenda, all in the same career—and sometimes in the same week.

And to do justice to the strength our nation finds in its diversity, we have to do
better at hiring, retaining and promoting the best people America has to offer—from
every background. We are making progress. I am particularly proud of the large
numbers of women competing successfully to enter the Foreign Service this year.
But there is much more we can do, from making our overseas facilities more acces-
ﬁiblgl_to persons with disabilities to showing more support for State Department
amilies.

I hope I can count on this Subcommittee as a partner in these efforts.

Border Security

Supported by the retention of Machine Readable Visa (MRV) fees, we will con-
tinue implementing a comprehensive border security strategy to improve consular
systems and services.

Consular systems are our nation’s first line of defense against the flow of inter-
national terrorism and crime across our borders. We must be able to screen out the
few visa applicants who would harm our people or violate our laws, without hinder-
ing the millions of legitimate visitors who enrich our lives and add tens of billions
of dollars to our economy every year.

With the MRV, we have the ability to check applicants’ names against govern-
ment records by computer, in every consular post. We are emphasizing improved
training for consular officers, and working to provide even better computer equip-
ment. We have also upgraded our passport-issuing services to meet record demand.

I want to thank the Subcommittee for having the foresight to continue the legisla-
tion allowing the Department to retain MRV fees through fiscal year 1999, during
which we plan to fund our border security programs at $296 million.

Consolidation

Mr. Chairman, many of our initiatives are directed, as I have discussed, at par-
ticular countries or regions. Others, such as our efforts to build prosperity, fight
international crime and protect the environment, can best be considered in global
terms.

But whether we are dealing with regional or world wide issues, it is hard to lead
in the 1990’s with institutions designed for the 1950’s.

That is why we worked with Congress last year to develop a plan to reorganize
our foreign affairs agencies to reflect the fact that arms control, public diplomacy
and international development belong at the heart of American foreign policy.

As part of this reorganization, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
(ACDA) and the United States Information Agency (USIA) are to integrate their ac-
tivities into the Department of State. Unfortunately, legislation providing the nec-
essary authorization for this reorganization was blocked, thus requiring the agencies
to present separate budget requests for fiscal year 1999.

I hope we will have the Subcommittee’s support for early action on reorganization
legislation this year. This is essential not only to move ahead with our management
goals, but to ensure the effective implementation of policies and programs vital to
U.S. interests.

For example, it is a core purpose of American foreign policy to halt the spread
and possible use of weapons of mass destruction, which remain—years after the
Cold War’s end—the most serious threat to the security of our people.

This imperative reflects the value of the services provided to America by ACDA.
As part of our effort to reorganize our foreign policy institutions, we have “double-
hatted” ACDA Director John Holum as our Acting Under Secretary of State for
Arms Control and International Security Affairs, and ACDA has worked closely with
the Department to develop an effective plan for integration.

Today, ACDA’s agenda includes: ratifying and implementing the Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty; continuing strategic arms reductions with Russia; taking steps,
with other agencies, to limit the quantity, improve the security and prevent the di-
version of fissile materials worldwide; implementing the Chemical Weapons Conven-
tion; negotiating an inspections regime to strengthen the Biological Weapons Con-
vention; and beginning negotiations to ban the export of anti-personnel land mines.
To accomplish all this, ACDA is requesting $43.4 million—a total operating budget
smaller in constant dollars than that under which it is operating this fiscal year.

USIA has also experienced cuts in staffing and—in constant-dollars—appropria-
tions. But the importance of its mission has, if anything, increased, as the chal-
lenges of globalization demand a more comprehensive and sophisticated approach to
America’s public diplomacy. USIA’s request for fiscal year 1999 is $6 million lower
than its currently-available funds. Within this reduced level, USIA plans to accom-
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modate several priority increases to expand field programs in East Asia; enhance
broadcasting to central Africa and Russia; complete a new relay station for Asia;
provide added support for Fulbright exchange programs; and provide improved high-
speed telecommunications capacity to a dozen additional overseas posts.

This request also includes funding for the National Endowment for Democracy,
which receives funding from USIA for its important work supporting the develop-
ment of democratic culture and institutions around the world.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, half a century ago, a Democratic President and Republican Con-
gress worked together to help forge the institutions that have shaped our foreign
policy and defined the history of our age; institutions that proved instrumental in
the defense and spread of freedom; the growth of prosperity; the defeat of Com-
munism; and the confirmation over and over again of America’s standing as a lead-
ing force for justice and law in the world.

These institutions included NATO, the United Nations, the Voice of America, the
OAS, the National Security Council and the Foreign Service Institute.

Their architects could not have conceived that our ambassadors would one day be
cabling Washington by computer in real time; that in promoting trade, our dip-
lomats would be dealing not only with grain and steel but with bits, bytes and
movie rights; or even for that matter, that a female Secretary of State would one
day meet with a black president of South Africa.

Our predecessors were not prophets. But because they stood tall; they were per-
haps able to see a little bit further into the future than others. They also had faith
in our people, in the principles upon which our nation was founded, in our deter-
mination to honor the commitments we make, and in our desire to base our lives,
as individuals and as a nation, not on our fears, but on our hopes.

Today, we have a responsibility to honor their faith; to reject the temptation of
complacency and assume, not with complaint, but welcome, the leader’s role estab-
lished by our forebears.

For it is only by living up to the heritage of our past that we will fulfill the prom-
ise of our future—and enter the new century free and respected, prosperous and at
peace.

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, thank you very much. And now,
I would be pleased to respond to your questions.

Senator GREGG. Thank you for that excellent statement and the
wonderful quote at the end. It is the tradition of my chairmanship
to always yield to the chairman of the full committee whenever he
appears in our committee. For some unknown reason I have found
that to be proper protocol. So I yield to my——

Senator STEVENS. And I similarly have found it to be proper pro-
tocol to thank you, Madam Secretary, and say I would like to sub-
mit questions for the record. Thank you very much.

Secretary ALBRIGHT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator GREGG. I will yield my time initially to Senator Camp-
bell who arrived first, and was sitting here when I arrived.

Senator CAMPBELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I, like always,
have conflicts, and I have to go chair another hearing right about
the time we vote. But it is a pleasure to welcome you, Madam Sec-
retary, and discuss your Department’s fiscal year 1999 budget re-
quest. I was looking through your comments. They seem to be quite
comprehensive. I am very supportive of the efforts you have done,
and I admire your courage particularly because of the beating you
took up there at that university. I know that was not easy. I do
not know who made the decision to go up there and do a hearing
at a university when you are talking about going to war, but a big
mistake.

Secretary ALBRIGHT. Should have gone to Colorado.

Senator CAMPBELL. Should have come to Colorado Springs, they
would have all been supportive of you. [Laughter.]
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IRAQ SITUATION

But before we discuss today’s budget hearings, I just have to take
this opportunity to make a comment on the situation in Iraq. From
my belief—and I am sure you may know more about it than I do—
but it looked to me like we have just concluded the second gulf war,
and we lost without firing a shot. In fact, according to yesterday’s
Washington Post, the Iraqi Government declared a national holiday
and told the country Saddam Hussein has broken United States
domination on the U.N. weapons inspection commission.

Now I certainly admire your hard work, but boy, when I read
headlines like that, frankly, it makes me sick to my stomach. After
spending—we are hearing different amounts, but well over billions
of dollars to show a significant force, the most significant since
Desert Storm—I really question what we have accomplished. It
seems to me that, No. 1, we have increased Saddam Hussein’s stat-
ure among the Arab countries. He has tweaked us again. He obvi-
ously wants to be the new Nasser of the Middle East, and he looks
like he is well on his way to doing that.

We have allowed him to increase access to financial resources
from the sale of oil, which I am convinced he will use to buy new
improved arms technologies. We have made the next conflict, I
think, just prolonged it, but it will surely come and be more dif-
ficult when we have to face it. We have diminished our stature
with Israel and most of our world allies. We have undermined the
sovereignty of this country by allowing the United Nations to
broker the deal, and now we are sort of going along as the tail of
that to support that brokered deal and not getting too much sup-
port from our allies. More importantly, we have given Saddam
Hussein, who has really been a master of brinkmanship, more time
to build a bigger arsenal, more time to rally international support,
more time to increase the cost to American citizens. I think that
when we talk about military conflicts, there is no question that
they are entwined with public relations conflicts.

We clearly have the ability to win a military conflict. But I
thought it was a lose-lose deal from the beginning on the inter-
national public relations scale, because if we had bombed Iraq, and
they would have put children and women in front of the places that
were being bombed, we would have lost that one for sure. And a
lot of Americans who were supporting the bombing would have
gone the other way as soon as they had seen pictures on CNN of
dead women and children.

By the same token, by not doing it we have done what I have
already mentioned, and that is increase Saddam Hussein’s stature.
I think we just led with our chin on that without any clearly de-
fined goals, or any exit strategy, or any clear long-term plan about
how we were going to handle it. I hate to see us now pull back ev-
erything only to have to put them back over there when Saddam
Hussein makes his next move.

I support, as most Americans, some kind of a peaceful resolution
if we could find it. But I do not think we are ever going to find it
with Saddam Hussein. I do not think he is ever going to agree to
peace. I think the mentality in that part of the country is that you



102

only negotiate at gunpoint, and that is it. Anything less than that
is considered cowardice on the part of your adversary.

I do not want to belabor that because I know that we have other
questions to ask you about the expansion of NATO, which concep-
tually I kind of agree with, although I share the concerns of many
of my colleagues about who is going to pay the bill. I know full well
what we are paying well and recognize that the concept of NATO
is that everybody brings something to the table for mutual defense
of the members. But I am not sure some of the countries that want
to come in are going to bring something to the table, and may end
up simply being recipient countries.

The ongoing question about the repayment to the United Na-
tions, I understand what you are saying about that, but also recog-
nize that one-half the time we go to the United Nations where we
are paying a good portion of the bill, we end up with those people
that are recipients of some of that American money voting against
us at every turn. So I have some real concerns about that, too.

PREPARED STATEMENT

I certainly appreciate you being here, and did not want you to
take that as any kind of a personal affront. I know you have
worked just tremendously hard and made a great, dedicated effort
to doing the right thing, and I certainly admire you for that.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL

Good morning Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure to be here this morning and I wel-
come you here today, Madam Secretary, to discuss the State Department’s fiscal
year 1999 budget request.

Before we begin today’s budget discussion, I would like to take this opportunity
to comment on the situation in Iraq. We have just concluded the second Gulf War
and it seems that we have lost without even firing a shot. In fact, according to yes-
terday’s Washington Post, the Iraqi government declared a national holiday and told
the country Saddam Hussein had broken U.S. domination of the U.N. weapons in-
spections commission.

After sending $3 billion for the most significant show of military force since
Desert Storm, what do we have to show for it? What have we accomplished?

It seems to me that we have done little more than increase Saddam Hussein’s
stature among the Arab countries; we have allowed him increased access to finan-
cial resources from the sale of oil which he will inevitably use to buy new and im-
proved arms technologies; we have made the next conflict, which will surely come,
far more difficult now that we have diminished our stature with Israel and other
world allies; and we have undermined the sovereignty of the United States by allow-
ing the U.N. to broker this tenuous deal. More importantly, we have given Saddam
Hussein, the master of brinkmanship, more time to build a bigger arsenal, more
time to rally international support, and given ourselves more time to increase the
cost of keeping our ships, planes, and troops in the Gulf at the expense of American
taxpayers.

It seems that we are rapidly becoming a toothless tiger by allowing our military
operations to be led by public relations experts rather than our military leaders. We
led with our chin by having no clear objective, exit plan, or clearly defined goals.
So for now, Madam Secretary, we have no other choice but to sit and wait to see
what other games Saddam Hussein wishes to play. Like everyone here, I hope for
a peaceful resolution to this matter, but I have serious concerns about our approach.

Mr. Chairman, I know that we have a number of very important budget items
that we need to cover this morning and only a limited time to do it so I will bring
my comments to a close.

Again, I thank you Mr. Chairman and I look forward to today’s testimony on the
State Department’s fiscal year 1999 budget request.
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IRAQ

Secretary ALBRIGHT. Thank you, Senator. Let me, if I might, take
the opportunity to really give a better answer on Iraq. First of all
I think we have to remember, we did not create this problem, nor
did we create this crisis. There is no question that it is a difficult
one to deal with. I believe that what we have done here is actually
a win-win situation. First of all, it is very clear to us that Saddam
Hussein has actually had to reverse course and allow access to all
kinds of sites that he had never allowed access to before. He also
has agreed that, or he has had to agree that UNSCOM can con-
tinue its work.

What I am very pleased about is that Chairman Butler, who is
the chairman of this United Nations inspector group, has made
quite clear that he is satisfied with the arrangements that have
been made. This is the statement that he made yesterday:

“I am perfectly satisfied that this document, applied properly
with Iraq cooperation, strengthens my organization. This document
is a very important one,” Butler said. It is the first one that Sad-
dam Hussein has personally engaged in since the end of the gulf
war. The fine print in this document is what I call the thumbprint.
Saddam Hussein has been involved in this and it has got real com-
mitment in it to enable us to get our job done. I just hope they ad-
here to it.

Now what we are saying, and as the aspects of how this is going
to work becomes clarified as a result of very tough questions on our
part, the proof of it is in the testing. UNSCOM will go back in and
do the testing. That is a win situation.

We have also said that we will keep our forces on high alert until
we are sure of this. Then, Senator, as you know there was a great
deal of sense, you stated it yourself, that we were not getting inter-
national cooperation. It will be very clear, if Saddam Hussein re-
neges on an agreement that he has made now publicly, that there
will be a great deal more support for what we were doing. While
I have to tell you, there was a lot of support already, and I can
take more time to explain that.

Now let me just say in terms of the publicity, I am not sure you
would expect anything different from Saddam Hussein’s controlled
press or his controlled country that he would celebrate. We just
cannot buy that. That is what he is doing, and I think we need to
understand that he has actually reversed course on paper, and we
now have to test it.

Senator CAMPBELL. One last comment, Mr. Chairman. First of
all, anybody that believes Saddam Hussein is good for his word is
being naive, in my opinion. I am concerned about keeping a high
state of readiness, about the long-term costs, as any of us would.
But you mentioned that we did not create that problem. No ques-
tion about it, we did not. We did not create cancer either. But you
cannot compromise it; you have to kill it or cut it out. I am abso-
lutely convinced that we are going to be drug into some kind of a
long, embroiled problem over there until Saddam Hussein simply
is not in power any more.

I apologize for taking so long.
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Secretary ALBRIGHT. I hate to compare anything to cancer, but
I truly do think that we have to work this problem. I have made
very clear that we are ready to deal with a post-Saddam regime.
We have worked in the past with opposition groups. We will do so
in the future. We need to deal with this problem. But I am sorry,
as with cancer, it cannot be resolved immediately.

Senator CAMPBELL. I understand. Comparing this to cancer gives
a bad name to cancer.

Secretary ALBRIGHT. But I do think that the problem here is the
following: That this is a difficult issue that we have to deal with
in a sustained way. I think I feel comfortable that we are making
the right choices. We have not given up on the use of force. We are
testing the agreement, because I agree with you that anybody who
believes Saddam Hussein’s word is naive. I do not believe his word.
The proof will be in the testing.

Senator CAMPBELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator GREGG. Senator Mikulski.

Senator MIKULSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Welcome once again, Secretary Albright. I just want to echo what
many of my colleagues say, that you continue to do an outstanding
job as Secretary of State. And as somebody who got her start in
politics as a protester, this is one protester who thinks you are
doing pretty good.

Secretary ALBRIGHT. Thank you.

Senator MIKULSKI. Let me just say a few things in terms of your
testimony and then get immediately to my question. First, I really
want to say that I support the administration’s policy for paying
our U.N. arrearage and paying our dues. The United States of
America cannot do anything alone, and we cannot go it alone.

If one looks at the agencies you describe on page 12 of your testi-
mony, the World Health Organization, which protects the world
against infectious disease and tracks the disease around the world
and how to prevent it. Food and agriculture, to make sure that the
world’s food supply is safe and which we are going to be introduc-
ing an initiative with the Vice President later on this week. Inter-
national labor, which is one of the most important human rights
tools to eliminate the world of the scourge of child labor and even
child slavery.

So we cannot do that by ourselves. We need the world, and I
think we need to pay our dues and act like a responsible country
in order to do that.

I would also like to associate myself with your remarks about
recognizing the value of a professional foreign service, that there
will be new skills and a new generation coming in. I believe this
committee and this Congress should get behind supporting that.

INSPECTION PROCESS IN IRAQ

In terms of Iraq, I support the administration’s direction here in
which we need to test Saddam Hussein and not just rest on the
agreement. I would seek clarification from you today about one of
the aspects related to the inspection process. As I understand it,
UNSCOM is supposed to come with, but that there is also a par-
allel process of something with untrained people, diplomatic corps,
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which seems to be vague, unclear, and perhaps untrained to really
do the type of precise testing and evaluation that needs to be done.

Could you comment? Do we have two tracks for inspection, one
competent and the other show biz?

Secretary ALBRIGHT. Not quite. Thank you very much for what
you said about the United Nations and our need to pay. It is a club
and it has dues. We are a leading member of the club, and we have
just refused to pay our dues, which is not the way that we Ameri-
cans normally behave.

Let me take a minute, because you have asked, to explain the
UNSCOM structure. These inspectors were created after the gulf
war, with a chairman appointed by the Secretary General. That
chairman has two groups under him. One is a group of professional
inspectors who have been divided into groups according to their ex-
pertise and what they are looking for. So there is a biological
group, and a chemical group, et cetera. Then there are a group of
commissioners, who are more like a board, part-time people who
are also under the direction of the chairman, and on a regular
basis, kind of interpret what they have seen. What we wanted as
a part of this is to make sure that these presidential sites were ac-
tually under the inspection of the professionals, under that first
group.

Senator MIKULSKI. That is right.

Secretary ALBRIGHT. So what has happened is that a new group
has been created under UNSCOM with Chairman Butler at the top
of it and then a group within it that will be run now under Chair-
man Butler’s direction by a commissioner, one of the people from
the other side of it, which is also under Chairman Butler’s direc-
tion.

The reports are that the Secretary General has chosen a man we
know very well, a Sri Lankan who had been Ambassador, who ran
the NPT Conference, who is a disarmament expert. He will be the
commissioner of this. Then under him there will be an inspector
who will lead the team, and that will be an UNSCOM person.

Now what has been agreed to is that a small group of diplomats
would accompany the team and do no inspection at all, but be ob-
servers to the team. They will be set up in a way where they will
not know exactly where they are going. It will be foolproof in terms
of early warning. So we are comfortable with the way it has been
set up.

Senator MIKULSKI. But do you believe that with this third group
that has been created that there will be, based on what you have
just said, the competency to truly evaluate whether Saddam Hus-
sein was complying with the U.N. resolutions? Or is this the possi-
bility of a loophole where he could give the illusion of complying
but because the expertise is not there, could essentially evade the
kind of usual and customary and professional UNSCOM——

Secretary ALBRIGHT. It is our belief that that same expertise will
be there. Again I go back to what Mr. Butler said. He said that,
all of it comes through him as executive chairman, and I am look-
ing forward to this development. It expands our staff and gives us
an extra resource.

Senator MIKULSKI. Madam Secretary, my time is almost up.

Senator GREGG. Take a couple more minutes.
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Senator MIKULSKI. That might be a line of questioning others
would pursue.

TERRORISM

But I want to go to something else related to this new world of
black biology, really ghoulish biology. Biology, when you are the
Senator from NIH, you think of biology as saving lives, not destroy-
ing lives. This then goes to our preparedness against terrorism.
Could you share with us how our own, to the extent that you could
in an unclassified hearing, what the State Department is doing to
both—in coordination to prevent us any type of attack, and do we
haxi{e? a coordinated interagency plan for responding to such an at-
tack?

Secretary ALBRIGHT. Yes; thank you. First of all, our policy vis-
a-vis terrorists is to make no concession to them, treat them as
criminals, pursue them aggressively, apply the law, and place max-
imum pressure on state sponsors of terrorism. We have a long-es-
tablished counterterrorism mechanism in which officials of key
agencies meet regularly. The coordination involves both the deputy
level and assistant secretary level, as well as the specialized work-
ing groups. State is the lead agency dealing with overseas terror-
ism, Justice and FBI deal with terrorism within the United States.

Now annually, we also name state sponsors of terrorism, trigger-
ing a broad range of economic and other sanctions. Currently on
the list we have Iran, Iraq, Libya, North Korea, Syria, Sudan, and
Cuba. Then we designated 30 groups as foreign terrorist organiza-
tions in October 1997, and that triggers various restrictions under
the Anti-Terrorism Act.

Senator MIKULSKI. But what are we doing here to make sure
that we are really ready? I am the ranking member of the FEMA
committee, which was originally a cold war agency designed to help
Americans faced with nuclear war. You and I are the same genera-
tion. Remember, we all used to run under desks, and they would
blow air raid drills. I was in a Catholic school, and I would say my
prayers, and we would wait.

Now we are into the possibility of a biological action against an
American city. I just wonder then, what is State’s role? Then de-
scribe for us—because we will be asking Reno and Freeh and so on
this same question.

Secretary ALBRIGHT. As I said, we have an interagency working
group. I think it would be my sense that it is something that needs
to be developed and evolved to deal with newer problems. But we
do have a way of looking at it.

There are some who believe that it ought to be even more cen-
tralized. But I think that we believe that it is important to do it
through agency interaction. We will get back to you, I think, with
some more detailed things and work with you more closely on it.

Senator MIKULSKI. I would really encourage a sense of urgency
within our own country about it. I believe that there is the leader-
ship in the executive branch to do that.

But thank you. I know my time is up, and I yield to my col-
leagues.

Secretary ALBRIGHT. Thank you, Senator.

Senator GREGG. Senator Inouye.
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Senator INOUYE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. May I
ask that my opening remarks be made a part of the record?

Senator GREGG. Certainly.

Senator INOUYE. Madam Secretary, welcome. I thank you as one
citizen for a job well done.

Secretary ALBRIGHT. Thank you.

Senator INOUYE. Madam Secretary, I have several questions, one
on the peace process and the other on the East-West Center, but
may I just submit them for your consideration?

Secretary ALBRIGHT. Yes. Thank you.

JERUSALEM EMBASSY MOVE

Senator INOUYE. I have just one question I would like to ask at
this time. Three years ago we passed the Jerusalem Embassy Relo-
cation Act, and the act stated that by May 1999 the Embassy in
Tel Aviv will be moved to Jerusalem. Last year the Congress ap-
propriated $9.5 million for architectural design. Can you give this
committee a progress report on where we are at this time?

Secretary ALBRIGHT. Yes. Thank you, Senator. Let me just say
that, obviously we have been asked to file reports about this. We
have filed five such reports describing the options should the Presi-
dent decide to establish an Embassy in Jerusalem, and we have
made arrangements with the Government of Israel for a site in
west Jerusalem for a new diplomatic or consular establishment. We
have made clear that we will keep our options open.

Let me just say this, our next report is due to you on March 5.
But also I have to say, and you asked about the status of the Mid-
dle East peace process, obviously the status of Jerusalem is one of
the final status issue discussions. That is what was negotiated at
Oslo One. I think that we have all determined that Jerusalem is
a final status issue.

Senator INOUYE. Does that mean that the relocation will not be
implemented until the peace process has been completed?

Secretary ALBRIGHT. As I said, we have kept our options open.
But we believe that it is important to make sure that the issue of
Jerusalem and its status remain in the final status negotiations.

Senator INOUYE. Then my followup question may have the same
response. We have noted that children born in Jerusalem, in their
birth certificate or their passport it says, born in Jerusalem, and
not in Israel. May I ask why? If I am born in London it would say,
born in England.

Secretary ALBRIGHT. I think for the same reason, Senator, be-
cause Jerusalem is a final status issue.

Senator INOUYE. If not, may I have a response to that?

Secretary ALBRIGHT. Yes.

Senator INOUYE. Thank you very much.

Secretary ALBRIGHT. Thank you very much.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE

Madam Secretary, welcome. I would also like to thank you for taking the time
to testify before this committee. I know you are quite busy with the situation in the
Persian Gulf, the Middle East and the Asian economic crisis. I have a few questions
that I would hope you might be able to shed some light on.
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EAST-WEST CENTER

I have been advised that you interceded on behalf of several important edu-
cational and cultural exchange programs to ensure that they were not zeroed out
in the President’s Budget Request for fiscal year 1999. I would like to thank you
for your efforts. These programs most certainly deserve the Administration’s full
support as they serve an important bridge between our neighbors in the North and
South and the East and West. I support the increases that two of the programs re-
ceived because I believe they play a vital role in our relations with other countries
around the Globe. However, I am concerned that the third program, the East-West
Center, did not receive the same treatment.

One of the programs received a 40 percent increase in the President’s Budget Re-
quest from the fiscal year 1998 appropriation. The other program received a 53 per-
cent increase in the President’s Budget Request from the fiscal year 1998 appropria-
tion. While the East-West Center received a 58 percent decrease from the fiscal year
1998 appropriation.

It occurs to me that the Asia-Pacific region, the region where the East-West Cen-
ter conducts its programs and studies is an area of great importance to the United
States. The most serious multinational conflicts since World War II have occurred
in Asia. The continuing economic crisis in this region is beginning to negatively im-
pact the United State’s economy. Now is the time to invest more resources not less.

MIDDLE EAST PEACE PROCESS

The core bargain of the Oslo peace process was that one side would cede land and
political authority and that the other would, once and for all, renounce terrorism
and violence and commit to fighting those who continued to perpetrate such acts.
Since the 1993 start of the peace process, in fact one side, Israel, has ceded land
and political authority. Today, 27 percent of the West Bank and virtually all of Gaza
are under the civil administration of the Palestinian Authority as is almost 98 per-
cent of the Palestinian population. Yet on the Palestinian side, violence and terror-
ism seem to continue to be used as political tools. You yourself have said that there
is no moral equivalence between bombs and bulldozers; and that the fight against
terrorism is the “sine qua non” for progress in the peace process, and that the fight
must be a “total effort.” After the recent meetings in Washington and the Middle
East, however, you appear to blame both sides equally for the current stalemate.

JERUSALEM

The Jerusalem Embassy Relocation Act was passed in 1995. It requires the Ad-
ministration to move the U.S. Embassy in Israel from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem by
May, 1999. May, 1999 is approaching quickly.

AID

The Israeli government has recently put forth its initial thoughts about reducing
economic assistance from the U.S., with the 10-12 year goal of phasing economic
assistance to zero. The proposal fulfills a promise made by Prime Minister
Netanyahu to a joint meeting of Congress in 1996.

UNITED NATIONS

Israel is the only country in the U.N. system denied access to a regional group-
ing—the mechanism through which countries are chosen to sit on the U.N.’s power-
ful committees, including the Security Council.

Senator GREGG. I would, just following up on the Senator from
Hawaii’s comments, we did put the money in last year to start the
design of the Embassy in Jerusalem. We did not do that because
we did not expect it not to be built. We expect it to be built, and
we are going to put in construction money. That is the policy of the
Congress which passed by an overwhelming—99 to 0 vote in the
Senate. So we are going to continue to pursue that case.

PEACE PROCESS

On the issue of the peace process and Iraq, since that topic has
been raised even though it may not be specifically current to this
committee’s hearing, I do think it is worth following up on in the
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sense that during the process of building up for this confrontation
we did not have the support of Saudi Arabia and Egypt at the lev-
els that we have had it in the past. Certainly we had it in 1991.
And my sense was that one of the reasons Saudi Arabia and Egypt
were not able to come forward with the aggressive support that we
might have wanted, especially to allow us, in the case of Saudi Ara-
bia, to launch attacks from that country, was because the peace
process has come to a halt.

It seems to me that as we pursue the policies of this administra-
tion, which is to now try again with Saddam Hussein and the proc-
ess of investigating and determining whether or not he is comply-
ing with the U.N. resolutions, that we have a period when we can
rebuild the efforts on the peace process.

I think its reoccurrence is a predictable event, as the Senator
from Colorado has certainly pointed out. Maybe 3 months from
now, maybe 6 months from now, maybe 9 months from now, but
we will be back in a confrontational position with this individual,
but the next time we should have the support of Saudi Arabia and
Egypt.

My question to you is, what are we doing to get the peace process
going again so that in turn we can get the alliance back, at least
as it relates to Saudi Arabia and Egypt? Then I would follow that
with a corollary question, what are we doing relative to getting the
alliance back relative to Turkey, which is another launching site,
so that we can use their facilities? I do not see how we can ever
remove Saddam Hussein if we do not have the capacity to phys-
ically remove him. And we do not have the capacity to physically
remove him if we do not have the cooperation of the neighboring
states for launching capabilities.

Secretary ALBRIGHT. Yes; thank you, Mr. Chairman. First of all,
let me say that 1991 was in many ways simpler because it was an
Arab country invading another Arab country; something that was
unheard of. Therefore, there was an outcry not only from the world
but specifically the Arab countries. We are now dealing with a
much more complicated problem, which is a threat of future prob-
lems rather than an actual concrete act. That is for one.

Also, what was not, I think, made clear enough was that we ac-
tually had a great deal of support internationally with countries
providing a variety of support, a couple of dozen in one way or an-
other. Also, the Arab countries were much more supportive than
was evident. I think that we are all aware of the fact that people
speak to different audiences. The Arab leaders themselves are in
the neighborhood with the bully, and, therefore, they are less likely
to be vocal publicly. But we felt, all of us including Secretary
Cohen and General Shelton, that had we had to use force that we
had the cooperation that was necessary for the kind of strike that
was intended. Those are the facts on that ground.

As far as the Middle East peace process was concerned, 1997 was
definitely not a good year for the peace process. For a variety of
reasons, the parties were not willing to make the tough decisions.
The United States, however, was trying to push the process for-
ward. I visited a number of times and also met with Prime Min-
ister Netanyahu and Chairman Arafat in different places, pushing
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the process forward. But ultimately, they are the ones that have
to make the hard decisions.

We are going back on that, I can assure you. And whatever is
happening with Saddam Hussein, we would be pushing in terms of
trying to get the parties to make the hard decisions. I assure you
that we will continue to do that. We hope very much that they will,
in fact, make some of those decisions that only they can make. And
we will do other things in terms of rebuilding alliances.

On Turkey, again I think part of the issue was the relationship
of what actually happened in 1991 versus what is happening now.
We also need to work very hard to bring Turkey more into the Eu-
ropean sphere, and help try to resolve the problems between
Greece and Turkey on the Aegean issues as well as with Cyprus.

Senator GREGG. I have made my points on that, so I do not want
to spend the entire period discussing that because there are a lot
of issues that we have that relate specifically to the funding that
comes before this committee.

IMMIGRATION

Let me start with the question of immigration. It has been pro-
posed that the State Department take over the activities of operat-
ing the naturalization process under immigration because of the
disaster that the immigration agency pursued and basically rep-
resented over the last 1% years. That was the report that was
given to us by an independent commission evaluating the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service [INS], recommending that we split
the agency, leave Border Patrol and enforcement with Justice and
move the actual operation of the naturalization over to State. I
would be interested in the State Department’s reaction to that re-
port.

Secretary ALBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, we were pleased by the com-
mission’s favorable assessment of the Department’s consular oper-
ations. Our focus now ought to be on how services are provided, not
on which agency provides them.

The White House Domestic Policy Council is leading the adminis-
tration’s effort to undertake a review of the commission’s report
and to formulate some recommendations. We have worked closely
with the INS for many years and are prepared to help them in any
way that we can as they reexamine their services and the best way
to handle them.

Senator GREGG. This is a huge issue. You are talking about tak-
ing over an agency which would literally double the size, I suspect,
of the operational aspects of the State Department, both on a per-
sonnel level and from a monetary standpoint. So I really need
something more than just a casual statement of what you are
studying. Do you support taking over that sort of responsibility or
do you not?

Secretary ALBRIGHT. Let me just say this, at this stage we are
not prepared to make an answer, because what is happening is
that there is a study going on. Because you are absolutely right,
this is a huge proposal and the State Department actually has a
lot of things that we are doing also. So I cannot give you just a glib
answer on it because we are still waiting for the study. But I can
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assure you, Mr. Chairman, that we will be working with you very
closely on this.

Senator GREGG. It is possible that Congress may act this year on
this issue. In fact it is likely that the Congress will act this year
on this issue. So I suggest you accelerate the internal operation
and the interdepartment operation and get us back your thoughts
on it as soon as possible.

Secretary ALBRIGHT. I shall do that.

U.N. ARREARAGES

Senator GREGG. On this issue of arrearages for the United Na-
tions. As you know, I worked very hard on this and we thought we
had the whole deal. We thought we had it put together. We felt it
was a good resolution. We were going to require the United Na-
tions to meet certain benchmarks. But this did not fail on our
watch. I feel a little bit like the tail clearly here is wagging the dog.
How are we going to get the administration to settle out with the
House Members, who have the same flexibility this time? There is
no question, we are not going to be able to get the arrearages issue
through unless you folks reach some sort of an accommodation on
the Mexico City issue, which is really just a blip on the old radar
screen compared to what we are talking about here. We cannot
move the U.N. arrearages issue unless the administration is willing
to sit down and seriously resolve that question with these Members
who have the capacity to basically stop the process.

Secretary ALBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I weep with you at all the
work that we did on this that went for naught last year. As I said
in my statement, we are paying $100 million a year for starters for
not having done what we should have, and also are losing a whole
lot of influence. Senator Campbell was talking about countries vot-
ing with us. The truth is that our record is much, much better than
it was in the 1980’s. But part of our problem is the fact that we
are not there paying fully. The British are the ones who waited 200
years to say this, but they said it is representation without tax-
ation. So I think that that i1s a genuine problem here for us.

But let me say, there is a solution to this. It is a very simple so-
lution, and it is the democratic solution. That is that you vote on
the issue of concern. The issue of prochoice or prolife is a huge
issue in the American political scene and a very legitimate one.
People on both sides of this issue feel very, very strongly. And
there are good people on both sides of this issue. So what needs to
happen is it needs to be separated from national security legisla-
tion. It needs to be voted up or down, as we usually do on issues.

Senator GREGG. No; I have to disagree with you there. Because
the way that Congress works, and you understand it, is that if you
have the numbers in the Senate—and it only takes 40 people—you
can stop anything. This issue is really between the White House
and the group of folks who feel strongly on it. It does seem to me
that if the White House and the group of folks sat down and re-
solved it, that is the way to get it going. There is no way to move
this issue legislatively until there has been resolution.

Secretary ALBRIGHT. I think that because this is an issue of prin-
ciple to both sides, it is harder to compromise on it. I think that
there has been misunderstanding about what some of the com-
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promises suggested last year really would have done. First of all,
I think people should understand that no taxpayer money goes for
promoting abortions.

Senator GREGG. I do not want to remake the case here.

Secretary ALBRIGHT. No; but I am just telling you that the com-
p;'é)mises are compromises that basically are huge issues to both
sides.

Senator GREGG. There has to be a balancing. Somebody down
there has to decide, is it more important to have the U.N. arrear-
ages, or is it more important to get the last T crossed and the last
I dotted on the issue of Mexico City? I do not want to get into the
specifics of the debate because that could take us the balance of our
lifetime it appears, but I am just telling you that we are not going
to get this U.N. arrearages issue moving unless we can resolve that
issue.

Did you have further questions, Senator Campbell? We will go
around again.

Senator CAMPBELL. Yes; I do not want to talk about abortion, I
will tell you that.

UNSCOM OBSERVERS

I wanted to have you clarify something for me. Under the origi-
nal agreement in 1991, Iraq guaranteed, as I understood it, unfet-
tered access to the UNSCOM observers. I guess they defined what
that meant—it is a matter of semantics—and they closed off the
palaces. Would you tell me, Madam Secretary, the observers that
are going to go with UNSCOM, what decisionmaking process will
they go through? Do they have the authority to refuse UNSCOM’s
ability to inspect these so-called palaces now?

Secretary ALBRIGHT. Under what they signed they do not have
the authority. Let me make something clear. This is the first time
that Saddam Hussein has said unfettered, unconditional access to
all sites. So that is for starters. They now have the authority, the
UNSCOM inspectors, to go in. Whether he will allow them or not
is the question.

Senator CAMPBELL. Basically then what is the job of the observ-
ers that are going to watch UNSCOM?

Secretary ALBRIGHT. They are basically going to have eyes mov-
ing in both directions. Which is they will watch to see if the Iraqis
are actually allowing these various inspections to go on.

They also will be there with the UNSCOM inspectors. But they
cannot stop the UNSCOM inspectors from doing anything. They
are there as observers and UNSCOM will continue to have oper-
ational control, deciding when to go in and what kind of an inspec-
tion to do. So they will observe.

Senator CAMPBELL. I thank you for that clarification.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator GREGG. We do have a vote on. I know that Senator Mi-
kulski has a couple points she wants to make, but let me just say
that I do not want to keep you here through votes.

There are a couple issues that we do need some more information
on. No. 1, the Beijing Embassy. I cannot understand how we are
going to spend $200 million to build these facilities. We could prob-
ably rebuild the Capitol for $200 million. Somehow we have to get
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more specifics on that and get control over that so we do not end
up with something like the Reagan Building.

The year 2000 issue, which you alluded to, is a big issue which
we need to get some more information on. And I also want to talk
to you at some point about language study. Obviously your expan-
sion in the area of capital activity is something this committee ba-
sically initiated for next year in the area of acquisition of tech-
nology. We are very committed to that. I want to go over some of
those specifics, too. But I do not want to tie you up here all day.

Secretary ALBRIGHT. We will get you answers on all of those,
Senators.

Senator GREGG. Barbara.

RUSSIAN SCIENTIFIC COMMUNITY RELATIONSHIP

Senator MIKULSKI. Madam Secretary, I will not keep you. There
is one area that I would like to be able to pursue, perhaps not at
this hearing with the vote. But I am concerned about the issue of
Russian missile technology specialists being in Iran, and the whole
issue of the United States’ relationship with the Russian scientific
community.

Let me be clear. I am a strong supporter of the space station, and
under the administration we moved to include the Russians in the
space station and supported that, for two reasons: their technical
expertise and their contribution to a scientific mission, and also
that the missile technologists would be involved with the Ameri-
cans in civilian-based technology and not selling their expertise
around the world. They now are fading in meeting their respon-
sibilities to the space station. For those of us who fund NASA, we
are deeply concerned about that. You need to be aware of it. That
could sink the space station this year.

RUSSIAN MISSILE TECHNOLOGY SPECIALISTS

No. 2, we are concerned then that their missile technologists are
going around the world, and the most notable now is their involve-
ment in Iran. We would like to know where they are, what they
are doing, and what are we doing to bring them back into, one,
their agreement on the space station and really meeting their re-
sponsibilities. And No. 2, that they are not exacerbating this pro-
liferation of not only making weapons of mass destruction, but de-
veloping the technology to deliver it.

Now we were a lot on Iraq today, but no conversation about Iran.
I am not sanguine about Iran, and I am also not sanguine about
the Russian involvement. So perhaps we could talk with your team
about that, unless you wanted to comment now?

Secretary ALBRIGHT. Let me say that the issue of Russian rela-
tions with Iran on missile technology is something that concerns us
a great deal. Whether it is in conversations that President Clinton
has with President Yeltsin, or Vice President Gore with Prime Min-
ister Chernomyrdin, or I with the foreign minister, this is a subject
of constant discussion.

We developed a good channel to deal with a lot of these problems
and the Russians have, in fact, now put out an executive order to
limit transfers. We are looking to see how all that is being carried
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out. There is a review process in place and it will be the subject
when the Gore-Chernomyrdin Commission meets in March.

I think this is a key problem. It is very difficult, actually, with
pieces of equipment. It is obviously even more difficult when people
are involved. So we need to focus on it more and more. The major
threat of the 21st century is the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction, whether it is internally here as you mentioned or coun-
tries or people. We are focusing on this in the most intense way
and are dealing with it on a case-by-case basis.

But I agree with you, there has to be a more concerted effort on
it, especially in the people part. The people part is very difficult be-
cause of the knowledge that people have in their heads, which is
harder to monitor. We will work with you on that.

Senator MIKULSKI. Let us keep working on it.

Secretary ALBRIGHT. Yes.

Senator MIKULSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Senator GREGG. I also need to mention that we do want to do
some followup questions on protecting family members and also,
obviously, people who are working at the various delegations
around the world from terrorist acts, and our concern about mak-
ing sure that we give their families adequate protection.

I will be submitting questions for Senator Lautenberg and Sen-
ator Domenici.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
subl]nitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-
ing:

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR TED STEVENS
UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE ON THE LAW OF THE SEA [UNCLOS]

Question. Since the beginning of this year, representatives for the State Depart-
ment and the Department of Defense have met with a number of Senate offices to
discuss the United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) and to en-
courage Senate advice and consent to UNCLOS.

Madame Secretary, for the record, I would appreciate your explanation of the im-
plications for the United States delaying in becoming a party to UNCLOS. I would
also appreciate your estimate of the costs associated with being a party to UNCLOS.
Lastly, I would appreciate any brief responses that you may have to other common
concerns that have been expressed about UNCLOS in recent years, such as seabed
mining concerns.

Answer. The Administration has placed the Law of the Sea Convention on its
treaty priority list in the highest category of treaties for which it believes there is
urgent need for Senate approval. A comprehensive and widely accepted Law of the
Sea Convention has been an important and bipartisan objective of United States for-
eign policy throughout the last several decades. The Convention advances the inter-
ests of the United States as a coastal nation and as a global maritime power.

In 1999, I signed an agreement on deep seabed mining which addressed satisfac-
torily each of the concerns that led to the United States decision in 1982 not to sign
the Convention. One hundred and twenty-four governments, including all major
OECD countries, are now Parties. Becoming a party to the Law of the Sea Conven-
tion will provide us with an important tool to protect our national security and other
ocean interests.

Non-accession by the U.S. would undermine U.S. leadership in pursuing market-
oriented approaches to deep seabed mining activity as well as in protecting the sub-
stantial precedent setting gains we have made through weighted decision making.
Nonaccession by the U.S. may also inadvertently push U.S. companies to overseas
operations. It 1s important to note that under the 1994 Agreement, the United
States is a provisional member in the International Seabed Authority until Novem-



115

ber 16, 1998. But that provisional membership, and our ability to participate in
drafting the rules and regulations governing deep seabed mining will expire if we
are not a Party by November.

The costs of participation are low. The Convention establishes two institutions:

International Seabed Authority (ISA).—The 1998 budget for Authority amounts to
$4.8 million, about half of which pays for Conference servicing expenses for the
meetings that are drafting the mining code. The United States share of this amount
is $1.2 million. In addition, the U.S. is responsible for 24 percent or $49,000 of the
$196,000 Working Capital Fund. We do not anticipate that the budget for the Au-
thority will need to increase in any substantial amount for the next few years, and
the Authority has already reduced the length of its meetings in an effort to keep
costs to a minimum.

The ISA is responsible for administering the regime governing mineral resource
development in areas beyond national jurisdiction. The U.S. obtained substantial
concessions in the area of weighted voting to assure a voice commensurate with the
investment made by U.S. companies. U.S. mining consortia invested nearly $400
million in developing deep seabed mining technology and the U.S. is interested in
protecting this investment. The 1994 Agreement successfully addresses the issues
raised in the 1980 Deep Seabed Hard Mineral Resources Act, which called for in-
terim arrangements pending a global agreement. We are confident that the ISA will
assure non-discriminatory access for U.S. citizens, under reasonable terms and con-
ditions that do not impose significant new economic burdens.

The ISA has successfully established a decision making arm of the Authority,
known as the Council. Substantive decisions are made by a chambered voting ar-
rangement, the effect of which is to allow the United States and two other industri-
alized countries acting in concert to block decisions. The United States was elected
to the Consumer Chamber of the Council. The United States was also elected to the
15 member Finance Committee, which has jurisdiction over all budgetary and finan-
cial matters and must decide on issues by consensus. Unless we join the Convention,
however, this participation is available only until November, 1998.

International Tribunal for the Law of the Sea.—This Tribunal which is located in
Hamburg, Germany, opened for business on October 1, 1996. It has decided its first
case and is currently working on a second case. The budget for the Tribunal is ap-
proximately $6.2 million for calendar year 1998. The U.S. share would be approxi-
mately $1.5 million. Again, we would not expect this number to increase substan-
tially in the out years.

U.N. STUDIES/PROJECTS ON FIREARMS

Question. With regard to the work of the United Nations studies now proceeding
through: (i) the U.N. Commission on Crime Prevention and Criminal Justice; and
(i1) a panel established out of the New York U.N. headquarters entitled the “Panel
of Government Experts on Small Arms”; and (iii) the United Nations Institute for
Disarmament Research (“UNIDR”) project and study on light weapons controls,
please fully explain the U.S. role regarding each study or project, and whether or
not the U.S. supports financially or otherwise U.N. efforts to regulate civilian own-
ership of firearms on a global level.

Answer. A fundamental underlying premise to U.S. participation in all matters
relating to firearms is that the U.S. will not support or accede to any agreement
which conflicts with U.S. domestic law. In all matters involving firearms, the U.S.
position is that civilian ownership of firearms is a domestic issue for each country
to decide. The U.S. interest in firearms from a global perspective is to prevent illicit
trafficking in firearms by criminals and by criminal organizations.

The U.N. Commission on Crime Prevention and Criminal Justice has held several
regional workshops in which the U.S., as well as U.S. non-governmental organiza-
tions, participated. The U.S. is considering how the product from those workshops
can best be applied to the problem of illicit trafficking in firearms by criminals and
criminal organizations, in a manner that does not conflict with U.S. domestic law.

The U.S. did participate in the Panel of Government Experts on Small Arms,
which produced a consensus report last summer. The U.S. Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency provided the U.S. expert. The Panel’s recommendations dealt with
measures to reduce the excessive and destabilizing accumulations and transfers of
small arms and light weapons in specific regions of the world where such accumula-
tions and transfers had already taken place, and measures to prevent such desta-
bilizing accumulations and transfers in the future. Many of the specific measures
recommended by the Panel relate to proposed national and international efforts to
address illegal trafficking.
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The U.N. Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR) is an independent re-
search arm of the U.N. supported by voluntary contributions. It is based in Geneva
and supported by U.N. member states’ voluntary contributions and foundation
grants. UNIDIR recently completed a multi-year study on Disarmament and Con-
flict Resolution (DCR) focusing on the experiences of eleven multilateral peace oper-
ations missions under the auspices of the U.N. or regional organizations in manag-
ing and controlling arms in the possession of warring parties (e.g., Somalia, Angola,
Liberia, Cambodia, El Salvador, former Yugoslavia). The results of the project were
published in a series of UNIDIR publications.

Additionally, I would note that the U.S. participated in negotiating the first inter-
national instrument to combat illicit trafficking in firearms by criminals in the Or-
ganization of American States. The U.S. worked closely with U.S. non-governmental
organizations throughout these negotiations to insure that U.S. domestic policies
were fairly reflected in this international instrument.

UKRAINE

Question. Has the Ukrainian Government reformed its trade policies as condi-
tioned in the fiscal year 1998 Commerce, Justice, State Appropriations bill? If not,
do you think the release of the remaining $225 million for fiscal year 1998 to the
Ukrainian Government is warranted?

Answer. The Foreign Operations Appropriation Act for Fiscal Year 1998 required
that we withhold approximately half of the $225 million earmarked for Ukraine un-
less I certified that Ukraine had made significant progress toward resolving investor
complaints. On April 29, 1998, I decided to certify that the Government of Ukraine
has made significant progress toward resolving U.S. investor complaints. We have
worked very closely with the Government of Ukraine over the past year to push for
resolution of investor complaints, including the twelve specific complaints covered
by the legislation. Seven of the cases were resolved or there was significant progress
toward their resolution.

Since I announced my decision to certify, the Government of Ukraine has contin-
ued to work with us to resolve the remaining cases, and we continue to make
progress.

We remain concerned, however, about the remaining investor problems, and more
generally about Ukraine’s poor investment climate and the slow pace of economic
reform. In conjunction with my decision to certify I directed the withholding of cer-
tain assistance funds to the Government of Ukraine in areas where reforms have
stalled and such assistance cannot be used effectively. These funds will be redi-
rected to the private and non-governmental sectors in Ukraine unless the Govern-
ment of Ukraine implements the necessary reforms in these sectors and takes addi-
tional steps to resolve outstanding business cases in Ukraine.

UKRAINE MINIMUM CUSTOMS VALUES

Question. Do you agree that minimum customs valuation is specifically prohibited
under the WT'O? Do you believe the Ukrainian Government is singling out products
of specific U.S. companies by brand name, and valuing the products of those compa-
nies at amounts greater than similar products for other countries? Is this type of
practice GATT legal or acceptable to the U.S. Government?

Answer. Imposition of a minimal customs valuation not based on the actual value
of the product is specifically prohibited under Article 7 of the WTO. Because
Ukraine is not yet a member of the WTO, it is not legally required to adhere to
the Article 7 requirement. However, Ukraine is pursuing negotiations to join the
WTO, and is expected in that process to follow WTO guidelines as closely as possible
and implement WTO norms and procedures. We have urged Ukraine to implement
the WTO Agreement on Customs Valuation, which is a transparent, rules-based re-
gime.

We have raised these concerns with the Government of Ukraine, both in the con-
text of WTO accession negotiations and in bilateral trade talks, and we will continue
to do so. We are especially concerned that Ukraine has applied minimum customs
values in ways that are discriminatory and harm U.S. products.

UKRAINE

Question. What actions do you plan to take to let the Ukrainian Government
know of the State Department’s concerns with these or other Ukrainian trade poli-
cies?

Answer. During my March 6 visit to Kiev, I met with a group representing the
U.S. business community in Ukraine, including a number of businesses that have
raised with the U.S. Government problems they are having in Ukraine, such as
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Gala Radio and R&J Trading. The businessmen reviewed for me both company-spe-
cific problems and broader systemic obstacles to doing business in Ukraine.

Earlier during my visit to Kiev, I raised with President Kuchma our concern over
the treatment of U.S. businesses and investors. I emphasized the need for vigorous,
effective action to improve the investment climate.

We will continue to pursue this issue energetically with the Ukrainian govern-
ment.

STATE’S PERFORMANCE GOALS

Question. How are the agency’s annual performance goals linked to the agency’s
mission, strategic goals, and program activities in its budget request?

Answer. We structured the Performance Plan with an explicit link between strate-
gic goals and performance goals. There is not, however, the same direct connection
to the account and activity structure in the budget justification. Given the difficul-
ties of linking the existing budget structure to our strategic goals, this is unavoid-
able. Each goal is supported by several appropriations, and each appropriation sup-
ports multiple goals. Our ultimate objective is to identify both the appropriations
and the dollar amount they contribute to the specific goals. The Congressional Pres-
entation for the fiscal year 1999 international affairs (Function 150) budget links
resources, including State’s, to the international affairs strategic goals by region.
This is a first step toward performance budgeting.

Question. Could you describe the process used to link your performance goals to
your budget activities?

Does the agency’s Performance Plan link performance measures to its budget?

Answer. We are linking our budget activities to our performance goals, not the
other way around. In the Performance Plan, we have listed the appropriations sup-
porting each strategic goal. Please see also the answer to the previous question.

Question. Does each account have performance measures?

Answer. Most Department of State accounts have performance measures which
are discussed in State’s fiscal year 1999 Congressional Presentation Document. As
described above, we structured the overall Performance Plan with an explicit link
between strategic goals and performance goals.

Question. To what extent does your performance planning structure differ from
the account and activity structure in your budget justification?

Answer. The structure of the Performance Plan does not directly link to the ac-
count and activity structure in the budget justification. As mentioned in the answer
above, we structured the Performance Plan with an explicit link between strategic
goals and performance goals. Given the differences between the existing budget
structure and our strategic goals, it is difficult to link them directly.

Question. Do you plan to propose any changes to your account structure for fiscal
year 20007

Answer. At this time, we have no plans to propose changes to the account struc-
ture for fiscal year 2000, although this is an issue we will want to discuss with the
appropriate committees.

Question. Will you propose any changes to the program activities described under
that account structure? How were performance measures chosen?

Answer. As mentioned in the previous answer above, we have no plans at this
time to propose changes to program activities or the account structure for fiscal year
2000, although this is an issue we will want to discuss with the appropriate commit-
tees.

The team charged with drafting the Performance Plan formulated the original
performance measures, using the individual performance plans State bureaus pre-
pared last year and other information prepared more recently by the bureaus for
the CPD. The team referred the entire draft Performance Plan on two separate occa-
sions to all bureaus for their review and advice. In many cases the performance
measures were refined based on the comments team received.

Question. How did the agency balance the cost of data collection and verification
with the need for reliable and valid performance data?

Answer. To avoid imposing new reporting burdens on bureaus, the team charged
with drafting the Performance Plan sought to identify indicators that were based
on data or information already collected by the Department itself, other agencies,
or non-governmental organizations. As mentioned in the previous answer above, the
team referred the entire draft Performance Plan on two separate occasions to all bu-
reaus for their review and advice. In many cases the measures and indicators were
refined based on the comments the team received.
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Question. Does your plan include performance measures for which reliable data
are not likely to be available in time for your first performance report in March
2000?

Answer. Most of our performance measures are based on qualitative assessments,
not quantitative results. We believe that for now they and the data upon which they
depend are adequate, representing as they do our first attempt to create a perform-
ance plan. We do not, however, consider them satisfactory for the long term. We will
continue to assess how we can improve both our performance measures and their
data. In fact, we are developing a software tool that will help gather data along
strategic and diplomatic readiness categories. We welcome the assistance of OMB
and the Congress in this difficult undertaking.

Question. What are the key performance goals from your fiscal year 1999 Annual
Performance Plan that you recommend this subcommittee use to track program re-
sults?

Answer. Our preference would be for the subcommittee to track the whole Per-
formance Plan during the appropriations process as a good way to review State’s
performance on the range of its responsibilities for conducting U.S. foreign policy.
Short of that, we would suggest focusing on the performance goals from one or two
of the seven national interests, such as “national security” and “American citizens
and border security.”

Question. For each key annual goal, indicate whether you consider it to be an out-
put measure (“how much”) or an outcome measures (“how well”).

Answer. We have tried throughout the course of our strategic planning effort to
focus on outcomes and not outputs. In preparing the Performance Plan, we made
a conscious effort to emphasize specific fiscal year 1999 actions that will produce
outcomes. It is of course, impossible to exclude all reference to output measures,
which include matters as important and diverse as passport issuance and demining
operations.

Question. State the long-term (fiscal year 2003) general goal and objective from
the agency Strategic Plan to which the annual goal is linked.

Answer. We derived the performance goals directly from the International Affairs
Strategic Plan, which sets out the national interests and long-range goals we are
pursuing in international affairs on behalf of the security, prosperity, and values of
the American people. The Performance Plan clearly identifies which strategic goal
each performance goal supports.

Question. In developing your Annual Performance Plan, what efforts did your
agency undertake to ensure that the goals in the plan include a significant number
of outcome measures?

Answer. Please see the answers to previous two questions above.

Question. Do you have the technological capability of measuring and reporting
program performance throughout the year on a regular basis, so that the agency can
be properly managed to achieve the desired results?

Answer. We have alerted responsible managers to the need for employees to un-
derstand the Performance Plan’s contents, especially those areas for which they
have primary responsibility; for bureaus to have the baseline information in place
against which progress will be measured; and for bureaus and employees to be pre-
pared when fiscal year 1999 begins to collect the data necessary to track and docu-
ment performance throughout the year. This is, however, a new way for us to oper-
ate. We cannot state conclusively one way or the other how well or quickly we will
be able to report on performance throughout the year. Our focus with systems in
the immediate future is to ensure they are Year 2000 compliant.

Question. If so, who has access to the information—senior management only, or
mid- and lower-level program managers too?

Answer. The Performance Plan is built from individual Bureau Performance
Plans. We are relying on mid- and lower-level managers as well as senior manage-
ment to take primary responsibility for building and carrying out their own plans.
They originated and have access to the available performance information.

Question. Are you able to gain access easily to various performance-related data
located throughout your various information systems?

Answer. Tracking our progress against a Performance Plan represents a new way
for the Department of State to operate. We do not yet know how easily we will be
able to access and report performance-related data.

GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE AND RESULTS ACT

Question. The Government Performance and Results Act requires that your agen-
cy’s Annual Performance Plan establish performance goals to define the level of per-
formance to be achieved by each program activity set forth in your budget.
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Many agencies have indicated that their present budget account structure makes
it difficult to link dollars to results in a clear and meaningful way. Have you faced
such difficulty? Would the linkages be clearer if your budget account structure were
modified?

Answer. In the Performance Plan, we have listed the appropriations supporting
each strategic goal. There is not a one-to-one correlation between goals and appro-
priations. Each goal is supported by several appropriations, and each appropriation
supports multiple goals. Our ultimate objective is to identify both the appropriations
and the dollar amount they contribute to the specific goal, although completing that
objective is still some years away. Until we have some more experience in linking
dollars to results, we are not planning to propose changes to the account structure.

Question. If so, how would you propose to modify it and why do you believe such
modification would be more useful both to your agency and to this committee than
the present structure?

Answer. At this time, we have no plans to propose changes to the account struc-
ture.

Question. How would such modifications strengthen accountability for program
performance in the use of budgeted dollars?

Answer. At this time, we have no plans to propose changes to the account struc-
ture.

MANAGERIAL COST ACCOUNTING

Question. What is the status of your agency’s implementation of the Managerial
Cost Accounting requirement, and are you using Activity-Based Costing?

Answer. The Department of State has begun to identify actions needed to comply
with Managerial Cost Accounting requirements. The Department’s Strategic Plan
under the Government Performance and Results Act has been finalized and the De-
partment is working on the methodologies to assess achievement of Department
goals and objectives under the plan. Price Waterhouse has been retained to provide
an assessment of the work required to implement the Statement of Federal Finan-
cial Accounting Standard Number 4, “Managerial Cost Accounting Standards and
Concepts for the Federal Government.” Concurrent with this initiative, cost account-
ing requirements are being incorporated into the Resource and Budget Integration
Tool (RABIT) which will be used to identify cost data for future budget presen-
tations; the International Cooperative Administrative Support Services (ICASS) sys-
tem for inter-agency support functions at the post level; the Central Financial Man-
agement System; and integrated feeder systems that support our centrally managed
financial management and program management needs. The Department has not
determined if it will use Activity Based Costing.

MEASURING ACTIVITY COSTS

Question. Will you be able in the future to show this committee the full and accu-
rate cost of each activity of each program, including in those calculations such items
as administration, employee benefits, and depreciation?

Answer. As cost accounting requirements become fully integrated into Department
systems and management process, the Department will be able to accurately iden-
tify the costs of individual programs and activities. Current systems and data capa-
bilities are heavily stressed and the Department’s primary focus is on year 2000
compliance. As part of our initiative to implement the Federal Financial Manage-
ment Improvement Act, the Department will implement standard cost accounting
data structures and capabilities that will meet the Joint Financial Management Im-
provement Program system requirements as well as the Statement of Federal Fi-
nancial Management Number 4 “Managerial Cost Accounting Standards and Con-
cepts for the Federal Government.”

MEASURING PROGRAM PERFORMANCE

Question. By doing so, would we then be able to see more precisely the relation-
ship between the dollars spent on a program, the true cost of the activities con-
ducted by the program, and the results of these activities?

Answer. The Department’s initiatives under the Government Performance and Re-
sults Act (GPRA) strategic planning process and the implementation of Statement
of Federal Financial Accounting Standards under the Federal Financial Manage-
ment Improvement Act (FFMIA) are directed at determining the efficiency and ef-
fectiveness of the Department of State identified programs and activities. Budget
and other performance targets will be established under the strategic planning proc-
ess and the Department plans to measure performance. However, precise measure-
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ment of our programs may still be many years away given the condition of our cur-
rent systems and logistical problems around the world.

GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE AND RESULTS ACT

Question. Future funding decisions will take into consideration actual perform-
ance compared to expected or target performance. Given that:

To what extent are your performance measures sufficiently mature to allow for
these kinds of uses?

Answer. We have made a good start with strategic planning and performance
measurement in the past 18 months, but we are still far from having a fully func-
tioning performance planning system. We have made great progress in creating an
effective planning system by developing software that distributes resources (both
people and money) by strategic goal, and by revamping annual Mission and Bureau
Program Plans. Our performance measures are embryonic, and we are in the first
year of associating dollars with goals. Developing a solid set of performance meas-
ures and indicators for our complex activities will take a good deal of effort and will
entail close coordination with other agencies. We expect that the experience gained
in the next several years as we refine our strategic planning and implement the fis-
cal year 1999 Performance Plan will better position us to take actual performance
into account in making resource decisions.

Question. Future funding decisions will take into consideration actual perform-
ance compared to expected or target performance. Given that:

Are there any factors, such as inexperience in making estimates for certain activi-
ties or lack of data, that might affect the accuracy of resource estimates?

Answer. We have made great progress in creating an effective planning system
by developing software that distributes resources (both people and money) by strate-
gic goal, and by revamping the annual Mission and Bureau Program Plans. We are
still far from having a fully functioning performance planning system, however. Our
performance measures are embryonic, and we are in the first year of associating dol-
lars with goals. In addition, we are continuing to develop and refine data sources
and baselines against which to measure progress. Developing a solid set of perform-
ance measures and indicators for our complex activities will take a good deal of ef-
fort and will entail close coordination with other agencies. We expect that the expe-
rience gained in the next several years as we implement the fiscal year 1999 Per-
formance Plan will allow us to make better estimates of funding requirements to
achieve desired results and take actual performance into account when making re-
source decisions.

STATE’S PERFORMANCE GOALS

Question. Based on your fiscal year 1999 performance plan, do you see any need
for any substantive revisions in your strategic plan issued on September 30, 1997?

Answer. Our experience with the Performance Plan does not suggest any need for
a substantive revision to the Department of State Strategic Plan we submitted last
September. We do intend to refine the International Affairs Strategic Plan based on
feedback we have received since its release. This will in turn result in some adjust-
ments to the State Strategic Plan.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI
CERTIFICATION DECISIONS

Question. Could you provide the Committee with an idea of how the State Depart-
merr)lt reaches its decision to recommend that the President certify a particular coun-
try?

Answer. In the fall, the Department of State’s Bureau for International Narcotics
and Law Enforcement Affairs (INL) reviews and revises the “majors” list as appro-
priate. The list is based on the previous spring’s “International Narcotics Control
and Strategy Report” (INCSR)—produced by INL—and from other U.S. government
sources. This proposed list is then cleared within the State Department and coordi-
nated with other interested agencies. The Secretary transmits the proposed list to
the President, who makes the final decisions regarding the list. The White House
then transmits the “majors” list to the chairmen of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, House International Relations Committee, and the respective appropria-
tions committees. The due date for the “majors” list is November 1.

Between December and mid-February, the INL Assistant Secretary coordinates an
interagency decision-making process to recommend whether countries should be cer-
tified fully based on their counternarcotics performance, denied certification, or
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granted a vital national interests certification. These recommendations are then pre-
sented to the Secretary of State for her consideration. By mid-February, the Sec-
retary sends her recommendations to the President.

U.S. LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES AND CERTIFICATION

Question. What role do U.S. law enforcement agencies play in the certification
process?

Answer. The Departments of Justice and Treasury, as well as other agencies in-
volved in foreign counternarcotics law enforcement efforts (such as the U.S. Coast
Guard), provide much of the information used in the certification process. These law
enforcement agencies participate in the interagency discussion and recommendation
process beginning with the development of criteria and continuing through the anal-
%sis cg" performance leading to the Secretary’s certification recommendations to the

resident.

MEXICO DRUG CERTIFICATION

Question. How many man-hours did the State Department spend this year on the
Mexico certification decision?

Answer. We do not have a tracking mechanism for hours spent by individual De-
partment of State personnel on specific issues, such as certification. We take the
certification process very seriously and many people—from desk officers and support
staff to the Secretary of State—are involved.

Our staff members spend considerable time conducting research, analyzing data,
preparing statistical summaries, consulting with other agencies, drafting, clearing
and editing the International Narcotics Control Strategy Report, preparing Congres-
sional testimony, answering inquiries from the Congress and the media, and so
forth. Department principals actively participate in reviewing the findings, making
recommendations, and, ultimately, implementing the President’s decisions. Consid-
erably more time is invested, however, in establishing the benchmarks or criteria
for certification, preparing and conducting demarches and follow-up meetings with
foreign government officials, providing program support to other governments to aid
them in reaching these objectives, and reporting on the results.

Because of the complexity of the drug situation in Mexico, and the fact that its
anti-drug effort is so crucial to the success of our own national effort, more “man-
hours” are probably spent on the Mexico review than any country other than per-
haps Colombia.

IMPROVING THE CERTIFICATION PROCESS

Question. What are your views on the best way to improve the certification proc-
ess? Is the process fatally flawed, or can you offer Congress a way to fix it?

Answer. The State Department has already implemented a number of procedural
changes to the certification process which are specifically designed to improve co-
operation and reduce acrimony on key narcotics control objectives. The new mecha-
nisms in place are designed to draw upon the wide expertise of our intelligence and
law enforcement communities to ensure that the governments of these countries
have a sense of ownership for key counternarcotics objectives.

From the overseas perspective, we are keeping our embassies and host govern-
ments abroad engaged from the start in the certification process. Through our em-
bassies, we have redoubled diplomatic efforts to engage host governments actively
in finding the best means to meet our certification objectives. As the lead agency
in the certification process, the Department is also reviewing the law for possible
recommendations to improve it.

Moreover, we are making a greater effort to utilize multilateral mechanisms such
as the OAS drug body (known by the Spanish acronym CICAD) and the United Na-
tions to advance certification goals, which are, after all, tied to the 1988 U.N. Drug
Convention.

MULTILATERAL DRUG TREATY

Question. Do you support the notion of a multilateral drug treaty for the Western
Hemisphere? If so, would the treaty involve supply reduction, demand reduction or
both? How would such a treaty be enforced?

Answer. The Department of State does not support the notion of a multilateral
drug treaty for the Western Hemisphere. We believe that the 1988 United Nations
Convention Against Illicit Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Substances
(the “Vienna Convention”), to which all the countries in the Western Hemisphere
are parties, provides an adequate framework for establishing international obliga-
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tions for narcotics control. The Vienna Convention addresses the entire range of
drug issues from supply reduction to demand reduction, including related matters
such as money laundering, asset forfeiture, controlling precursor chemicals, extra-
dition, and judicial assistance.

The Department, however, does support the need for enhanced multilateral co-
operation to overcome some of the limitations associated with bilateral antidrug ef-
forts. Accordingly, we have proposed, and the countries of the hemisphere have en-
dorsed, the idea of creating a multilateral counternarcotics monitoring and evalua-
tion mechanism in the hemisphere. Among other objectives, the mechanism could
be used to assess compliance with the Vienna Convention, strengths and weak-
nesses in antidrug programs, and where assistance could best be focused. This
mechanism can be established without resorting to a treaty and we are working
with all the countries in the hemisphere through the good offices of the OAS’s Inter-
American Drug Abuse Control Commission (CICAD) to develop this concept. This
mechanism would not replace our most effective bilateral initiatives, but could go
a long way towards filling some of the gaps they do not cover.

OVERALL BUDGET REQUEST

Question. The Budget Request for 1999 asks for $1.3 billion more than this level
[$18.6 billion] even excluding the arrears to these organizations [e.g., U.N.] and the
IMF supplemental request. Since the Administration agreed to the $18.6 billion
level in 1999 and made this level a priority, why is the Administration now asking
for $1.3 billion more?

Answer. We share your interest in economy, and we continue to press our inter-
national affairs budget for efficiencies.

At the same time, our highest priority is to look after American interests abroad.
This budget represents an appeal for bipartisan consensus to provide the funding
we need to defend U.S. interests in the world.

Our interests are changing in important ways. They are becoming more com-
plicated and they are touching the lives of more and more Americans.

Our International Affairs Strategic Plan is the definitive guide to how we are
serving America’s interests and how we are spending the funds we receive from
Congress:

Protecting the national security interests of the country.—This includes an approxi-
mate increase of $175 million for Bosnia. Last year’s agreement assumed that our
role would diminish. This is not yet possible.

This category also includes an increase of approximately $85 million to promote
political and economic reform in NIS countries to ensure that we do not slip back
into nuclear confrontation.

Promoting America’s prosperity.—Exports are an increase pillar of our prosperity.
A portion of the $150 million increase in funding for Africa will promote trade. Part
of the $41 million increase for the Peace Corps will also help develop new markets
over the long term.

Protecting American citizens abroad and defending America’s borders.—This is an
ongoing priority for everyone at the State Department.

Protecting Americans from international narcotics trafficking, terrorism, and
crime.—Our request includes a modest $41 million increase building on our recent
successes in the Andes.

Promoting democracy, human rights, and the rule of law.—Part of the Africa in-
crease will also support this goal. Other funding increases in many regions support
this goal.

Providing humanitarian assistance.—A good portion of the $125 million increase
in NADR funding will enhance our demining initiatives around the world.

Combating disease, environmental destruction, and excessive population growth.—
This is part of our work in all regional areas. I look for it to receive even higher
strategic and budgetary priority in the years ahead.

In addition, our budget request includes an approximate increase of $412 million
for diplomatic activities and infrastructure to support work toward all our goals. We
have urgent funding requirements of $250 million for the construction of new em-
bassy buildings in Berlin and Beijing. We also face major expenditures to make our
computers year-2000 compliant.

I urge the Congress to provide the funding we need to defend American interests
in an increasingly complex world, as it did last year. We ask for the minimum we
need to keep our country safe and prosperous. We must lead in making the world
a better place for our own good.
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ARREARAGES TO INTERNATIONAL COPPER STUDY

Question. Madame Secretary, I was recently concerned to learn that the State De-
partment remains in arrears on dues the United Sates must pay to participate in
certain international organizations. On February 13, I wrote to the Assistant Sec-
retary for International Organizations to urge the Department to honor its partici-
pation in the International Copper Study Group. My information is that the U.S.
Government is $9,950 in arrears on its 1997 dues, and that in January it received
its assessment of $60,000 for 1998 dues.

The United States is scheduled to chair the International Copper Study Group
this coming year, but if our dues are not current, the chairman will have to step
down from his post and the U.S. will lose its voting rights with eventual expulsion
from the group.

Has the State Department paid the $9,950 in arrears for the 1997 dues for U.S.
participation in the International Copper Study Group?

Answer. Due to a shortfall of funding in 1997 of approximately $85 million, we
were regretfully forced to cut funding for virtually all international organizations in-
cluding the International Copper Study Group (ICSG).

Our fiscal year 1997 arrears to the ICSG total approximately $12,000. Our recent
payment of our 1998 assessment ensures our full participation in the activities of
the ICSG until June 30, 1999. Legislation to pay our arrears did not pass the Con-
gress last year and is still pending. We are currently exploring whether we have
the authority, and sufficient funds to pay our arrears to the ICSG.

Question. Madame Secretary, in the conference report accompanying the 1998
Commerce, Justice, State, and the Judiciary Appropriations bill, the conferees high-
lighted their concern about these arrears, and “agreed that the Department of State
should take action to maintain the U.S. Government’s vote in these organizations
and should expeditiously submit a reprogramming to pay off shortfalls, if nec-
essary.”

Has the Department prepared a reprogramming request to address the arrears for
the International Copper Study Group and organizations in a similar situation?

Answer. No, the State Department has not yet prepared a reprogramming request
to address the arrears for the International Copper Study Group and organizations
in a similar situation. Since we have been unable to secure an arrears funding pack-
age from the Congress, we must examine whether we have the authority to pay ar-
rears under current legislation and to see if there are sufficient funds to reprogram
monies from within the current fiscal year budget.

Question. If not, how does the Department intend to satisfy the arrears for the
Copper Study Group?

Answer. We are currently reviewing the issue and would hope to make a proposal
on this matter in the near future.

Question. The conferees on the 1998 bill also provided funding equal to the latest
estimate of the cost of assessments for U.S. participation in international organiza-
tions provided by the State Department. The conferees expected this amount to be
sufficient to fully fund current year assessments for U.S. membership in these orga-
nizations.

What is the Department’s intention with the payment of the 1998 dues for the
Copper Study Group now owing $60,000?

Answer. The Department recently paid, in full, its 1998 assessment to the Inter-
national Copper Study Group.

Question. Does the Administration intend to honor its commitment to participate
in these international organizations by paying its share of the dues?

Answer. The President is committed to paying our assessments in full as dem-
onstrated by the fiscal year 1999 budget request and paying our arrears to inter-
national organizations as demonstrated by the fiscal year 1998 supplemental re-
quest. Our ability to pay our share of the dues depends on full funding of the Presi-
dent’s request which is based on estimated assessments.

BOSNIA FUNDING

Question. Do you believe the American people will continue supporting the U.S.
presence in Bosnia or Iraq or the next country in crisis if the world also looks to
us to pay a major share of the costs?

Answer. The American people will continue to support U.S. engagement in regions
such as Bosnia and Iraq because they understand we have strong strategic interests
in these regions.

We are gratified by the support we have received from nations around the world.
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Our European allies are shouldering a significantly larger part of the burden than
the U.S., in terms of money and troops, in the international effort to promote peace
and stability in Bosnia.

Our allies and partners in many parts of the world do share the burden of costs
and risks. We will continue this policy but we will also judge when our own nation’s
interests require intervention.

FUNDING THE WORLD’S SECURITY NEEDS

Question. Is the U.S. responsible for funding the world’s security needs?

Answer. Each year, the President submits as part of budget Function 150 a re-
quest for international security assistance. The level of funding requested—$6.158
billion in fiscal year 1999—reflects the amount needed to assist our friends and al-
lies in addressing those requirements that help improve not only their security, but
also that of the United States. The assistance we provide through the Foreign Mili-
tary Financing (FMF) program, peacekeeping operations (PKO) funds, the Inter-
national Military Education and Training (IMET) program, the Economic Support
Fund (ESF), and the Nonproliferation, Antiterrorism, Demining and Related
(NADR) programs account are the tools used to do this. These accounts fund pro-
grams which, among other things, develop stable bilateral and multilateral security
relations; help prevent, manage, and diffuse regional tensions; prevent and resolve
crises; promote regional cooperation; and help prevent the spread of weapons of
mass destruction and their delivery systems. Our international security assistance
funds are designed to meet only those discrete needs that the Administration deems
to be in the U.S. national interest.

MIDDLE EAST PEACE PROCESS

Question. Could you discuss the military balance in the region, and how the ef-
forts by Iran, Iraq, Syria, and Libya to get weapons of mass destruction factor into
that? What more can we do with Israel to bolster its qualitative edge?

Answer. We remain very concerned about the large imbalance in the size and
military capabilities of Iraq and Iran compared to those of our friends in the Gulf.
Having militaries many times larger than those of the Gulf Cooperation Council
(GCC) countries, Iran and Iraq are in a position to use their forces or to threaten
that use to apply strong coercive pressures contrary to U.S. interests. The presence
of U.S. forces in the region and the strong cooperative relationship with the United
States, including strong military sales and training programs, are essential ele-
ments in helping the Gulf states resist such coercion, and in also ensuring the secu-
rity of other friends in the region, such as Israel, Egypt and Jordan. The prospect
of the acquisition of weapons of mass destruction by Iran and Iraq, and by others
such as Libya and Syria, would materially affect the regional balance contrary to
U.S. interests across the entire region and would strengthen the coercive pressures
any of these states could bring countries friendly to the U.S. beyond it. We are also
concerned prospect of Syrian acquisition of could have on the Middle East peace.

We are committed to doing all we can to help reduce the real threat posed to
Israel and our other regional partners by WMD and advanced delivery systems. The
United States helps Israel meet this threat as part of our commitment to Israel’s
security and to sustaining military edge. The U.S. helps Israel address strategic
threats through a combination of actions and policies, including provision of $1.8 bil-
lion annually to Israel for defense. Our active role in the Middle East Peace Process
seeks, in part, to enhance Israel’s security by reducing the regional threat and pro-
moting dialogue. We are also involved with Israel in joint research projects to de-
velop weapons systems, such as the Arrow anti-tactical ballistic missile system and
the Tactical High Energy Laser, to counter the missile threat. The administration’s
nonproliferation and export control policies also serve to enhance the security of
Israel and our other regional partners by seeking to control the spread of dangerous
weapons and technologies in the Middle East and throughout the world.

We are committed to continuing to support and cooperate with Israel on security
matters in order to preserve Israel’s qualitative military edge and to reduce the seri-
ous threat posed by WMD and missile systems.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL
GOALS OF MILITARY STRIKE AGAINST IRAQ

Question. What exactly do we expect to achieve by launching such an attack?
Answer. The goals of air strikes would have been to diminish the threat posed
by Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction program and reduce Iraq’s capacity to threat-
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en its neighbors. Although military operations could not have destroyed the entire
WMD program, they would have left the program significantly worse off.

Question. If the U.N. settlement does break down and the U.S. launches an air
strike against Iraq, what will be the comprehensive exit strategy to ensure not only
Iraqi UNSCOM compliance, but also to ensure that this operation does not turn into
another Bosnia? How then do we sell such an attack to the American people?

Answer. I would prefer not to speculate about the details of military operations
we might undertake if Iraq interferes with UNSCOM inspections in the future. If
air strikes alone were directed against Iraq, the exit strategy needed would be very
different than if ground forces were also involved.

We will continue our long standing military cooperation with our Gulf allies. Our
concern for the security of the nations of the Gulf is ongoing. Our forces will remain
deployed there at currently augmented levels so long as they are needed to ensure
Iraqi compliance with the relevant U.N. Security Council resolutions. Once Iraqi
compliance is assured, we will consider whether we can reduce the augmented level
of forces deployed in the Gulf.

We believe that a majority of the American people would have supported air
strikes, had the President ordered them. We continue to believe that the American
people would support air strikes in the future, should they become necessary.

Question. How does allowing Saddam Hussein to sell oil help our position in this
situation when it is entirely probable that he will use these monetary returns to
purchase new and improved weapons systems?

Answer. Under UNSCR 986 and subsequent “oil-for-food” resolutions, the Govern-
ment of Iraq does not touch the revenues paid for the oil sold. That money is put
into an escrow account controlled by the United Nations, and is used solely for the
purchase of humanitarian goods. There is thus no way for Saddam Hussein to get
at it for the purchase of weapons.

The humanitarian program established by resolution 986, and subsequent resolu-
tions, is the largest U.N.-operated humanitarian program in the history of the
United Nations. It serves an important goal of the international community: to dem-
onstrate concretely that the United Nations, and in particular the members of the
Security Council, remain committed to meeting the essential humanitarian needs of
all Iraq’s people. The United States strongly supports this program, of which it was
one of the principal authors.

Question. If an American air strike is launched on specific chemical and biological
targets, what is the potential for collateral damage as a result of the release of these
agents?

Answer. If we knew where Iraq might be hiding chemical and biological agents,
we certainly would ask UNSCOM to go there and destroy them safely, demanding
with the rest of the Security Council that the Government of Iraq not block
UNSCOM yet again.

On the question of potential damage resulting from hypothetical bombing, this
technical answer is not within the competence of the Department of State.

ANTICORRUPTION: UKRAINE

Question. What steps is the State Department taking to assist American compa-
nies and investors in this region?

Answer. American firms operating in Ukraine expect their government to do its
utmost to ensure a level playing field for their businesses, and the State Depart-
ment and the U.S. Mission in Kiev are actively engaged in assisting American com-
panies and investors in Ukraine in order to achieve that goal. Ukraine has been
going through enormous changes from planned to market economics. Along the way
there have been many problems, and corruption is one of them. The Ukrainian gov-
ernment needs to do more to reduce regulation, bureaucracy and inconsistent en-
forcement of laws and administrative requirements. All these contribute to corrup-
tion by creating opportunities for selective enforcement.

The U.S. Government has in place a number of initiatives to try to assist the
Ukrainians in dealing with such systemic obstacles to a more open and fair invest-
ment climate. One such program is our “Transparency Initiative,” which targets cer-
tain areas of direct relevance to the difficulties faced by U.S. businesses. Another
area is law enforcement cooperation, which, among other things, includes efforts to
help put into place reliable legal and enforcement structures to combat official cor-
ruption. We have also concluded a Bilateral Investment Treaty (BIT), which obli-
gates Ukraine to provide our investors fair and equitable treatment in compliance
with international law. Investors who encounter difficulties in Ukraine have several
remedies open to them under the BIT, one of which is international arbitration.
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Ukraine has consented in the BIT to such arbitration, which is a powerful remedy
for investors.

In Ukraine itself, the U.S. Mission, including State Department, Commerce De-
partment and USAID officials, has worked since the establishment of our relations
with Ukraine to encourage the systemic and structural changes that will improve
the investment and business climate. At the most senior policy levels, for example
in the U.S.-Ukraine Binational Commission (Gore-Kuchma), we are doing our ut-
most to impress upon the Ukrainian leadership the critical need, in Ukraine’s own
best interest, of completing the development of a transparent, modern market eco-
nomic system with reasonable opportunities for all. This has included raising, where
appropriate, the problems faced by specific U.S. companies and investors.

Question. In your opinion, Madame Secretary, should the Ukraine be certified this
year to receive foreign aid in light of its record of treatment of U.S. companies?

Answer. I have not yet reached a decision on that issue. Between April 1-9, senior
officials from both governments will meet to review the business disputes that fall
within the definition of the certification provision of the Fiscal Year 1998 Foreign
Assistance Appropriations Act. When our review of all the facts is complete and I
have received a recommendation, I will make a decision in accordance with the law.

Question. Could you please have the State Department look into the situation of
Gala Radio and report back to this subcommittee?

Answer. The State Department, Commerce Department, and the U.S. Embassy in
Kiev have been very actively engaged in efforts to assist in resolution of Gala Ra-
dio’s problems. This is an extremely difficult and complex case. Gala Radio has re-
cently filed a request for arbitration of its dispute with the Ukrainian government
with the International Center for the Settlement of Investment Disputes’ Additional
Facility, as provided for in the U.S.-Ukraine Bilateral Investment Treaty (BIT). We
are very pleased that the BIT provided the U.S. investor with this valuable remedy.

Now that the case is in arbitration, we are working to ensure that the Ukrainian
government understands the arbitration process and its obligations under it, includ-
ing the obligation to refrain from any conduct that could undermine the fair and
just resolution of the investor’s claim. Our Embassy and the Department remain in
regular contact with the investor, and we will continue to follow the situation closely
and to take any appropriate steps toward the goal of the investor obtaining the full
protection afforded by the BIT.

I have personally raised this case with President Kuchma and have urged him
to see to its resolution. This case, and those like it, which do so much to deter for-
eign investment in Ukraine, represent the most serious impediment to Ukraine’s
economic recovery.

Question. What is your view on this proposed legislation?

Answer. The Administration will continue to work with Congress on improving
international free market conditions, especially as it pertains to opportunities for
American business investments and operations. The issues involved, however, are
complex and have major ramifications. In many of these countries, political and eco-
nomic reform is undergoing an evolutionary process which, although progress is
being made, it is sporadic and long term.

The Administration has made good governance and transparency a primary goal
in its foreign economic policy. We have been pleased that the international financial
institutions have embraced this goal as their own. U.S. assistance and that of the
international financial institutions play a key role in promoting good governance, ac-
countability, a free and fair market and a level playing field for all investors.

UNITED STATES ROLE IN ASSISTING ISRAEL

Question. What do you see as the State Department’s primary role in assisting
Israel to achieve its goal of peace with security?

Answer. The U.S. welcomes its role in assisting Israel to achieve its goal of peace
with security. The U.S. has an unshakable commitment to Israel’s security. We have
maintained and sought to strengthen that commitment even further.

Our efforts to directly assist Israel in meeting its security needs are com-
plemented by our efforts to promote a lasting peace between Israel and her Arab
neighbors. In Israel’s interests and at Israeli request, the U.S. is playing the role
of honest broker. Nothing we have done or tried to do in the peace process would
ever undermine Israel’s vital security interests. Indeed, the best way to enhance
that security is to produce a real peace through negotiation. At each step of the
process, we have acted to minimize the risks Israel takes for peace.

In its role as honest broker, the U.S. has called on both parties to make the tough
decisions, because that is what is needed to get this process back on track and cre-
ate the environment for the resumption of permanent status talks which Israel
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wants and which could foster peace and security. Our role has included putting
forth some of our own ideas to break the current stalemate, in the interests of both
peace and security. We are also pressing the Palestinians to do all they can to fight
terror 24 hours a day, seven days a week. The Administration will seek to deepen
our powerful bonds with Israel, while pursuing a lasting peace with security in the
Middle East.

MIDDLE EAST PEACE PROCESS

Question. The Israeli government has recently put forth its initial thoughts about
reducing economic assistance from the U.S., with the 10-12 year goal of phasing
economic assistance to zero. Would you please comment on the Israeli proposal?

Answer. In late January, Israeli Finance Minister Yaacov Ne’eman began discus-
sions with Members of Congress and Administration officials on a proposal that
would gradually reduce Israel’s annual $1.2 billion economic assistance to zero,
while phasing in an increase in military assistance over the same 10-12 year period.

We welcome Minister Ne'eman’s initiative and note that it follows the initial ef-
forts suggested by the Administration in fiscal year 1997 and fiscal year 1998 to
begin to adjust traditional bilateral assistance levels to the Middle East. We have
asked the Israeli government for clarification of certain aspects of its offer, and are
still formulating our response. We have also asked the Government of Egypt to pro-
vide its views on future U.S. bilateral economic assistance. We hope to work out a
formula for fiscal year 1999 assistance to the Middle East that meets our full range
of regional requirements.

NATO EXPANSION

Question. What sort of financial safety net will secure the cost balance so that the
U.S. is not forced to shoulder an unfair burden, should any of our EU allies decide
that they are unable or unwilling to maintain their fair share of funding for NATO
enlargement?

Answer. We are confident that our European allies will pay their fair share of the
costs of NATO enlargement. Our confidence is based on an established track record
of nearly fifty years during which our allies consistently fulfilled their NATO finan-
cial obligations. We are further encouraged by the fact that NATO political leaders,
both in Madrid and in Brussels acknowledged that there will be costs associated
with NATO enlargement, and confirmed their nations’ willingness to meet these
costs.

The fact is that the allies already pay 75 percent of NATO common costs year
in and year out. According to NATO’s estimates, the cost of adding these three
states is expected to amount to less than 10 percent of NATO’s annual budget, and
there is no reason to believe that such a slight increment would not be met by both
current and new members. While the U.S. pays about 25 percent of NATO common
costs, our European allies pay the remaining 75 percent of those costs, which
amounted to approximately $1.3 billion last year. Based on past performance and
recent pledges to provide the resources to support a successful enlargement effort,
we have every reason to be confident that our European allies will continue to fulfill
their financial obligations to the Alliance.

Question. What steps are being taken to ensure the new members, if ultimately
approved, pay their full share.

Answer. The three invited nations have publicly affirmed their willingness and
ability to contribute fully to the Alliance, and we believe that they will do so.

Between September and November of 1997, NATO held four rounds of accession
talks in Brussels with Poland, and five each with Hungary and the Czech Republic.
These discussions examined in detail the three states’ military capabilities, their
willingness to contribute forces to NATO activities, and their readiness to accept the
political and legal obligations of NATO membership.

These discussions led to acceptance by the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland,
of NATO’s proposed cost shares of 0.9, 0.65, and 2.48 percent respectively. All three
countries have also stated their willingness to meet target force goals which are cur-
rently being jointly developed by NATO and the three invited nations.

All three invited countries also have plans for defense budget increases. For new
members, the costs of NATO enlargement will be a manageable percentage of their
planned military budgets.

The Czech government, for example, has approved plans to increase their 1998
national defense spending to about $1.1 billion, which represents about 1.88 percent
of projected GDP. The Czech Republic plans to link defense spending growth to the
rate of GDP growth and to increase the percentage of GDP dedicated to defense by
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0.1 percent annually for the next 3 years which will raise the percentage from the
current 1.7 percent in fiscal year 1997 to 2.0 percent in 2000.

The Hungarians have increased their 1997 national defense budget to about $800
million, which represents about 1.8 percent of projected GDP. Hungary also plans
to link defense spending growth to the rate of GDP growth and to increase the per-
centage of GDP dedicated to defense by 0.1 percent annually for the next five years.
This will translate to in increase in Hungarian defense spending in real terms by
3 to 8 percent annually during the next four years.

Poland spent 2.3 percent of GDP on defense in 1996. Poland’s 15-year moderniza-
tion plan calls for annual increases in defense spending which are pegged to the
rate of GDP growth. Based on a conservative estimate of a 4.2 percent annual
growth rate, Polish defense spending should increase approximately 3.2 percent an-
nually.

The facts described above show a firm commitment on the part of the three in-
vited countries to pay their full share of NATO costs.

Question. Could you please provide this subcommittee with the most recent cost
estimates of the NATO enlargement proposal?

Answer. The Administration’s February 1998 Report to Congress on the Military
Requirements and Costs of NATO Enlargement is the most recent U.S. government
statement on NATO enlargement cost estimates.

The Administration’s Report endorses the NATO Cost Study assessment that the
common-funded costs of enlargement will be about $1.5 billion from 1998 through
2008. The U.S. share of these common-funded enlargement costs is estimated to be
around $400 million over this period. The General Accounting Office also validated
these conclusions in its 6 March, 1998 Report to Congress, NATO Enlargement: Re-
quirements and Costs for Commonly Funded Budgets.

The NATO study and the earlier, February 1997 U.S. estimate came to different
conclusions because they were different in several key areas. First, the portion of
the Administration’s earlier U.S. cost estimate that addressed what the Alliance
would collectively pay is $4.9 to $6.2 billion (not $27 to $35 billion), and should be
compared to the $1.5 billion NATO estimate.

Second, prior to NATO’s identification of new members, the Administration out-
lined general requirements and an illustrative cost estimate for four potential new
members; after the July 1997 Madrid Summit at which NATO named the three
invitees, NATO identified detailed military requirements and a common-funded cost
estimate for three new members.

Third, NATO’s studies were based on more recent and detailed data on new mem-
bers’ infrastructure (e.g., airbases, road and rail networks), including site visits, that
revealed better conditions than the Administration had previously assessed. Other
factors included the following. The Administration assumed common funding for
some requirements (e.g., airfield off-loading equipment) that NATO determined are
nationally funded. The Administration also used higher cost factors for needed up-
grades (e.g., air defense C2) in some instances.

Finally, there were modest differences in requirements with a significant cost im-
pact. While some military requirements differ, the differences are modest and not
operationally significant. Both studies use the same reinforcement strategy and de-
veloped broadly similar military requirements, including the number and types of
reinforcing forces and reception facilities. However, the Administration’s study in-
cluded some requirements that NATO did not include (e.g., more ambitious up-
grades to airfields and training facilities).

The Administration’s review concluded that NATO developed a sound and reliable
cost estimate, provided that the specific facilities to be selected during NATO’s ongo-
ing force planning process have essentially the same characteristics as those visited
by the NATO International Staff during development of its cost estimate. The De-
partment has every reason to expect that this will be the case, thus we are confident
that NATO’s estimate of $1.5 billion over ten years is an accurate assessment of en-
largement common-funded costs.

INTERNATIONAL CRIME INITIATIVE

Question. Madame Secretary, during a hearing about one year ago, you and I dis-
cussed serious new developments in international crime and its effect on Americans
here at home and abroad. The Appropriations Committee, in its fiscal year 1998
Foreign Operations Committee report, expressed concern about the increase in
crime abroad and its direct and indirect impact on the United States. The Commit-
tee also requested that you convene a new Secretaries, Task Force on International
Crime, in cooperation with the Attorney General, the Secretary of the Treasury, and
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the ONDCP Director, and report to Congress by March 26, 1998 on specific issues
which the Committee outlined.

What is the status of your work on this Task Force?

Answer. The Administration’s International Crime Control Strategy, which will be
released soon, addresses the issues we discussed and which were raised in the Com-
mittee report to which you refer. Please note that the Administration has mean-
while taken various steps to coordinate our foreign policy, national security and
international law enforcement objectives along the lines of the Task Force described
in the Committee report. For instance, the Special Coordination Group (SCG) for
International Crime functions like the cabinet level working group to coordinate
international crime control activities recommended by the Committee report. SCG
is chaired by the Senior Director for Global Issues and Multilateral Affairs of the
National Security Council and includes representatives from all relevant agencies
in the Executive Branch.

The SCG works to develop policies and programs to promote the Administration’s
entire range of law enforcement goals abroad. This includes, for example, the ad-
vancement of specific criminal cases and police training and other initiatives to
build and strengthen judicial systems and institutions. An interagency working
group chaired by the State Department’s Bureau for International Narcotics and
Law Enforcement Affairs coordinates specific training issues.

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS

Question. Are there any preliminary findings you could share with us today prior
to submission of your final report next month?

Answer. The Administration views the International Crime Control Strategy as
a fundamental plan of action. It will articulate eight broad goals accompanied by
detailed objectives as a blueprint for an effective, long-term attack on the inter-
national crime problem. The Strategy is also designed as an expression of national
will and a cohesive statement that the nation is resolved to reduce substantially
international crime and its adverse impact on American people.

Law enforcement concerns, always a factor in our foreign policy, have taken on
fresh importance in the face of powerful and fast-moving criminal elements which
harm the interests of the United States and its citizens, even when those elements
operate well beyond our national boundaries. As we seek to minimize the threat
with practical policies and programs, we welcome Congressional interest and ideas
which redound to the common benefit of all Americans.

NEW STEPS TO FIGHT INTERNATIONAL CRIME

Question. Do you have an update since last year’s hearing on what new steps the
State Department is taking to fight international crime?

Answer. The President’s forthcoming International Crime Control Strategy, which
we will provide you upon publication, describes the many aggressive steps the State
Department, and other agencies, have taken to organize and support U.S. efforts to
fight international crime. In addition to sustaining on-going efforts, new initiatives
to highlight from our $20 million program over the past year include the following:

—Stronger and more focused international cooperation to attack money launder-
ing. We have conducted major training seminars in Russia and Latin America;
have negotiated a Caribbean training project with the EC; participated in multi-
lateral anti-money laundering assessments in Cyprus, Romania, and several of
the NIS; and supported the anti-money laundering alliance the President signed
with Venezuela.

—Stronger international anti-crime regimes. We have signed or are negotiating
stolen car treaties with some 11 Latin American and East European countries;
put in place a worldwide program to fight alien smuggling; led negotiations in
the OAS on the recently signed treaty to control trafficking in firearms; and
presided over the G—8 experts group on international crime where we were able
to launch a new initiative against high-tech crime, worked toward a multilat-
eral agreement against firearms trafficking modeled on the OAS treaty. We are
working in the G-8 and elsewhere to deny criminals safe haven by improving
cooperation on extradition and asset forfeitures.

—Enhanced law enforcement and judicial institution building. To advance police
cooperation, we are pursuing efforts to establish International Law Enforcement
Academies (ILEA) in Latin America and Southeast Asia.

—Identification and raised profile of emerging types of international crime. We
have worked through G-8 and other fora to foster greater information sharing
and international cooperation to combat environmental crime, theft of intellec-
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tual property rights, and other forms of international crime that harm Ameri-
ca’s consumers and investors and threaten our economic and security interests.

IRAN WEAPONS TECHNOLOGY ACQUISITION

Question. Over the past few years, Russia has been the major source of missile
technology to Iran. News reports indicate that if the flow continues unabated, Iran
may have the indigenous capability to assemble and test missiles within a year. The
Senate is considering the Iran Missile Proliferation Sanctions Act, which has al-
ready passed the House. This Act would sanction entities—not the Russian govern-
ment—involved in the transfer of missile technology to Iran.

Do you agree with estimates of Iranian capabilities?

Answer. Iran is pursuing a multi-track effort to develop both liquid and solid-pro-
pellant missile systems. We believe Iran possesses an extensive inventory of 300-
kilometer range and 500-kilometer range Scud missiles. Iran purchased Scud mis-
siles and related technology from North Korea and is probably close to achieving
Scud production capability, if it has not already done so. Iran also is developing a
medium-range ballistic missile. Once Iran’s indigenous missile production capability
is fully developed, Iran would pose a new proliferation risk if it were to begin to
export Iranian produced Scuds and production technology.

Question. Do you support the Iran Missile Proliferation Sanctions Act?

Answer. No, the Administration does not support this bill. Current law provides
an adequate basis for the United States to impose sanctions on foreign entities that
contribute to Iranian ballistic missile capabilities. The Administration is committed
to fighting terrorism and taking steps to halt the transfer of missile technology to
countries of concern, such as Iran. We believe, however, that the bill in its current
form would weaken the U.S. ability to persuade the international community to halt
such transfers to Iran. Because of the bill’s requirement to impose sanctions based
on an unworkable, low standard of evidence, its broad scope of covered transactions
and lack of a meaningful waiver provision, we believe the President would be re-
quired to impose sanctions worldwide in a manner likely to undermine U.S. non-
proliferation goals and objectives. We believe the bill would be counterproductive to
convincing foreign governments to control missile-related trade with Iran. For exam-
ple, the standard of evidence is so low it could result in the imposition of an untold
number of erroneous sanctions on individuals or business entities. Imposition of er-
roneous sanctions on a large scale could dissuade foreign governments or persons
from cooperating with the U.S. to prevent the transfer of missile technology to Iran
and harm U.S. foreign policy goals and U.S. commercial interests with other na-
tions.

Although the proposed law is of global scope, it is intended to deal with Russian
entities involved with Iran’s missile program. We have made progress with the Gov-
ernment of Russia on key aspects of its companies’ cooperation with Iranian missile
programs. Then Prime Minister Chernomyrdin signed an executive order on Janu-
ary 22 substantially strengthening the Russian export control process, providing
new authority to stop transfers of dual-use goods and services to missile programs
and programs for weapons of mass destruction. We have been discussing with the
Russians steps necessary to implement the order and ideas for U.S. Russian co-
operation in the development of export control systems. We have received assur-
ances that the new government will honor this commitment. Some concerns remain
and we will continue to press our case at the highest levels of the Russian govern-
ment.

Question. The GAO has completed two reports commissioned by Members of Con-
gress which address the issue of support by the International Atomic Energy Agency
for programs in rogue states such as Iran and Cuba through the largely U.S. sup-
ported Technical Cooperation Program. U.S. contributions to the IAEA have been
going to complete the Bushehr Nuclear Power Facility in Iran. The U.S. has explicit
objections to the completion of this plant because it may advance Iran’s nuclear
weapons program. Should the United States continue to provide voluntary contribu-
tions to this program if it supports programs which do not coincide with U.S. nu-
clear non-proliferation and safety goals?

Answer. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) has not contributed to
the construction of the nuclear power plant at Bushehr. Currently, the IAEA is
funding only safety-related projects for the Bushehr reactor under its Technical Co-
operation (TC) Program. The U.S. is opposed to the Bushehr project because the
project will provide Iran with a rationale to acquire more sensitive nuclear facilities
and with commercial channels that Tehran can use to pursue more sensitive nuclear
technologies.
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The U.S. voluntary contribution to the IAEA technical assistance program is an
important way the U.S. meets its commitment under Article IV of the Treaty on the
NonProliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) to “facilitate * * * the fullest possible
exchange of equipment, materials and scientific and technological information for
the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Many developing countries party to the NPT
view IAEA technical cooperation programs as a tangible benefit of their Treaty
membership.

Approximately 90 countries, including Iran and Cuba, are recipients of IAEA tech-
nical cooperation. The United States has made clear its opposition to nuclear co-
operation with Iran and Cuba, but we believe that seeking to terminate all IAEA-
sponsored TC with countries such as Iran and Cuba could undermine our overall
approach to nonproliferation worldwide and even our efforts to ensure effective safe-
guards in those and other countries.

That is because international political and financial support for the Agency’s safe-
guards depends on adequate support for its TC program. Efforts to stop all TC to
countries that have not been found to have violated their international obligations
could jeopardize support for strengthening safeguards worldwide and especially for
getting countries such as Iran to accept the Agency’s strengthened safeguards sys-
tem, which will improve our ability to detect any undeclared nuclear activities.

MASSACRE IN CHIAPAS, MEXICO

Question. Can you comment on the results of the visit to Mexico by Special Envoy
for Latin America, Thomas McLarty, to investigate the status of this situation?

Answer. Counselor to the President and Special Envoy to the Americas McLarty
visited Mexico in January to become acquainted with new key members of the Mexi-
can cabinet, meet the new City mayor, and discuss with them a broad multilateral
issues. He also paid a courtesy call on President Zedillo and met with representa-
tives of human rights NGO’s and the National Human Rights Commission. The situ-
ation in Chiapas was one of the subjects covered in some of his conversations.

Mr. McLarty’s interlocutors outlined the complexity of the conflict in Chiapas and
emphasized the difficulty in finding a peaceful solution to the situation. The Mexi-
can officials recognized the international impact of events in Chiapas and discussed
the Mexican Government’s reinvigorated efforts to seek a negotiated settlement to
the conflict. In addition, there was some discussion of the future need for economic
and social restructuring in Chiapas.

Mr. McLarty expressed our concern about the situation in Chiapas, especially the
human rights aspects of it, and offered appropriate support for the Government of
Mexico’s efforts to find a peaceful, negotiated settlement to the conflict.

Question. Could you please provide the subcommittee with a report on the current
situation in Chiapas?

Answer. The massacre of 45 indigenous peasants in Acteal, Chiapas last Decem-
ber 22 apparently was carried out by armed civilians (a paramilitary group), prob-
ably linked to local government and public security officials. Mexican President
Zedillo quickly recognized the dimensions of the problem and took the investigation
out of the hands of state officials who may have been compromised.

The investigation so far has resulted in the issuance of over 120 arrest warrants
in connection with the massacre. More than 80 persons have been detained, includ-
ing the mayor of the municipality where the massacre took place and a state police
chief. Prosecutions of a number of individuals are underway.

As a result of the massacre, the Chiapas state governor, the Gobernacion (Inte-
rior) Secretary, and the Government’s special negotiator for Chiapas all were forced
to resign. The new Chiapas team indicated renewed interest in dialogue and a polit-
ical solution to the conflict in Chiapas. In mid-March, the Government sent draft
legislation to the Mexican Congress to amend the Mexican Constitution in the areas
of indigenous rights and culture.

This move has been criticized by other parties and Zapatista insurgents as unilat-
eral. The opposition National Action Party has its own draft bill, while the Party
of the Democratic Revolution favors continuing work towards resolution of the situa-
tion through the Peace and Conciliation Commission (COCOPA) and inclusion of the
Zapatistas in the terms of any settlement.

The Institutional Revolutionary Party (PRI) and the National Action Party may
cooperate to pass a version of this legislation, but a way must still be found to re-
solve the conflict with the Zapatistas. The absence of a peace and conciliation settle-
ment in Chiapas continues to impede social and economic reform and development
in the state.

We are following the investigation very closely through periodic special briefings
by the Mexican Attorney General’s Office. We tell the Mexican Government that we
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look forward to prosecution and punishment of those responsible, and to a long
term, peaceful resolution of the situation in Chiapas.

MICROCREDIT

Question. What is the State Department doing, particularly in the Newly Inde-
pendent States (NIS) and Africa, to support the goal of the 1997 Microcredit Sum-
mit to provide access to microcredit programs for 100 million of the world’s poorest
families?

Answer. The State Department provides support for this goal in a variety of ways.

First, through our embassies in the NIS countries and in Africa, the State Depart-
ment works closely with USAID to implement USAID’s Microenterprise Initiative.
Since 1991, USAID has allocated about $175 million for microenterprise funding in
Africa. Since 1994, when programs began in a few NIS countries, about $39 million
has been provided. Assistance is provided through enterprise funds, NGO inter-
mediaries, loan guarantees, and technical assistance. USAID assistance has already
paid off in Africa with programs such as Kenya’s Rural Enterprise Program, Sen-
egal’s Agence de Credit Pour L’Enterprise Privee, and Niger’s Bankin Raya
Karkara. In the NIS, the poor are being served through such programs as USAID-
funded FINCA International’s Village Banking model. Since 1995, more than $1.7
million has been disbursed with defaults of only $600. Eighty-nine percent of recipi-
ents are women. Another highly successful program supported by USAID funds is
that of Opportunity International in Russia.

A second avenue of support is through the Ambassador’s Special Self-Help (SSH)
Program which funds a variety of projects at our embassies in Africa. Examples of
projects supported by the SSH include purchase of a grain mill for a community of
50 women in Uganda, start-up funds provided to a 45 woman tailoring project in
Iéﬁnya, and money to purchase stalls to house pigs for a farmers association in

ana.

A third way in which State Department supports the goal of the Microcredit Sum-
mit is through our support for programs and projects at the Multilateral Develop-
ment Banks (MDB’s).

The World Bank-administered Consultative Group to Assist the Poorest (CGAP)
is increasingly active in the microenterprise lending in Africa and the NIS. World
Bank funding for microenterprise grew from $11.5 million in 1994 to $87.8 million
in 1996, with Africa and the NIS being leading recipients. The Bank is continually
working to improve the effectiveness of its programs to reach those most in need.

The African Development Bank launched its Microfinance Initiative for Africa at
the end of 1997. The Initiative has initial funding of $21 million and is designed
to improve the performance of existing microfinance institutions by upgrading their
technical and organizational capacity. In addition, the Bank often includes micro-
finance components in poverty alleviation project loans. A recent loan to Cameroon,
for example, included support for small scale enterprises and self-employment for
women.

The European Bank for Economic Cooperation and Development (EBRD) is also
supporting microlending activities, including through the very successful Russia
Small Business Fund (RSBF), which was initiated in partnership with the G-7. The
RSBF operates in 19 Russian regions and has received $30 million in support from
the U.S. Technical and financial support is provided to Russian banks to offer small
and micro loans. By the end of 1997, the RSBF banks had provided nearly 14,000
micro loans totaling about $97 million. Using the RSBF model, the U.S. and EBRD
are working together to create a microlending program in Ukraine. The State De-
p?frtment and other U.S agencies work closely with the MDB’s in support of these
efforts.

The State Department also works closely with the African Development Founda-
tion, which was established by the U.S. Congress in 1980 to support the self-help
initiatives of grassroots communities in Africa. During fiscal year 1994-1996, the
Foundation assisted 79 micro and small enterprise projects in Africa.

INTERNATIONAL EXCHANGES PROGRAMS

Question. The Administration’s budget proposal shifts $7.5 million from USIA’s
overall International Educational and Cultural Exchange account to the Fulbright
program under USIA. This is certainly great news, but it seems like the perfect case
of robbing “Peter to pay Paul” as this increase will come at the cost of the other
programs in the Educational and Cultural Exchange account.

Can you please comment on this proposal?

Answer. USIA’s budget submission noted that built-in requirements, mainly price
increases and Federal pay raises, will cost $5,873,000 in the Exchanges Programs
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account. In order to meet these cost increases and provide the Fulbright program
with a modest increase within the Administration’s overall budget limits, USIA had
to make difficult decisions with regard to other exchange programs.

The Fulbright program is the U.S. Government’s oldest and most prestigious aca-
demic exchange program, offering a range of academic experiences. Having recently
celebrated its 50th anniversary, the program is a vibrant multi-national partnership
supported by more than fifty foreign governments as well as our own. In 1997, a
report was issued by the National Humanities Center and strongly endorsed by the
President. This report made numerous recommendations to strengthen the program
for the future. One of these recommendations was to “reaffirm federal support for
Fulbright and the U.S. commitment to leadership in international educational ex-
change” by restoring the “recently reduced” Fulbright budget to $125 million. Imple-
mentation of several of the other recommendations, such as improving record keep-
ing, expanding the use of new technologies and broadening partnerships with for-
eign and U.S. institutions will also require budget increases for Fulbright.

We are especially eager to initiate a program for American graduate students in
Russia and to expand opportunities for Americans to study and do research in
China and Vietnam. We intend to enlarge the specially designed exchanges which
promote the Middle East peace process. In South Africa, we will soon have a new
commission which has the potential to significantly impact educational reforms tak-
ing place in that country. We also plan to reward commissions which have dem-
onstrated initiative in raising funds form host country and private sector sources
such as the Philippines, Korea, Jordan, Morocco and Argentina.

Question. What impact will this shift of funds have on the international Education
Program?

Answer. The shift of funds will cause some reductions in international and Cul-
tural Exchange programs, particularly on USIA’s contacts with American commu-
nity organizations which support or are involved with international exchanges.
Fewer Citizen Exchange grants will be completed in fiscal year 1999. The precise
effect on community organizations is difficult to estimate since Citizen Exchange
grants are defined during the fiscal year through consultations with geographic area
offices and an analysis of overseas USIS post requests. However, overall Citizen Ex-
change grants will probably be reduced from a total of 60 in fiscal year 1997 to
about 45 in fiscal year 1999.

Fewer International Visitors also will result in less financial support to commu-
nity organizations that support the international Visitor program. Local organiza-
tions are likely to experience reductions, since USIA’s community support grants
may be negatively affected by these budget reductions.

Educational advising, which assists and prepares future foreign leaders to under-
take study in the U.S., continues to play an important role in furthering U.S. public
diplomacy objectives. However, hard budget decisions had to be made to meet built-
in cost increases and provide the Fulbright program with a modest increase within
overall budget limits. We gave priority attention this fiscal year to augmenting the
Fulbright program budget to address its most pressing challenges and opportunities.
Unfortunately, that meant reductions in other programs.

USIA is working with private sector constituencies in local and state govern-
ments, corporations, and institutions of higher education to enlist them in providing
support for the overseas advising centers. We also have projects underway to in-
crease private sector and user-based cost-sharing, to partially offset some of the
operational costs of running advising centers. However, private sector funding or fee
recycling is unlikely to fully offset the cut in appropriated funds.

FUNDING FOR WAR CRIMES TRIBUNALS

Question. Please provide a summary chart of all funding from the U.S. provided
to the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia and Rwanda since
their inception. Please indicate the amount of in-kind contributions as well. How
much funding does the U.S. provide to the Trust Fund established to support the
tribunals?

Answer. Of the amounts in the attached table, “U.S. Government Funding for
War Crimes Tribunals,” the in-kind and Trust Fund distributions break down as fol-
lows:

Trust funds:
Yugoslavia:
Fiscal year 1994 PKO ......ccccocoiivieriieieirietiieieeees e esesesenens $700,000
Fiscal year 1997 SEED ......coooiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 500,000



Fiscal year 1998 ESF ......ccoooiiiiiiieetee ettt 400,000
TOLAL ..ottt 1,600,000
Rwanda:
Fiscal year 1994 TO&P ........coooiiiiiiiiiceeeeee e 500,000
Fiscal year 1995 ESF .....cccoiiiiiiiiieetee ettt 900,000
TOLAL ..ottt ettt ettt 1,400,000
In-kind contributions:
Yugoslavia:
Fiscal year 1993 DOD .... .. 300,000
Fiscal year 1994 PKO ......cccoooiiiiiiiiiiiieiecie ettt 2,300,000
Fiscal year 1996:
S 1,000,000
.. 136,000
1,675,000
TOLAL ottt 5,411,000
Rwanda:
Fiscal year 1996:
DOD et 900,000
IDA ..o .. 1,240,000
Fiscal year 1997 ESF .. .. 194,000
Fiscal year 1998 ESF .......ccoiioiiiiiieecieeeeee et eree e 456 000

Total .o 2,790,000
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ERNEST F. HOLLINGS
CHINA FACILITIES—NEW EMBASSY BUILDING SCHEDULE

Question. What is the schedule for building this new Embassy?
Answer. Assuming the fiscal year 1999 appropriation request is enacted, the esti-
mated schedule is as follows:

Complete site acquiSItION ........ccccceerieriieeniieiienie et November 1998.

Award design contract ... April 1999.
Complete design ................ May 2001.
Award construction contract . .. June 2001.
Complete consStruction ..........ccceeceeerieriieiniienieeeeieee e October 2004.

CHINA FACILITIES—HOUSING

Question. What are we going to do about the housing situation?

Answer. We have already taken a number of steps to improve the substandard
conditions but much remains to be accomplished. The most serious problems are
conditions in Beijing and exceptionally high lease costs in Shanghai, but all China
posts except Hong Kong have some housing concerns. Meeting these concerns is a
long-term effort to which we are fully committed.

Beijing.—Embassy Beijing is engaged in a program to upgrade its poorest quality
housing units. As a first step in that program, we acquired 21 new leased units ear-
lier this year that are closer to Western life-safety and seismic standards and pro-
vide greater control over maintenance. We are also engaged in a phased effort to
completely renovate a number of existing apartments. Because windows were leak-
ing soot and grit-laden air, we recently installed new windows and air conditioning
units in all apartments leased in the diplomatic compound. These apartments will
also receive electrical and plumbing rehabilitation, making them safer and more
functional for residents. For the longer term, the focus is on acquiring additional
suitable housing—through lease or purchase—as units become available in Beijing.
For example, we are considering the purchase of 28-32 residential units in a West-
ern-standard apartment building now under construction in an excellent location. In
addition, we plan to construct, on a U.S.-owned site, 66 new apartments that will
meet U.S. seismic, fire, life-safety, and security requirements.

Shanghai.—We are ready to award the design contract for the construction of a
new 31-unit housing compound on U.S.Government land that will reduce the need
to pay exorbitantly expensive leasing costs.

Guangzbou.—We are in the process of selecting one of two sites, available to us
under the China Property Agreement, on which to construct residences and office
space to replace inadequate existing space. Residences and offices are now collocated
in a seismically and structurally deficient tower of a hotel which we lease.

Chengdu.—Our plan is to exercise an option to purchase currently leased apart-
ments and bring them up to standard.

Shenyang.—With the fixed-rent schedule for the apartments and an option to pur-
chase the building expiring in 2001, the goal is to exercise that option and provide
extensive renovations.

CHINA FACILITIES—HOUSING RENOVATIONS

Question. How much of the $19 million we gave you was spent to renovate hous-
ing in the meantime?

Answer. The Department intends to earmark $3.4 million of these funds for spe-
cific use in China, such as for correcting life-safety deficiencies in the Beijing Chan-
cery and upgrading staff housing. This $3.4 million will be in addition to other
funds appropriated under the Security and Maintenance of U.S. Missions, plus
available asset management funds, to carry out housing improvements in China in
fiscal year 1998 and beyond.

The remainder of the $19.6 million will be used for critical facility rehabilitation
projects in Dhahran, Jeddah, Kampala, Manila, Suva, and Vientiane that would
otherwise be delayed, and to ensure the timely replacement of overseas telephone
systems that are not Year 2000 compliant.

STATUS OF JERUSALEM EMBASSY ACT IMPLEMENTATION

Question. What is the status of the effort to conduct architectural and engineering
plans to move the U.S. Embassy from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem?

Answer. There is no issue related to the negotiations between Israel and the
Arabs that is more sensitive and volatile than Jerusalem. The President has made
clear that he would take no action to undermine the peace process.
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Accordingly, we did not think it would have been prudent to expend the tax-
payers’ money on construction-related activities in light of uncertainties about tim-
ing and final decisions. Let me stress, however, that this does not prejudice our abil-
ity to establish an embassy in Jerusalem should that decision be made.

In the meantime, we continue to pursue non-construction options to do so, and
we are now better prepared, for example, to promptly lease space in Jerusalem. We
are also working to preserve our options for constructing an embassy, in part by try-
ing to ensure that ongoing construction by other developers near the site be in con-
formity with previously established requirements worked out between the U.S. and
the Israeli government.

SELECTING AN ARCHITECT FOR DESIGN OF EMBASSY IN JERUSALEM

Question. When will an architect be selected and these funds be obligated?

Answer. Given the sensitivity of the Jerusalem issue to the ongoing peace negotia-
tions and the agreement by Israel and the Palestinians to consider Jerusalem in
their permanent status talks, the President feels strongly that no action should be
taken which would undermine the peace process. We did not think it would have
been prudent to expend the taxpayers’ money on construction-related activities in
light of uncertainties about timing and final decisions. In the meantime, we have
positioned ourselves better to move on nonconstruction options to establish an em-
bassy, should that be the decision.

OCEANS AND ATMOSPHERE

Question. Given that it has been more than 30 years since we looked at U.S. ocean
policies, don’t you agree that this legislation is necessary and timely?

Answer. I believe we share a common view of the importance of the United States
playing a leadership role in the protection and preservation of the world’s oceans,
including the traditional uses, such as navigation and fishing. From our standpoint,
the single most important action that the Senate could take with respect to the
oceans would be to give its advice and consent to accession to the 1982 United Na-
tions Convention on the Law of the Sea and ratification of the accompanying agree-
ment fixing the deep seabed mining portions of the Convention.

This year—the International Year of the Ocean—represents an excellent oppor-
tunity for the Nation to initiate a major review of its ocean policies and to take ac-
tions to improve our understanding of ocean resources and systems. The Adminis-
tration supports enactment of an oceans bill that will contribute to the preservation
of the Nation’s ocean and coastal areas and does not infringe on the prerogatives
of the President and the Executive Branch.

We remain available to work with the relevant Committees to ensure that a final
bill clearly and specifically reflects our mutual priorities.

Question. Can I count on your help to get the S. 1213 enacted into law?

Answer. The Department of State supports enactment of an Oceans Act of 1998.
Enactment of such a bill can play a significant role in mobilizing public support for
the review and implementation of an effective oceans and coastal policy for the
United States, and in ensuring that the most expert advice would be available to
government officials from the private sector, academia and other organizations. As
I have noted, one guiding principle is a bill that will contribute to the preservation
of the Nation’s ocean and coastal areas and does not infringe on the prerogatives
of the President and the Executive Branch.

We look forward to continuing to work constructively with you on this matter.

Question. When can we expect to see the top ocean-related policy positions at
State filled (Under Secretary for Global Affairs and Assistant Secretary for Oceans,
International Environment and Science)?

Answer. We appreciate your interest in having the Administration fill these two
key positions at the Department. We are facing daunting global challenges main-
taining peace and security, protecting the environment, promoting democracy and
increasing respect for the rule of law—that must be addressed with strong leader-
ship from the Department and Congress.

Toward this end, the Administration is working assiduously to fill these positions
on a permanent basis. We intend to submit the names of highly qualified and distin-
guished leaders for the advice and consent of the Senate shortly.

NOTE.—On April 2, the President nominated Mr. Frank Loy to be the Under Sec-
retary for Global Affairs at the Department. Mr. Loy previously served in the De-
partment as Deputy Assistant Secretary in the Bureau of Economic and Business
Affairs and as Director of the Bureau of Refugee Programs. He is currently serving
as chair of the Foundation for a Civil Society.
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U.N. ARREARAGE

Question. With respect to the U.N. arrearage issue, what reforms would the U.S.
not achieve at the United Nations if we provide the funding now as you have re-
quested?

Answer. We are committed to a strong reform program in the U.N. independent
of our arrears payments. By paying our arrears we will be able to continue to lead
and drive an even more effective reform effort. However, even if monies were appro-
priated for arrears now, our conversations with U.N. member states indicate that
we will not be successful in achieving an assessment rate reduction to 20 percent
in the time frame envisaged in the Helms/Biden legislation.

Question. If we provide the $921 million that you have proposed in the Supple-
mental at this point in time, aren’t we simply providing Representative Smith and
the House with more leverage over the Administration on the “Mexico City” issue?

Answer. We continue to believe the “Mexico City” issue should stand on its own
and not be linked to arrears payments to the U.N. and other international organiza-
tions, either in the authorizing or appropriations legislation. Therefore, we would
hope that you would consider favorably the President’s supplemental request for
$921 million without reference to “Mexico City”.

Question. But, your budget does not assume consolidation if you support the
change, why not?

Answer. Because of the absence of Congressional authorization to do so, the budg-
et did not assume consolidation. The Department strongly supports the consolida-
tion and is prepared to submit consolidated budgets in the future, when Congress
grants us reorganization authority.

PLANNING FOR CONSOLIDATION OF THE FOREIGN AFFAIRS AGENCIES

Question. Where do you stand in all your planning for consolidation?

Answer. Last year the President decided that the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency (ACDA) would be merged with the State Department within one year, and
the United States Information Agency (USIA) within two years. The President also
decided the Agency for International Development (AID) would remain a distinct
agency with a separate appropriation, and the AID Administrator would be under
the direct authority and foreign policy guidance of the Secretary of State and certain
of AID’s administrative functions would be shared with the Department. This deci-
sion reflects the fact that non-proliferation and arms control, public diplomacy, and
international development are at the heart of American foreign policy. Under the
guidance of the Reorganization Steering Committee, interagency task forces did an
enormous amount of preparatory work on reorganization planning last year. ACDA
Director John Holum has already been “double-hatted” as the Acting Under Sec-
retary of State for Arms Control and International Security Affairs, and we have
begun reorganizing office space in the State Department in a way which supports
the consolidation of ACDA and the Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs. In personnel
assignments we are also actively exploring combined assignments with USIA for ad-
ministrative and secretarial personnel.

Our approach on all aspects of this merger and reorganization is to create a struc-
ture which addresses the substantive issues responsibly, eliminates unnecessary du-
plication and avoids unproductive disruption for the dedicated personnel of all the
agencies involved. Recently I also asked Under Secretaries Bonnie Cohen and Tom
Pickering to examine other issues related to the reorganization, including internal
State Department streamlining and restructuring. Depending on the passage of re-
organization legislation, we are generally ready to begin implementing the Presi-
dent’s decision.

Where we have been able to move ahead, as in the double-hatting of ACDA Direc-
tor Holum as Acting Under Secretary, we have. But the bottom line is that we still
need legislation from the Congress before we can move much beyond planning to
implement the reorganization. I will continue to make sure that the State Depart-
ment works closely with other foreign affairs agencies and Members and staff of the
Congress so that the final reorganization product is one which serves the best inter-
ests of the country.

INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS AGENCY REORGANIZATION

Question. Why shouldn’t this subcommittee provide all fiscal year 1999 appropria-
tions for USIA and ACDA to the State Department? Wouldn’t this facilitate consoli-
dation while we wait for the House firebrands to stop holding the legislation?

Answer. The reorganization legislation as currently drafted provides for consolida-
tion of ACDA into the State Department by the end of fiscal year 1999 and USIA
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into State by the end of fiscal year 2000. If reorganization authority is enacted along
these lines, the Congress could in fact provide ACDA’s fiscal year 1999 appropria-
tion to the Department of State. Separate appropriations for USIA would continue
for fiscal year 1999, but would be part of the Department’s budget request for fiscal
year 2000. Appropriating all funding to the Department of State in the absence of
authorizing legislation would result in a confusing and legally uncertain situation,
and could compromise the ability of the foreign affairs agencies to function effi-
ciently—potentially creating a resource and administrative crisis.

INTERNATIONAL RUBBER ORGANIZATION

Question. You know Madame Secretary, when you push for International Organi-
zations funding you are talking about groups like the United Nations, but there are
a lot of other organizations, some of which are extremely important, directly related
to American economic interests. For example, the International Natural Rubber Or-
ganization (INRO) which is of interest in the Southeast and Midwest which seeks
to hold down the price of rubber to consumer nations or the International Copper
Study Group which is important to Senator Domenici and Western States. In work-
ing with the State Department these groups feel they get the short-shrift while “hu-
manitarian organizations” are given priority. Yet these organizations are about jobs
here at home.

Our conference report asked the Department to reprogram funds to ensure that
the United States retained its vote in the INRO. Even though this only cost
$100,000, T had to start objecting to other Department reprogrammings to get this
bill paid. But your Department only paid up until April, and on June 30 we will
lose our vote and all rights of participation in the organization after August 30.

Why is it so difficult to get your assistance for an issue that costs so little? This
is important to both Chairman Helms and me.

Answer. The Administration shares Congressional concerns over arrears to INRO
as well as to all international organizations and have spoken out strongly in support
of these and other organizations. As you know, legislation authorizing payment of
arrears has not passed the Congress. We are examining whether the Administration
has the authority under current legislation, and whether there are sufficient funds
appropriated for current assessments to allow us to do so in the case of INRO.

INTERNATIONAL COOPERATIVE ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES [ICASS]

Question. Can you give us a status report on how this “ICASS” system is working?

Answer. The International Cooperative Administrative Support Services (ICASS)
system, has truly resulted in a revolutionary change in the way we manage the de-
livery of shared administrative support services and distribute the associated costs
(approximately $600 million) to U.S. Government agencies located at our diplomatic
missions abroad. Fully implemented at 162 posts on October 1, 1997, ICASS is a
remarkable interagency accomplishment that took just 30 months to go from initial
concept to an operational reality.

While in its earliest stages, ICASS will change for the better the way administra-
tive services are delivered at each mission. ICASS has established locally empow-
ered Councils representing all agencies at post to manage and evaluate all shared
administrative services. Focusing on the needs of the customer, the Councils have
clear financial and performance information to evaluate service alternatives, and
share responsibility with the service provider for providing the most cost effective
and responsive administrative support services.

ICASS is still a work in progress as it evolves towards a system that “allocates
to each department and agency the full cost of its presence outside the United
States.” Now that the basic mechanisms of ICASS are in place, surpassing most
Washington expectations, the emphasis needs to shift to the central management
aspects of ICASS that will lead to improved services and lower costs.

As the Department of State’s OIG stated, “Although it appears that ICASS is
functioning successfully as an instrument for better cost allocation and enhanced fi-
nancial management, it is only beginning to show some cost savings and efficiencies
and has yet to prove itself as an instrument for reducing overall administrative
costs overseas, or for effecting significant change in the delivery of administrative
services.” Progress has already been made in achieving this goal. Department of
State procedures for providing overseas support are being systematically reengi-
neered to improve their efficiency and effectiveness. Post ICASS Councils are re-
viewing their local services and recommending changes designed to improve quality
and lower costs. Leadership, communication, sharing best practices, training, incen-
tives, and increased accountability are all contributing to ensure ICASS’ ultimate
success.
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Question. Are the other agencies paying their bills?

Answer. Agencies will receive ICASS bills in early April during the first year of
actual ICASS operation, and we anticipate having no problems with the bills.

The ICASS billing process is a marked change from the previous billing method.
Two ICASS bills are sent to the ICASS agencies’ headquarters each fiscal year. The
initial ICASS bill is based on the initial ICASS budget submissions from posts. At
this point, agencies are asked to pay eighty percent of their ICASS bill in order to
capitalize the ICASS Working Capital Fund (WCF) and in recognition of the fact
that the ICASS bills will change before the end of the fiscal year. ICASS agencies
have been informed of the need to make payments as quickly as possible to keep
the ICASS WCF solvent and have worked with the Office of Management and Budg-
et to apportion their funds in order to make this eighty percent payment.

The final ICASS bill is based upon the ICASS mid-year budget submission from
posts. Agencies will be asked to pay the incremental difference between their initial
payment and their final bill. The final payment will be due before the end of the
fiscal year.

NAFTA

Question. Recently, the press has been filled with reports that NAFTA has in-
creased the amount of drugs flowing from Mexico to the United States. A task force
of border law enforcement officials charged that drug traffickers are exploiting in-
creased commercial links under NAFTA. In addition, a spokesman for the Drug En-
forcement Agency (“DEA”) said NAFTA is “basically opening up the door for illegal
drugs.” Do you believe that NAFTA has increased the amount of drugs in the
United States?

Answer. The flow of illicit drugs from and through Mexico is a longstanding and
serious problem, which predates the North American Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA) by many years. NAFTA reduced tariffs and trade barriers, but it did not
relax customs inspections.

NAFTA has not resulted in a significant increase in the flow of illicit drugs to
the United States. In fact, recent statistics indicate that the overall flow of illicit
drugs from or through Mexico to the United States in 1997 declined somewhat.
World production of cocaine is down by 100 metric tons, Mexico’s cocaine seizures
rose last year by over 10 metric tons, and we have detected fewer cocaine shipments
through Mexico over the past year. Likewise, we believe that drug production in
Mexico has declined.

Decisions made by drug traffickers about production levels and smuggling routes
and methods are most affected by the level and intensity of law enforcement efforts
and by the level of drug consumption in their target markets, not by levels of legiti-
mate commerce. Mexico’s cooperation is essential to an effective U.S. anti-drug pro-
gram, so we are working very hard to continue to build strong working relationships
between U.S. and Mexican law enforcement agencies, as well as to encourage co-
operation with legitimate Mexican exporters. The spirit of cooperation generated by
NAFTA has enhanced anti-drug cooperation.

WEATHER SATELLITES

Question. Madame Secretary, I understand that an agreement with the Europeans
critical to the success of U.S. civil/military polar satellite convergence—with savings
to us on the order of $2.1 billion—is being held up in the State Department with
lawyers unwilling to clear on language agreed to by all involved USG agencies in
June 1996 and vetted back then through NATO. What’s the holdup, given the ur-
gent nature of this cooperation?

Answer. The agreement in question was negotiated by NOAA and DOD with the
European Meteorological Satellite Organization (EUMETSAT). The Department’s
review of the final text of the agreement revealed a possible inconsistency between
the data denial annex, which contains important provisions on denying critical data
to adversaries in crisis or war, and the Presidential Directive on “Convergency of
U.S.-Polar-Orbiting Operational Environmental Satellite Systems” (PDD/NSTC-2 of
May 5, 1994). We have suggested to NOAA and DOD various ways of resolving this
issue, and we remain hopeful that a solution can be found. To allow crucial coopera-
tive activities to go forward in the meantime, we approved an interim agreement
with EUMETSAT.

Question. Can you assure us that State will commit to resolving the issue to allow
the NOAA Administrator to sign the agreement when the Director of the European
Weather Satellite Agency comes to Washington in early May?
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Answer. We hope that NOAA and DOD will agree to a satisfactory approach for
resolving this issue in time for the agreement to be signed in early May. The De-
partment is committed to working with them toward that end.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE
EAST-WEST CENTER FUNDING

Question. Might I request that you share with me the thinking behind the dispar-
ate treatment of the East-West Center?

Answer. The East-West Center has not been singled out by the State Department
for less favorable treatment than the North-South Center or the Asia Foundation.
USIA’s fiscal year 1999 request to OMB sought an East-West Center appropriation
of $12.3 million, a slight increase of the enacted fiscal year 1998 level. The State
Department concurred in that request, taking note of such factors as those cited by
Senator Inouye during the hearing, including the great importance we attach to the
region and the value of the exchanges and research undertaken by the East-West
Center. The East-West Center and North-South Center requests were initially re-
jected in their entirety. In the final stages of the appeals process, however, USIA
and the Department intervened to secure $5 million for the East-West Center. Simi-
larly, we were successful, on appeal, in obtaining a $2.5 million appropriation for
the North-South Center.

The Department requested an increase for the Asia Foundation specifically to ac-
commodate the President’s $5 million China Rule of Law Initiative. The activities
envisioned in the initiative—field work, legal education, judicial training and ex-
changes of technical experts—fall more squarely within the experience and com-
petence of the Asia Foundation and justified its selection to administer the initia-
tive.

Given the nature of deficit reduction pressures, we feel that the exchange centers
dfi_d }fls Wﬁu as could have been hoped and gains by one did not come at the expense
of the others.

PALESTINIAN EFFORT AGAINST TERRORISM

Question. Would you characterize the Palestinian effort against terrorism and vio-
lence as meeting this standard? How would you describe the current state of Israeli-
Palestinian security cooperation?

Answer. Our standard for Palestinian compliance with its security commitments
remains 100 percent effort, 24 hours per day, 365 days per year, both in terms of
the Palestinians’ unilateral actions to fight terror, and in their cooperation with
Israel. From the beginning of the Oslo process, we have emphasized to the Palestin-
ian leadership that maximum efforts on security were critical to sustaining the ne-
gotiating process. The ideas we are currently discussing with the parties would cre-
ate a structure to ensure that the fight against terror will not be episodic, but will
be comprehensive, systematic and enduring.

We have seen, especially over the past several months, a concerted Palestinian
effort against those who would threaten peace with terror and violence. The Pal-
estinian Authority moved quickly to announce that it had concluded that the late
March killing of a HAMAS bomb maker was the result of an internal HAMAS dis-
pute, thus undercutting public accusations that Israel was responsible. This helped
defuse real potential dangers for violence and terrorism. The PA has taken a range
of actions against the HAMAS leadership and infrastructure, including widespread
arrests of HAMAS activists and leaders. These steps, undertaken in the face of criti-
cism from the Palestinian street over the ongoing impasse in the peace process, are
significant and positive. Indeed, Prime Minister Netanyahu described the PA ac-
tions as important.

This improvement needs to be sustained and further steps need to be taken. We
will continue to press the Palestinian Authority to exert all possible efforts to pre-
vent terror.

SECURITY COOPERATION AND PEACE

Question. Do you still believe that without security cooperation, the peace process
will ultimately fail? If so, then how can the people of Israel be expected to support
giving even more land to the Palestinian Authority if they are convinced that the
Palestinian Authority is sincere in meeting its most fundamental responsibility?

Answer. Maximum Palestinian efforts on security—unilaterally and in cooperation
with Israel—remain essential for success of the peace process. That is why we have
consistently pressed the Palestinians for 100 percent effort and why the U.S. ideas
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we are currently discussing with the parties includes stepped up security actions on
the part of the Palestinian Authority.

The Oslo process is one of partnership, each side meeting its commitments and
addressing each other’s concerns. This is a reciprocal process. The Palestinians must
meet their commitments on security and non-security issues. The parties’ meeting
their commitments—including Israel’s commitment to the principle of land for
peace—remains the best hope for reaching further agreements between Israel and
the Palestinians, and paving the way for a comprehensive peace. That comprehen-
sive peace, in turn, provides the best guarantee of the long-term peace with security
in the region that the people of Israel and the peoples of the entire region deserve
but have too long been denied.

PLANS FOR MOVING THE U.S. EMBASSY FROM TEL AVIV TO JERUSALEM

Question. Being less than a year and a half away, what plans have been made
for the Embassy move? Will it be possible to open an embassy by the required time?
If not, since it is almost three years since the bill’s passage, what steps can we see
demonstrating that the process has begun?

Answer. There is no issue related to the negotiations between Israel and the
Arabs that is more sensitive and volatile than Jerusalem. The President has made
clear that he would take no action to undermine the peace process. Accordingly, we
did not think it would have been prudent to expend the taxpayers’ money on con-
struction related activities in light of uncertainties about timing and final decisions.

The State Department has just submitted its report to Congress on the Jerusalem
Embassy Act. Even from the beginning of the Act’s entry into force, it would not
have been possible to construct a new embassy within the time frame called for in
the legislation. However, we have worked to ensure that it would be possible to open
an embassy in Jerusalem quickly through non-construction options. As a result of
our efforts such as real estate surveys, we are now better prepared to promptly
lease space. We are also working to preserve our options for constructing an em-
bassy, in part by trying to ensure that ongoing construction by other developers
near the site be in conformity with previously established requirements worked out
between the U.S. and the Israeli government.

NOTING BIRTHPLACE OF JERUSALEM IN U.S. PASSPORTS

Question. Please comment on the fact that the passports of American children
born in Jerusalem say “Jerusalem” as place of birth, instead of “Israel,” when every-
where else in the world the country is listed? Does the U.S. Administration recog-
nize any part of Jerusalem as being part of Israel?

Answer. The practice of entering “Jerusalem” only in the passport is a long-stand-
ing one. This is a very difficult issue.

However, given the agreement by Israel and the Palestinians themselves to leave
discussion of Jerusalem to the permanent status talks and our determination not
to take steps that could undermine permanent status negotiations between the par-
ties, we do not believe that this is an appropriate time to change that practice.

Israel and the Palestinians have agreed that Jerusalem is one of the issues to be
discussed in the permanent status negotiations. It would be counter-productive for
the U.S. to take any actions that could be interpreted as prejudging this sensitive
issue.

ARCHITECTURAL DESIGNS FOR AN EMBASSY IN JERUSALEM

Question. In fiscal year 1998, $9.5 million was appropriated for the architectural
designs for the embassy in Jerusalem. Has the money been used? For what? If not,
do you plan on using those funds for the architectural designs? When?

Answer. There is no issue related to the negotiations between Israel and the
Arabs that is more sensitive and volatile than Jerusalem. The President has made
clear that he would take no action to undermine the peace process.

Accordingly, we did not think it would have been prudent to expend the tax-
payers’ money on construction-related activities in light of uncertainties about tim-
ing and final decisions. Let me stress, however, that this does not prejudice our abil-
ity to establish an embassy in Jerusalem should that decision be made. In the
meantime, we continue to pursue non-construction options to do so, and we are now
better prepared, for example, to promptly lease space in Jerusalem. We are also
working to preserve our options for constructing an embassy, in part by trying to
ensure that ongoing construction by other developers near the site be in conformity
with previously established requirements worked out between the U.S. and the
Israeli government.
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AID TO ISRAEL

Question. The Israeli government has recently put forth its initial thoughts about
reducing economic assistance from the U.S., with the 10-12 year goal of phasing
economic assistance to zero. The proposal fulfills a promise made by Prime Minister
Netanyahu to a joint meeting of Congress in 1996. Would you please comment on
the Israeli proposal?

Answer. In late January, Israeli Finance Minister Yaacov Neteman began discus-
sions with Members of Congress and Administration officials on a proposal that
would gradually reduce Israel’s annual $1.2 billion economic assistance to zero,
while phasing in an increase in military assistance over the same 10-12 year period.

We welcome Minister Ne’eman’s initiative and note that it follows the initial ef-
forts suggested by the Administration in fiscal year 1997 and fiscal year 1998 to
begin to adjust traditional bilateral assistance levels to the Middle East. We have
asked the Israeli government for clarification of certain aspects of its offer, and are
still formulating our response. We have also asked the Government of Egypt to pro-
vide its views on future U.S. bilateral economic assistance. We hope to work out a
formula for fiscal year 1999 assistance to the Middle East that meets our full range
of regional requirements.

Question. Please talk about the military balance in the region, and how the efforts
by Iran, Iraq, Syria, and Libya to get weapons of mass destruction factor into that.
What more can we do with Israel to bolster its qualitative edge?

Answer. We remain very concerned about the large imbalance in the size and
military capabilities of Iraq and those of our friends in the Gulf. Having militaries
many times larger than those of the GCC, Iran and Iraq are in a position to use
their forces or to threaten that use to apply strong coercive pressures contrary to
U.S. interests. The presence of U.S. forces in relationship with the United States,
including strong military sales and training programs, are essential elements in
helping the Gulf states resist such coercion, and in also ensuring the security of
other friends in the region, such as Israel, Egypt and Jordan. The prospect of the
acquisition of weapons of mass destruction by Iran and Iraq, and by others such as
Libya and Syria, would materially affect the regional balance contrary to U.S. inter-
ests across the entire region and would strengthen the coercive pressures any of
these states could bring to bear against any of the countries friendly to the U.S.
in the region and potentially beyond it. We are also concerned about the negative
impact the prospect of Syrian acquisition of weapons of mass destruction could have
on the Middle East peace process.

We are committed to doing all we can to help reduce the real threat posed to
Israel and our other regional partners by WMD and advanced delivery systems. The
United States helps Israel meet this threat as part of our commitment to Israel’s
security and to sustaining and enhancing its qualitative military edge. The U.S.
helps Israel address strategic threats through a combination of actions and policies,
including provision of $1.8 billion annually to Israel for defense. Our active role in
the Middle East Peace Process seeks, in part, to enhance Israel’s security by reduc-
ing the regional threat and promoting dialogue. We are also involved with Israel in
joint research projects to develop weapons systems, such as the Arrow anti-tactical
ballistic missile system and the Tactical High Energy Laser, to counter the missile
threat. The administration’s nonproliferation and export control policies also serve
to enhance the security of Israel and our other regional parties by seeking to control
the lcslpread of weapons and technologies in the Middle East and throughout the
world.

We are committed to continuing to support and cooperate with Israel on security
matters in order to preserve Israel’s qualitative military edge and to reduce the seri-
ous threat posed by WMD and missile systems.

ISRAELI WEOG MEMBERSHIP AT THE UNITED NATIONS

Question. Israel is the only country in the U.N. system denied access to a regional
grouping—the mechanism through which countries are chosen to sit on the U.N.’s
powerful committees, including the Security Council.

What are we doing to correct this? What is holding up Israel’s efforts to gain ad-
mittance into the Western European and Others Group (WEOG)? Which countries
are opposed to Israel’s admittance to WEOG? What more can we do to increase our
efforts to get Israel into WEOG?

Answer. The United States strongly supports Israel’s efforts to be included as a
member of the WEOG at the United Nations. We believe that Israel, as a long-
standing member of the U.N., should be granted the same privilege of belonging to
a regional grouping and to participate fully in all activities of the U.N., as have all
other members of the United Nations. Because of its geographical location, Israel
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would naturally belong to the Asia regional grouping, but this has not proved pos-
sible to date because of the strong opposition of Arab and other members of the Asia
group. As a result, Israel and the United States have sought Israel’s temporary ad-
mission to the WEOG until such time as Israel’s formal admission to the Asia group
becomes possible.

Over the past several years, the United States has actively pushed Israel’s can-
didacy for temporary WEOG membership through repeated bilateral contacts with
other WEOG member governments. In 1996, multiple demarches and consultations
were undertaken with foreign ministers in WEOG governments, including the
United Kingdom, Austria, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece,
Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Malta, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Ma-
drid, Sweden, Turkey, Belgium, Australia, and New Zealand. As a result of joint ef-
forts by the U.S., Israel, and Belgium, Israel’s bid to join WEOG received support
from some of WEOG’s members at that time. Initially, the United Kingdom and
Germany were opposed to Israeli membership in WEOG, but persistent efforts by
the U.S. eventually garnered support from both governments. In addition, several
WEOG members, while never expressing outright support for Israel’s bid, indicated
after talks with the U.S. that they would go along with an EU consensus in support
of Israel’s candidacy. In 1997, Administration officials have continued to press
WEOG members bilaterally and through regional groupings on this issue.

The WEOG has yet to reach a consensus on Israeli membership due to continuing
internal disagreements. Opponents of Israeli membership have repeatedly said
Israel belongs only in the Asian regional group; they are also concerned that tem-
porary membership will evolve into permanent membership affecting already tight
WEOG competition for regionally allocated seats in U.N. bodies. In addition, oppo-
nents are worried about setting a precedent and opening the door for WEOG mem-
bership to Baltic and Central European countries. Moreover, some of the stated re-
luctance on the part of WEOG members has stemmed from perceptions of Israel’s
role in the stalemate in the peace process.

Israel is now advocating a temporary membership in WEOG that includes a two-
year moratorium on Israeli candidates for WEOG seats in U.N. bodies. The United
Kingdom and Germany continue to support Israel; primary opponents are Austria,
Denmark, Finland, France, Ireland, Italy, Spain and New Zealand.

On November 21, 1997, the United States Permanent Representative to the
United Nations, Ambassador Bill Richardson, met with WEOG members in New
York to reaffirm U.S. support for admitting Israel on a temporary basis. Ambas-
sador Richardson said that three and a half years after WEOG first considered the
question of Israel’s temporary membership, Israel remains the only member state
of the United Nations that is denied membership in a regional group. He noted that
Israel is singled out for discriminatory treatment and that the isolation of Israel in
the U.N. is not in the interests of the Western Group, Israel, or the Middle East
peace process. Ambassador Richardson stressed that Israel’s eventual goal is mem-
bership in a regional grouping with its neighbors; however, as a democratic West-
ernized country with a market economy, Israel is completely compatible with the
WEOG. He noted also that Israel has offered not to compete with other WEOG
members for regionally-allocated seats in U.N. bodies for the first few years of its
membership, and that Israel has significant expertise to contribute to the U.N. He
urged WEOG members to welcome Israel’s bid for temporary membership.

In response, Australia, Canada and Norway spoke in favor of Israel’s admission;
Luxembourg, speaking on behalf of the EU, stated the EU as a group had deter-
mined that the time is not right to grant Israel’s request. Luxembourg underscored,
however, that Israel’s candidacies to U.N. bodies where there is no WEOG competi-
tion, and where the candidacy is not allocated to another regional group.

During his resent visit to Israel, U.N. Secretary General Kofi Annan voiced his
support for Israel’s inclusion in one of the regional groups and full participation
thereby in the U.N.’s several bodies. Although the decision on membership in a re-
gional group rests upon the countries, not with the U.N., we welcome the Secretary
General’s public support of Israel’s cause.

The United States will continue to exploit every available diplomatic opportunity
to engage the EU, its individual members, and other members of WEOG on behalf
of Israel’s temporary membership. As in the past, we will continue to coordinate our
diplomatic efforts closely with those of the Government of Israel.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR FRANK R. LAUTENBERG
NEW AGREEMENT WITH IRAQ ON WEAPONS INSPECTIONS

Question. Why should we believe that he [Saddam Hussein] will honor a new
agreement?

Answer. We are highly skeptical that Saddam Hussein will fully honor this or any
other agreement signed by his government—experience clearly indicates that he has
little if any regard for international law, and that his word is not good.

That is precisely why we, UNSCOM, the other members of the Security Council,
and the Secretary General are united in our insistence that Iraq’s commitment to
provide immediate, unconditional, and unrestricted access to UNSCOM and the
TAEA must be tested thoroughly and completely. U.N. Security Council Resolution
1154, which we supported, states clearly that the “gravest consequences” will follow
if Iraq continues its past practices of obstruction, deception, and concealment. We
hope Saddam Hussein heeds this clear warning.

RESPONSE TO IRAQI VIOLATIONS

Question. If Saddam Hussein again puts up obstacles to weapons inspectors or
bars them from facilities, what will the Administration’s response be?

Answer. U.N. Security Council Resolution 1154 states clearly that a violation of
Iraq’s obligation to provide immediate, unconditional, and unrestricted access to
UNSCOM and the IAEA would have the “severest consequences” for Iraq.

The Administration has also repeatedly stated that it is prepared to use military
force to compel Iraqi compliance with its obligations, and to diminish Iraq’s ability
to threaten its neighbors or reconstitute its Weapons of Mass Destruction and pro-
hibited missile programs. U.S. and coalition forces remaining in the region are pre-
pared to carry out such action if necessary.

IRAQ: LONG-TERM PLANS

Question. What is the Administration’s long-term plan? Do we explore ways to
weaken Hussein by, for example, dramatically increasing support for opposition
movements? Do we maintain a strong military presence in the Gulf forever? Are we
planning for a day when Hussein is no longer in power? How?

Answer. As long as Iraq continues to pose a threat to its neighbors in the region,
to international peace and stability, and to our own vital interests, we will act to
contain and diminish that threat using the most effective tools at our disposal.

For the past seven years, we have successfully contained the threats posed by
Iraq by: Enforcing multinational sanctions on Iraq, which denies Saddam Hussein
the resources he would need to reconstitute his WMD and conventional military
forces; supporting the efforts of UNSCOM and the IAEA to detect and destroy all
aspects of Iraq’s prohibited WMD and long range missile programs; and maintaining
a significant military presence in the region to deter Iraqi aggression, and to enforce
U.N. resolutions.

We intend to continue efforts as long as necessary until Iraq demonstrates its
peaceful intentions by complying fully and completely with all its international obli-
gations, as laid out in more than 40 U.N. Security Council Resolutions.

Over the past seven years, we have also worked with human rights organizations
and, as appropriate, Iraqi opposition elements to draw attention to the human
rights abuses of the Baghdad regime and to develop a viable alternative to Saddam.

In my March 26, 1997 remarks at Georgetown, I made clear that a change in gov-
ernment in Iraq could lead to a change in U.S. policy. We stand ready, in coordina-
tion with our allies and friends, to enter rapidly into a dialogue with a successor
regime.

BOSNIAN SERB ISSUES

Question. Do you agree that facilitating the voluntary surrender or transfer to The
War Crimes Tribunal of the indictees reportedly living in Banja Luka would make
an important political statement about Prime Minister Dodik’s commitment to en-
suring implementation of the war crimes provisions of the Dayton Agreement?

Answer. Yes. The U.S. has consistently called upon all parties to the Dayton
Peace Accord to live up to their commitment of full cooperation with the Inter-
national Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) in The Hague.

The new, strongly pro-Dayton government of the Bosnian Serb entity has publicly
stated it is willing to facilitate the surrender of indictees, and has taken concrete
steps to improve cooperation with the ICTY. It has allowed ICTY investigations in
the Republika Srpska, including the search of government facilities, and it has sup-
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ported the establishment of an ICTY office in Banja Luka. These actions already
have induced a number of persons publicly indicted by the ICTY to turn themselves
in. We fully expect that as pro-Dayton forces consolidate their rule in the Bosnian
Serb entity, their cooperation with the ICTY will broaden and improve further.

Question. Did the Prime Minister indicate that he would put a priority on facili-
tating the voluntary surrender or transfer of the indictees living in Banja Luka and
all 43 indictees when you met?

Answer. Yes. Prime Minister Dodik agreed on the need to prosecute war crimi-
nals, both in terms of compliance with Dayton and to bring a sense of justice to the
RS. He has publicly stated that indictees should surrender and has actively facili-
tated the surrenders of several indictees since taking office.

Question. Is the State Department providing such evidence to Prime Minister
Dodik, and are we expecting any changes in his cabinet?

Answer. We have discussed with Prime Minister Dodik the need to distance him-
self unequivocally from persons suspected of war crimes. To that end, we have
shared with him information on a member of his cabinet about whom I have con-
cerns regarding his activities and associations during the war (Justice Minister
Petko Cancar).

Mr. Dodik promised to investigate the matter. We have made it clear to him that
the U.S. could not actively support a Bosnian Serb government that includes per-
sons indicted or strongly suspected of war crimes. Prime Minister Dodik under-
stands our position fully. He has promised to remove any member of his cabinet
found to have committed war crimes.

Question. Prime Minister Dodik now has a Finance Minister who is not loyal to
Karadzic. Can you assure us that in the future those loyal to Karadzic and the Pale
government—including the Bosnian Serb Co-President of the Federation—will not
lée ilﬁvglved in determining where any portion of loans goes within Republika

rpska?

Answer. Pale and Karadzic have never been involved in determining where any
portion of IFI loans goes within Bosnia and Herzegovina, and they will not be in
the future.

Our assistance, and that of other international donors, strengthens the moderate,
pro-Dayton government of Prime Minister Dodik. This assistance and Mr. Dodik’s
reform measures will continue to break the political control of the Pale hard-liners
irﬁ theS RS, who already have no say regarding the allocation of our assistance in
the RS.

As an additional measure, U.S. and international experts are currently helping
improve Bosnian—including Bosnian Serb—customs and fiscal procedures in order
to render the Bosnian public finance system more efficient and curtail possibilities
for corruption. Consequently, the Pale hard-liners’ control over public finances is
rapidly decreasing. They no longer hold key positions in the entity government, and
the system is less and less open for them to abuse. Continued support for this re-
form process—and explicitly for Dodik—is the best way of ensuring that a pro-Day-
ton Serb is elected to replace Bosnian Presidency Member Momcilo Krajisnik in Sep-
tember.

FUNDING REQUESTED FOR YUGOSLAVIA WAR CRIMES TRIBUNAL

Question. How will the increase in funding being requested in fiscal year 1999 be
used? What are the top funding priorities for the Tribunals? Do they need prosecu-
tors? Investigators? More judges? Courtroom space? Equipment? Supplies? Please
indicate how much or many they expect they will need.

Answer. The United States expects that during 1998 and 1999 there will be an
increasing number of indictees awaiting trial at both Tribunals. The Tribunals will
need additional resources to try arriving indictees and to pursue a number of major
investigations that the Tribunals must complete to fulfill their mandates. For 1999,
this will require a significant increase in their workload and, hence, their budget.

The Tribunal’s budget is set by the United Nations on a calendar year basis and
is not public until October or November. Based on this process, the United States
will not know the precise Tribunal budget needs for CY 1999 until after the start
of the U.S. fiscal year. For example, it is not possible to know now the right mix
for 1999 between prosecutions (including costs of trial support) and investigations.

We believe that the Tribunals’ needs for CY 1999 will include additional judges,
prosecutors, investigators, courtroom support personnel, expenses of investigations,
expenses associated with trials, courtroom space, translation and interpretation ca-
pacity, and witness transportation and security.

Question. How will the additional assistance help expedite trials?
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Answer. The additional assistance requested will help alleviate capacity con-
straints now facing the Tribunals, which is important to allow suspects to be tried
in a reasonable amount of time. The length of time an indictee must await trial is
an important factor in facilitating further voluntary surrenders for both Tribunals.

Constraints on the capacity of the Tribunals to try suspects in custody include (a)
the number of physical courtrooms available to hold trials, (b) the number of judges
who can hear trials and deliberate on cases already heard, (c¢) courtroom staff, in-
cluding victim and witness unit staff to handle the logistics of bringing witnesses
to the court, housing them safely, and arranging for their return to their homes,
(d) investigators to locate and interview witnesses who have previously given state-
ments to ensure that those witnesses are available to give evidence at trial, and (e)
prosecution and defense counsel to prepare cases for trial and to appear in court.
The additional assistance requested will expand the Tribunals’ capacities in these
areas, thereby reducing the length of time it will take to resolve the cases of all
those now in custody.

Question. Both Tribunals received large increases in their budgets from the U.N.
in fiscal year 1998. Please indicate what the U.N. has budgeted for each tribunal
in fiscal year 1998. Is this assistance adequate for them to carry out their respon-
sibilities fairly and in an expeditious fashion?

Answer. The ICTY’s budget for calendar year 1998 is $68.83 million gross and
$62.33 million net. The ICTR’s budget is $58.99 million gross and $50.88 million
net. (The United States’ share of the tribunals’ budgets is based on the net figure.)

We believe both tribunals will carry out their responsibilities fairly. We are con-
cerned, however, that if trials proceed at the pace some have so far, and if addi-
tional resources are not made available, some trials of accused now in custody might
not begin until the year 2000. This is an obvious deterrent to further voluntary sur-
renders, and both we and the Tribunals are looking into ways to address this situa-
tion. A number of the options under consideration, such as increasing the number
of courtrooms or increasing the number of judges, will require additional resources.

FUNDING FOR WAR CRIMES TRIBUNAL

Question. Ambassador Gelbard reportedly said at a public forum organized by the
U.S. Institute of Peace, “The United States believes that a significant number of in-
dictments will not stand up in court. We will not risk the lives of any soldier or
anybodykelse to try to apprehend indicted war criminals if we believe that the cases
are weak.”

If this is the position of the U.S. government, what is the rationale for increasing
funding for the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia?

Answer. The Hague Tribunal’s need for additional resources reflects the dramatic
increase in the number of persons in custody—an increase largely due to U.S. gov-
ernment and Ambassador Gelbard’s efforts to facilitate the surrender of indictees.
Indictees include, but are not limited to, the use of troops. We remain committed
to seeing that all indictees have their day in court.

To assist with the backlog of cases before the ICTY, the Dutch, the U.S. and the
United Kingdom have contributed funds for two new courtrooms. We are considering
other proposals to make the Tribunal’s work even more efficient. We do not want
undue delays to be a disincentive to persons indicted by the Tribunal to turn them-
selves in. We need to provide the ICTY with the resources to administer justice
speedily and fairly.

There is no doubt that war crimes have been committed in Croatia and in Bosnia
and Herzegovina during the war. In order to overcome ethnic tensions and establish
a lasting peace, these crimes must be made public, the perpetrators brought to jus-
tice, and individual guilt allocated.

This does not mean that every case investigated by the International Criminal
Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) will lead to an indictment, or that every
trial will result in a conviction. The Hague Tribunal applies the most stringent
standards of rule of law, including the presumption that a defendant is innocent un-
less proven guilty beyond a reasonable doubt.

IMF/U.N. ARREARS/POPULATION ASSISTANCE

Question. In light of the Asian financial crisis and the recent confrontation with
Iraq over its failure to comply with U.N. resolutions on its weapons of mass destruc-
tion program, I think it’s irresponsible to hold funding for the IMF and U.N. hostage
to restrictions on private family planning organizations, especially when U.S. law
already prohibits the use of taxpayer funds to perform or lobby for abortion. Our
decisions should be based on an evaluation of their importance to U.S. economic and
security interests.
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What is the reaction of countries abroad when the Congress doesn’t consider poli-
cies on their merits and links vital national security issues with unrelated issues?
How does this impact on your work?

Answer. I share your commitment to advancing U.S. economic and security issues.
Our actions around the world show a consistent determination to foster security,
economic stability and human rights and democracy.

Our actions in the Asian Financial Crisis demonstrate our determination to honor
our commitment. From Indonesia to Korea we have stepped forward in support of
the IMF to assist countries hit by economic difficulties. At the same time, we have
siclresseil1 that our support of regional security and of human rights remain un-
changed.

When other countries do not agree with our policies, or with concerns raised by
the United States Congress, we undertake to explain the concerns which motivate
these policies and concerns.

Nonetheless, it is difficult to explain concerns of the Congress when we refuse to
meet essential international obligations. We must, for example, make good on our
debt to the U.N. As the President said in his State of the Union Address, “More
and more, we are working with other nations to achieve our common goals. If we
want America to lead, we've got to set a good example.” We will soon confront an-
other challenge to our leadership.

We must provide the $18 billion for our IMF quota increase and NAB or risk un-
dermining our leadership position in an organization critical both to our prosperity
and security.

ALGERIA

Question. What steps is the U.S. currently taking to support such a mission?

Answer. The Department of State has on several occasions publicly condemned
the atrocities being committed in Algeria. We deplore violence from any quarter and
have urged strict respect for human rights by all parties. Our Ambassador to Al-
giers, Cameron Hume, recently visited the site of one of the massacres in solidarity
with the victims.

We have repeatedly asked the Algerian government to facilitate visits by inter-
national non-governmental organizations (NGO’s) to Algeria in order to inquire into
the human rights situation there and correspondingly we have urged these organi-
zations to go to Algeria to perform such fact-finding missions.

We also continue to urge the Algerian government to accept a visit by the U.N.
Special Rapporteur on Summary, Extrajudicial and Arbitrary Executions or the
U.N. Special Rapporteur on Torture.

The real issue, however, is increased transparency which cannot be obtained with-
out the willing cooperation of the Algerian government and even then, objective re-
porting will be difficult. We continue to maintain our focus on transparency and the
quality of information gathered, rather than on the particular means by which that
transparency is attained.

Question. Will the U.S. support a resolution about Algeria at the U.N. Human
Rights Committee meetings in March of this year?

Answer. We continue to support any means of transparency which would serve
to shed more light on the situation in Algeria, including increased access for foreign
journalists, nongovernmental organizations (NGO’s) and foreign parliamentarians.
We are discussing ways to bring about more openness at the current session of the
U.N. Human Rights Commission (UNHRC).

In our efforts towards furthering transparency in Algeria, we continue to encour-
age the Algerian government to facilitate visits by internationals NGO’s, journalists
and parliamentarians, as well as encouraging these groups to undertake such visits.
We have determined to maintain our focus on transparency and the quality of infor-
mation gathered, rather than on the particular means by which that transparency
is attained.

TRAFFICKING IN WOMEN

Question. What steps is the U.S. taking to combat the growing problem of traffick-
ing of women?

ﬁnswer. The U.S. is committed to combating trafficking in women and girls world-
wide.

The President’s Interagency Council on Women established a senior governmental
working group on trafficking to coordinate the USG response on trafficking in
women and girls. The group focuses on the areas of prevention, victim assistance
and protection, and enforcement. The working group consults closely with NGO’s
and members of Congress.
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—We are working jointly with the European Union, the Group of Eight, and the
U.N., as well as the Governments of Israel, Italy, and Ukraine. For example,
as directed by the President on March 11, 1998, we are responding to the Gov-
ernment of Ukraine’s request to jointly develop and implement a comprehensive
strategy to combat trafficking from and to Ukraine. This U.S.-Ukraine coopera-
tion can be expanded to other countries.

—As directed by the President on March 11, 1998, the Interagency Council on
Women will organize a conference for governmental and non-governmental rep-
resentatives from source, transit, and destination countries and representatives
from international organizations to call attention to the issue of trafficking in
women and girls and to develop strategies for combating this egregious human
rights violation.

—The USG trains foreign border control and immigration officials to enhance
their ability to implement border security and to identify traffickers and victims
of trafficking. We also train foreign judges and prosecutors on enhance enforce-
ment of laws against trafficking.

—The State Department funded the development of a comprehensive database on
U.S. and international legislation protecting women and children from commer-
cial sexual abuse. The project analyzes laws, penalties, sentencing patterns, re-
porting requirements, law enforcement capabilities, extradition practices and
victim assistance programs. An expected outcome of this project is prototype
legislation and guidelines on enforcement and victim protection.

State Department consular presence worldwide works with source, transit, and
destination countries to develop strategies for protecting victims and expanding and
enhancing anti-fraud training to stop the international movement of trafficked
women and girls.

The State Department developed a brochure targeted to potential victims of traf-
ficking. The U.S. embassies in Poland and Ukraine distribute these brochures in the
consular waiting areas and beyond. We plan to place the brochures in other U.S.
embassies around the world.

Question. What level of budget resources are being devoted to address this prob-
lem by region?

Answer. Resources for combating trafficking in women and girls are woven into
humanitarian assistance projects and law enforcement training programs around
the world. Below are some examples in which resources for trafficking are clearly
identifiable.

—The Bureau of Population, Refugees, and Migration (PRM) has allocated
$320,000 for a U.S. and European Union joint information campaign to combat
trafficking in women and girls and to warn potential victims of methods used
by traffickers. Our public awareness campaign is in Ukraine and the European
Union supports a similar campaign in Poland. After July 1998, the U.S. will
sponsor a seminar in Ukraine to evaluate the effectiveness of the dissemination
campaign. If our campaign is deemed successful, it could be adapted and ex-
panded to other critical source and transit countries worldwide. In the fiscal
year 1998 budget request PRM has included funding to continue this prevention
work.

—The Bureau for International Narcotics and Law Enforcement (INL) allocated
$2.18 million in fiscal year 1998 to the Immigration and Naturalization Service
(INS) to conduct immigration training to deter migrant trafficking, including
trafficking in women and children, in the former Soviet Union, Central America
and South Africa.

—INL also allocated $85,000 to the INS attachés in Vienna and Moscow to con-
duct two conferences for immigration officials in the region on migrant traffick-
ing and trafficking in women and children.

—INL awarded a partial grant of $233,000 in fiscal year 1997 to the University
of Minnesota to develop a comprehensive database on U.S. and international
legislation protecting women and children from commercial sexual exploitation.

Question. Does the State Department believe that public education/awareness pro-
grams can be effective in combating this problem?

Answer. Yes, the State Department believes that public education/awareness pro-
grams can be effective in combating trafficking in women. Following a Presidential
directive on March 11, 1998, the State Department, the Department of Justice, and
the President’s Interagency Council on Women is working to increase national and
international awareness about trafficking in women and girls. The State Depart-
ment is working with USIA, as directed by the President, to expand public aware-
ness campaigns targeted to warn potential victims of the methods used by traffick-
ers.
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In a March 11, 1998 Executive Memorandum the President declared that this
type of public education will ensure young women and girls are educated about this
problem so that they will not fall prey to traffickers’ tactics of coercion, violence,
fraud, and deceit.

Question. Does the U.S. government fund public education awareness programs?
In which countries are they located?

Answer. The U.S. has an information campaign in Ukraine underway. In Novem-
ber 1997, the U.S. and the European Union formally adopted a joint initiative to
prevent trafficking in women from and through Eastern Europe and the New Inde-
pendent States (NIS). The U.S.-EU initiative features an information campaign
aimed at warning potential victims of methods used by traffickers. Local border and
consular officials are also reached with the information which can help them deter
trafficking in women from third countries around the region.

The joint information campaign, which officially began on April 1, 1998, will be
initiated in a pilot project in Poland and Ukraine, two countries whose governments
have shown a commitment to confronting migration problems and working coopera-
tively to protect potential victims of trafficking. In July 1998, the U.S. will sponsor
a seminar in Ukraine which will bring together all entities involved in disseminat-
ing the campaign message and key target groups to evaluate our progress. If our
campaign is deemed successful, it could be adapted and expanded to other critical
source and transit countries worldwide.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator GREGG. We very much appreciate your coming here
today. Thank you, with your busy schedule and everything else
going on.

Secretary ALBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say on behalf
of all of us, how much we appreciate the interest and care you are
taking with the State Department in terms of people. The kinds of
questions that you have asked, I welcome so much because it shows
a tremendous interest in the personnel of the State Department.
What you have done to help us deal with, and sort through a lot
of problems, by asking hard questions has really helped us to deal
with many issues. So I am very grateful to you for everything.

Senator GREGG. Thank you. We stand in recess until next Tues-
day when we will hear from the FBI, DEA, and INS.

[Whereupon, at 11:09 a.m., Thursday, February 26, the subcom-
mittee was recessed, to reconvene at 10 a.m., Tuesday, March 3.]
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OPENING REMARKS

Senator GREGG. We are going to start the hearing on Commerce,
Justice, State. We are joined today by the leaders of the law en-
forcement community that this committee has jurisdiction over,
people who work very hard on behalf of our Nation to make sure
that we are a safer place for our countrymen and our families. We
appreciate the time and effort that they have put into that purpose,
and we especially appreciate the fact that in every agency that we
will be hearing from today, they have people who put their lives
on the line every day so that we are a safer society. They are on
the front lines of protecting our daily concerns.

We will go right down the line and start with the DEA and then
go to INS and then to the FBI.

OK. Mr. Constantine.

OPENING STATEMENT—DEA

Mr. CONSTANTINE. Senator, I really appreciate the opportunity to
be here today and thank you and other members of the committee

(151)
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on behalf of DEA for the support that we have received for the past
several years. The resources that have been appropriated for us
have been put to use as we try to make American communities
safer and to live up to our commitments to citizens across the coun-
try.

DRUG STRATEGY

We see the drug situation continuing to be extremely serious and
affecting not only cities and urban areas but rural and suburban
areas of the entire country. The cornerstone of DEA’s strategy is
really threefold. One element is what we call an investigation of
the command and control of the international organized crime syn-
dicates that are involved in the delivery of the cocaine, heroin, and
most of the methamphetamine into the United States, with leader-
ship based outside of the United States.

We work these major investigations in cooperation with virtually
every other Federal and major State and local agency in the coun-
try. For example, this weekend alone, information from an alert
FBI agent in the Miami area, provided to DEA and to the Coast
Guard and to people in the Bahamas in an operation that we have
called OpBat, led to the seizure of two ships coming out of Colom-
bia into the Caribbean with over 4 tons of cocaine. In addition to
the seizure, we can work backward to the major figures responsible
for the shipment and for the reception of the shipment.

The second element is what we call major national organizations,
which control heroin distribution and methamphetamine distribu-
tion, which are both increasing problems. The third, equally impor-
tant element of the strategy, is trying to remove as much of the vi-
olence from the drug trafficking as we can. We do this with special
programs such as our mobile enforcement team to assist smaller
and mid-sized law enforcement agencies throughout the country.

INVESTIGATIONS OF MAJOR DRUG ORGANIZATIONS

Perhaps two investigations that occurred during the last 1%
years typify the investigations that we conduct against the leader-
ship of major organizations. One was called Limelight, and one was
called Reciprocity. They resulted in the arrest of over 100 people,
the seizure of about 10 tons of cocaine, almost 11,000 pounds of
marijuana, and about $18 million in cash. We also were able to
identify a major drug syndicate operating out of Juarez, Mexico
from the Carillo Fuentes organization that had established tenta-
cles throughout the United States, from Texas throughout the west
coast, and for the first time in our experience, all the way to New
York City.

Whenever we are able to do this, we can see that we have an im-
pact on these organizations. When we arrest the key workers with-
in the United States, they have to be replaced by the organizations
in Colombia and Mexico. Over the past several years, we have ar-
rested over 100,000 key felons working with other Federal agencies
and State and local agencies.

Within the past 2 or 3 years, we have observed these organiza-
tions, one out of Juarez, Mexico, another out of Tijuana, as they
have emerged as significant forces and changed their role from
transporters of drugs for the Colombian organizations to independ-
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ent operators who established their own programs within the
United States. We have seen a similar problem in the Caribbean
as groups from Colombia—Ilike the seizure made over this week-
end—are able to take those drugs, move them into the area of the
Dominican Republic or Puerto Rico. From there, they try to get it
into the United States for distribution at the midlevel by organiza-
tions out of the Dominican Republic.

DEA INITIATIVES

Our budget this year attempts to address those key issues. The
first initiative would be a continuation of DEA’s program to attack
international organized crime through our liaison offices in other
countries throughout the world. This is a followup to a number of
years of such programs. We are asking for 17 additional special
agents, most of them to buttress our support in the Caribbean as
we are watching, again, the movement of cocaine through that
area. We will be enhancing the support and the agents in Ponce,
Puerto Rico; St. Thomas and St. Croix; Barbados; Curacao; Ja-
maica; Haiti; the Dominican Republic. In addition, we will be look-
ing to open offices in Uzbekistan; in Hanoi, Vietnam, and in Trini-
dad and Tobago. Those will be a total of 17 agent positions. We
also are asking for new intelligence analyst positions in Mexico to
support the major investigations on traffickers from that country.

The second initiative is what we call attacking international or-
ganized crime distribution systems within the United States. Un-
derstanding that the command and control very often comes from
Colombia and Mexico, these organizations also have major oper-
ations within the United States. These are much more viable tar-
gets for us in the long run. We seek to augment the resources
mostly in offices on the east coast to address those groups out of
the Caribbean that are distributing heroin and cocaine. The second
emphasis is on the growing role of methamphetamine, mostly in
the Southwest, the Rocky Mountain States, the Midwest, and some
of the Southeast.

Forty-two of the 240 agent positions would be in those domestic
offices that are affected by the influx of those violent groups coming
out of the Caribbean. We would also be looking at their involve-
ment in heroin trafficking.

METHAMPHETAMINE STRATEGY

The second part would be a followup for the methamphetamine
strategy. Our methamphetamine strategy has been continuing for
2 or 3 years now. This is a drug that has taken hold in many com-
munities on the west coast, the Southwest, the Rocky Mountain
States, and the Midwest and increasingly in the Southeast, into
Georgia, the Carolinas and into Florida. We were asking for 100
new agent positions to follow up on the positions we received over
the last 2 or 3 years. We will be placing them in those offices that
are distinctly affected by methamphetamine. Also, we are request-
ing funding to establish a methamphetamine intelligence center,
the national clandestine laboratory data base at EPIC, for record-
ing all of the laboratories that we are seizing. There are a number
of these small laboratories that only account for 10 or 20 percent
of the methamphetamine, but are very destructive to the commu-



154

nity. The other 80 percent of the methamphetamine is coming out
of the Amezcua brothers organization out of Mexico. We target that
as an international organized crime operation.

HEROIN

Our third priority area in this is heroin trafficking. I think any-
body who has read the paper has noticed that heroin, which was
once 7 percent pure, is now being sold on the streets of the United
States at 70 to 80 percent pure. We have a number of cities that
have experienced a rapid increase in overdose deaths. Individuals
who are now using heroin are in communities that thought they
had escaped the problem like middle class and upper middle class
communities. Examples that you can see are Plano, TX, and Or-
lando, FL. Baltimore also has had a significant problem, with num-
bers of people who are dying as a result of this heroin, which is
part of an organized distribution scheme. It is, for the most part,
heroin coming out of Colombia, that is predominately supplying the
east coast market.

Increasingly, what we call brown heroin or black tar heroin out
of Mexico has gone from 5 percent of our seizures to 20 percent of
our seizures in just a l-year period of time. We have seen a rela-
tionship developing between the Colombian organizations and orga-
nizations in Mexico, sharing sophisticated chemists to improve the
quality of the heroin out of Mexico.

I thought Plano, TX, was a classic example of how horrible the
results can be when drugs become commonly used in a community,
and the purity level and the international organized crime distribu-
tion system all come together. It is a city of considerable material
benefits. It is a sought-after school system for people who move to
the Dallas-Fort Worth area. The police chief, Bruce Glascock, is
both a personal and professional friend of mine, one of the out-
standing police leaders in the country and a vice president in the
International Organization of Chiefs of Police.

In a relatively short period of time, 14 young people in Plano,
TX—many of them with great potential in life—were found dead or
taken to hospitals as a result of overdose of heroin. An even more
significant number were just dropped off in the parking lots of hos-
pitals without any identification or without any explanation of the
circumstances. Fortunately they did not die and were able to sur-
vive the events.

We loaned out a number of DEA people to work with a special
task force that was moving through the Plano area. We had our de-
mand reduction experts meet with over 2,000 parents in special
meetings in Plano, TX, for prevention programs. We eventually
were able to identify the midlevel traffickers, who were people who
lived in Texas. Their source was from Guerrero in Mexico. They
knew when they were selling this heroin that it was high-level pu-
rity, and it was dangerous. It is my understanding that the local
prosecutors are looking at it for possibly homicide statute imple-
mentation.

METHAMPHETAMINE

Obviously, as we look at the methamphetamine, which as I have
talked about involves virtually every State. We have been able to
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identify a major organization out of Dallas that controlled the
methamphetamine trafficking out of California. It was a group as-
sociated and directed by the Amezcua brothers organization out of
Mexico, who were responsible for this manufacture. Often, a lab-
oratory is, unfortunately, very unsafe; sometimes located close to
schools; once in an equestrian center where people were bringing
their children for riding lessons, unknowing that there was this
major laboratory conducted right back in the stables.

We were, as a result of a joint investigation with the FBI and
Customs, able to make an arrest of most of the major principals
since they were in the United States, all the way down into Geor-
gia and into Florida. We are spending, as you know, a substantial
amount of our available funding for training of local law enforce-
ment. In 1996, we had trained 200 law enforcement officers in how
to execute search warrants and conduct themselves at these very
volatile chemical situation laboratories. Last year, we trained 900.
We will train an additional 2,000 over the next 2 years, and we
have produced a videotape for virtually every police officer in the
country providing procedures for their own safety and evidence
preservation.

We also will be, as a result of our request in this budget, if suc-
cessful, able to forward-base throughout the United States trucks
and a great deal of lab equipment which are needed for the entry
into these facilities. All of that is part of our budget proposal.

PREPARED STATEMENT

I know your time is limited. That is a summation of our budget
request this year.

Senator GREGG. Thank you, and I will get into questions in a sec-
ond.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THOMAS A. CONSTANTINE

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: I appreciate this opportunity
to appear before the Subcommittee today to discuss the Drug Enforcement Adminis-
tration’s fiscal year 1999 budget request. Before I provide you with details of this
request, I first want to take the opportunity to express deep appreciation on behalf
of the men and women of the Drug Enforcement Administration for the outstanding
support you have provided to us over the past several years. The resources you have
appropriated for DEA help us make American communities safer, and allow us to
live up to our commitments to citizens across the nation who look to the government
to rid their neighborhoods of drug trafficking and drug-related violence. DEA is
working both domestically and internationally to target and arrest the most signifi-
cant drug traffickers operating today, and we have had a number of successes with-
in the past year, which I will discuss in some detail later in my statement.

The drug situation in our nation continues to be an extremely serious problem,
one which affects not only our major cities, but also the suburban and rural areas
of our country. Despite dramatic reductions in violent crime rates in recent years,
the problems of drug trafficking and abuse continue to diminish the quality of life
for many of our citizens. The primary role for DEA as a law enforcement agency
is to identify, apprehend, and bring to justice those individuals and organizations
who are responsible for drug trafficking. The most important targets are the major
organized crime syndicates based in Colombia and Mexico.

No American citizen, whether living in Topeka, Kansas or in our nation’s capital,
is beyond the reach of these organized crime syndicates. Drug lords in Colombia and
Mexico have created an infrastructure that enables them to manage drug-trafficking
on an international scale. With a network of surrogates in the United States, inter-
national drug trafficking organizations have infiltrated and, subsequently deci-
mated, far too many communities across the globe. They have become an occupying
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force in the war on drugs: sparking violent turf wars between rival drug lords, cor-

rupting nascent political institutions in Latin and South America, and extending the

Is)lague of drug abuse and drug-related crime to communities across the United
tates.

Although based abroad, organized crime syndicates have a direct and deleterious
impact on Americans across the country. Drug trafficking unleashes a tidal wave
of drug-related crime which overwhelms our judicial system and floods our prisons.
Tens of thousands of homicides, assaults, and burglaries are committed each year
by criminals as a direct result of drug abuse or drug gangs. The link between crime
and drugs is clear: studies show that drug users are more frequently involved in
crime and are more likely to have criminal records than non-users. Data collected
in 1995 from male arrestees in 23 cities shows that the percentage testing positive
for any drug ranged from 51 percent to 83 percent. Despite a five year decline in
national violent crime rates, law enforcement officials made a record 1.5 million ar-
rests for drug violations in 1996. As a consequence, organized crime syndicates can
augment their organizations with an unprecedented pool criminals in the United
States, who are completely ingrained in the drug culture. These criminals serve as
a ready supply for the drug syndicates surrogate army in the U.S. The size of this
surrogate army, and their violent commitment to maintaining the profitability of
their boss’ drug trafficking organization, pose a serious threat to law enforcement
agencies across the country.

The costs of drug-related crime come not just from expenditures associated with
defending our citizens from drug trafficking and related violence, but also with
treating the victims of organized crime. Drug trafficking and abuse have generated
an alarming increase in the number of drug-related emergency room episodes in re-
cent years.

DRUG-RELATED EMERGENCY ROOM MENTIONS

1990 1996
All drugs 635,480 860,260
Cocaine ... . 80,355 144,180
Heroin ............... . 33,884 70,463
Methamphetamine 5,236 10,787
MAMTUBNA ..voeeee ettt nenes 15,706 50,037

Drug-related crime and abuse exact a heavy toll on our society. Lost work produc-
tivity, juvenile delinquency, violent crime, automobile accidents, and a myriad of
other social ills linked to illegal drug abuse cost our society an estimated $67 billion
last year, approximately $1,000 for each family of four in the United States.

The drug trafficking operations of organized crime syndicates not only generate
violent crime in our communities and burden the taxpayer with the costs, but they
also carry the plague of drug abuse to the very core of American society, the family.
The drugs consumed by a father of three in Manchester, New Hampshire can be
traced from his local dealer, to a middleman from the Dominican Republic operating
in New York City, to a drug lord safely ensconced in his lavish villa in Colombia.
While the father pays cash for the drugs, his wife and children pay the price for
his drug addiction. The statistics are overwhelming:

—One-quarter to one-half of all incidents of domestic violence are drug-related.

—A survey of state child welfare agencies found substance abuse to be one of the

key problems exhibited by 81 percent of the families reported for child maltreat-
ment.

—In 1996, 3.2 percent of pregnant women—nearly 80,000 mothers—were current

drug users.

The cost to these children and to society as a whole does not stop at birth. Saving
these children, and their peers who succumb to drug abuse later in their young
lives, will cost society nearly a million dollars per child.

It is impossible to draw a line of demarcation between domestic drug abuse prob-
lems and international drug trafficking. The $20 an American addict spends each
day for crack cocaine is ultimately funneled, by an organized crime syndicate, back
to a drug lord, in Colombia or Mexico. Likewise, it is impossible to distinguish be-
tween domestic and international drug trafficking. Both are dominated by the same
organized crime syndicates which exist as a seamless continuum. Unlike govern-
ments and law enforcement, they do not recognize or respect international borders.
Access to the most sophisticated technologies, a willingness to resort to violence and
bribery and a well-organized infrastructure enables them to transcend such barriers.
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Drug lords in Colombia and Mexico have established enterprises made up of net-
works of compartmentalized cells capable of extending drug trafficking operations
into cities large and small within the United States.

The powerful drug syndicate leaders from Colombia and Mexico are merely mod-
ern day versions of the mobsters that law enforcement in the United States has
fought during this entire century, except that modern organized crime syndicates
are exponentially more wealthy, powerful, and violent than their predecessors. Or-
ganized crime has always been founded on these same key principles, whether it
was Al Capone in the 1920’s, the La Cosa Nostra families in New York in the 1950’s
and 1960’s, or today’s Colombian and Mexican syndicates. Successful organized
crime syndicates utilize hierarchical control, secret communications, corruption and
violence to create an infrastructure that both shields them from law enforcement
and facilitates their criminal activity.

Over time, law enforcement in the United States has been able to effectively
counter domestic organized crime by attacking the communications systems of the
major crime syndicates. In the past, domestic organized crime was controlled by a
few leaders who lived in the United States and were within reach of the U.S. crimi-
nal justice system. Today’s syndicate leaders pose a more serious threat, operating
from sanctuaries in Colombia and Mexico. They are outside the reach of U.S. law
enforcement and, consequently, able to command their cells operating in the United
States freely and effectively.

The cornerstone of DEA’s national investigative strategy, therefore, is to focus on
attacking the command and control functions of the organized criminal syndicates
that control virtually all of the cocaine, heroin, and methamphetamine trafficking
in the United States today. In addition to building cases against the leaders of inter-
national drug trafficking syndicates and their surrogates, DEA has a responsibility
to protect the citizens of the United States from the violence that is attendant to
the drug trade.

One of our major objectives is to lend support to those cities and towns in the
United States which lack the resources to address these sophisticated and powerful
drug trafficking groups. Many of the major cities in our country have recently re-
ported dramatic reductions in violent crime. In New York City, an aggressive, zero
tolerance campaign against crime has led to a sharp decrease in violent crime rates
in a city once viewed as one of the most dangerous cities in the United States. Un-
fortunately, at the same time, violent crime rates have increased substantially in
many smaller cities across our country. Later in this testimony I will detail for you
some of DEA’s efforts to address these issues with our Mobile Enforcement Teams
and our REDRUM programs.

Operations such as Limelight and Reciprocity, which target major Mexican drug
trafficking groups operating in the United States, have a lasting effect on organized
crime. The arrest of what seems to be a never ending stream of surrogates sent by
syndicate leaders to the United States not only causes a steady degradation of the
syndicates’ ability to recruit individuals who can effectively control enormous drug
distribution networks in the U.S., but, when fully exploited, also enables law en-
forcement to build investigations to the syndicates’ highest levels. Our focus on the
Cali organization’s command and control functions in the U.S. enabled us to build
formidable cases against the Cali leaders, which allowed our Colombian counter-
parts to accomplish the almost unimaginable—the arrest and incarceration of the
entire infrastructure of the most powerful crime group in history.

There have been many successes in our efforts against organized drug syndicates
both here in the United States and abroad. DEA and our state and local task force
partners have made more than 100,000 felony arrests for federal drug violations in
the U.S. in the last four years. Many of those arrested were violent traffickers, who
brought mayhem to the cities and towns where they ran their businesses. Their in-
carceration 1s in some part responsible for the decrease in crime in our major cities.
A similarly increased focus of federal resources will have equal or even more demon-
strable results in smaller cities.

Results against sophisticated, powerful crime leaders and their organizations
come are hard fought. We are pitted against a foe that has resources that rival our
own. Nonetheless, recent history demonstrates that organized crime syndicates can
be defeated. The Cali syndicate virtually disintegrated under intense investigative
pressure. Amado Carrillo-Fuentes died trying to change his appearance through
plastic surgery because of the scrutiny he was receiving from U.S. and Mexican law
enforcement agencies. Persistent pressure all along the drug trade spectrum, in con-
cert with complete and unfettered cooperation from our foreign counterparts, will re-
sult in successes commensurate with the resources invested. In short, effective drug
law enforcement, combined with an appropriate focus on demand reduction, and the
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education of our youth will work and will result in far less crime in our communities
and decreased drug use by our children.

Mexico’s Growing Role in the Cocaine Trade

Trafficking groups from Mexico are a significant force in international organized
crime. These organizations are no longer simply middlemen in the cocaine transpor-
tation business. With the disruption of the Cali syndicate, groups such as the
Amado Carrillo-Fuentes organization, the Arellano-Felix organization, the Amezcua-
Contreras brothers, and the Caro-Quintero group have consolidated their power and
now dominate drug trafficking along the U.S./Mexico border and in many U.S. cities.

Mexican traffickers now control the cocaine trade west of the Mississippi River
and are making significant inroads into the cocaine market in some eastern cities,
including New York; they dominate the methamphetamine trade in California, along
the Southwest Border, and in states such as Georgia and Iowa. Additionally, heroin
from Mexico now accounts for one-fifth of the heroin seized within the United
States, up from only five percent last year.

I have, on several occasions, provided the Congress with the names of those drug
traffickers in Mexico who are directly responsible for a large share of the drugs and
related violence that plague our cities and towns. I believe it is critical that we keep
their names on the front pages so that there is no doubt about who supplies the
drugs that addict and Kkill our children or our resolve to bring these individuals to
justice.

Amado Carrillo-Fuentes Organization

Until July 4, 1997, when Amado Carrillo-Fuentes died in Mexico City after under-
going plastic surgery, he was considered the most powerful trafficker in Mexico. The
Carrillo-Fuentes organization (ACFO), based in Juarez, is involved in the trafficking
of cocaine, heroin, and marijuana. The ACFO’s regional bases are in Guadalajara,
Hermosillo, and Torreon, where the organization stores drugs for eventual shipment
into the United States. After the death of Carrillo-Fuentes, gang warfare within
Mexico and in U.S. border towns escalated, consuming individuals involved in the
?rug t{ade and innocents alike. As of this date, the ACFO continues to function ef-
ectively.

Caro-Quintero Organization

The focus of Miguel Caro Quintero’s organization is on trafficking cocaine and
marijuana. Miguel, with his two brothers Jorge and Genaro, runs the organization.
They specialize in the cultivation, production, and distribution of marijuana, a major
cash crop for many of the trafficking organizations from Mexico. This organization
is believed to own many ranches in the Northern Border State of Sonora, from
which drug smuggling operations into the United States are staged. In addition, like
many of the other trafficking organizations in Mexico, they are also involved in the
trafficking of cocaine and methamphetamine.

Amezcua-Contreras Brothers Organization

The Amezcua-Contreras organization is based in Guadalajara, Mexico and is
headed by Jesus Amezcua, who is assisted by his brothers, Adan and Luis. They
currently are the world’s largest smuggler of ephedrine and clandestine producer of
methamphetamine. The Amezcua organization obtains large quantities of the pre-
cursor ephedrine, through contacts in Thailand and India, which they then supply
to methamphetamine labs in Mexico and in the United States.

Joaquin Guzman-Loera Organization

Although he is presently incarcerated in Mexico, Guzman-Loera is still considered
a major threat by law enforcement in both the United States and Mexico. His broth-
er, Arturo, has assumed the leadership role and the organization remains active in
Mexico, along the Southwest border, in the Western and Midwestern regions of the
U.S., as well as in Central America. The group transports cocaine from Colombia
into Mexico and the United States for the remnants of the Cali and Medellin Car-
tels. The organization is also involved in the smuggling, storage, and distribution
of Colombian cocaine, Mexican marijuana, and Mexican and Southeast Asian heroin.

The Arellano-Felix Brothers Organization

Benjamin Arellano-Felix is the head of this trafficking organization that operates
in Tijuana, Baja California, and parts of the States of Sinaloa, Sonora, Jalisco, and
most recently, Tamaulipas. Benjamin coordinates the activities of the organization
through his brothers: Ramon, Javier, and Francisco. The Arrellano-Felix organiza-
tion, the most violent of the Mexican trafficking organizations and reportedly was
involved in the murder of Cardinal Posadas-Ocampo at the Guadalajara Airport in
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1993. The United States recently filed for a provisional arrest warrant and placed
Ramon Arellano-Felix on the FBI's “Most Wanted” list. The Mexican Government
has offered a $1 million reward for information leading to the arrest of the Arellano-
Felix brothers.

DEA Organized Crime Enforcement Strategy.—This strategy is demonstrated in
Operation Reciprocity and Limelight, cases which clearly prove the interrelation be-
tween high level traffickers headquartered in Mexico and their organizations in
many U.S. cities. The Amado Carrillo-Fuentes organization was deeply involved in
a sophisticated drug operation that stretched from Mexico to New York, Chicago,
Grand Rapids, Tucson, and other parts of the U.S. At one point, several independent
and seemingly unrelated investigations were being conducted in Texas, Arizona, Illi-
nois, Michigan, and New York. Eventually these separate cases were combined
under the umbrella investigations known as Reciprocity and Limelight.

As is the case in most high-level international investigations that ultimately lead
to the leadership of international organized crime rings, these investigations began
with a seemingly routine event in the U.S. In late 1996, two troopers from the Texas
Department of Public Safety stopped a van with New York plates on Interstate 30.
They became suspicious when they learned that one man was from New York while
the other was from El Paso, and they were not well acquainted. Neither man owned
the van and their stories conflicted regarding where they were going and where they
had been. The troopers found 99 bundles hidden in the vehicle’s walls. They soon
realized that the packages contained money, not cocaine.

It took three hours to count the $1.3 million they had found. As the officers con-
tinued their search, they discovered another $700,000, bringing the total to more
than $2 million. On December 3, 1996, after receiving an anonymous call, the Tuc-
son Police Department and drug task force officers raided a warehouse containing
5.3 tons of cocaine. On December 13, 1996, the same Texas troopers stopped a
northbound tractor trailer and seized 2,700 pounds of marijuana. Follow-up inves-
tigation connected this interdiction to their previous seizure of money, to the cocaine
warehouse in Tucson, and to ongoing investigations in Texas, Arizona, Illinois,
Michigan, and New York.

All of these investigations provided our Special Agents and federal prosecutors
with the key to investigating the operations of the Amado Carrillo-Fuentes organi-
zation. This powerful Mexican syndicate was apparently using U.S. trucks and em-
ployees to transport huge amounts of cocaine to various U.S. destinations. The re-
sulting investigation, Operation Reciprocity, secured 40 arrests, the seizure of $11
million in cash, 7.4 tons of cocaine and 2,700 pounds of marijuana. A parallel inves-
tigation, Operation Limelight, resulted in the seizure of more than 4,000 kilos of co-
caine, almost 11,000 pounds of marijuana, over $7 million in cash, and 48 arrests.
Evidence gathered in this investigation revealed that one driver alone had trans-
ported over 30 tons of cocaine into the United States and had returned over $100
million in drug profits to Carrillo-Fuentes in Juarez, Mexico.

Mexican transportation groups have clearly added the East Coast to their sphere
of influence and now deliver cocaine directly to New York City and other East coast
markets. This role was once reserved for traffickers from Colombia and the Domini-
can Republic. These two operations, like their successful predecessors, Zorro I and
Zorro 1I, show that law enforcement can strike major blows against foreign drug
syndicates by targeting their command and control functions.

Another example of DEA success against the domestic operations of the major
Mexican trafficking groups was the recent indictment, by a federal grand jury in
San Diego, of 10 members of the Logan Heights Gang on charges of serving as paid
killers for the Arellano-Felix organization. The hallmark of many of the Mexican
trafficking groups, most notably the Arellano-Felix organization, is their use of vio-
lence as a means of intimidation against potential witnesses and organizational ri-
vals in both Mexico and the U.S. The indictment charges the members of this gang
with acting as body guards and participating in missions to eliminate adversaries
of the Arellano-Felix organization. This indictment proved to be an important step
in our Southwest Border efforts against the Arellano-Felix group and was instru-
mental in ridding this San Diego neighborhood of some of its most violent offenders.

Through our domestic drug investigations and with the assistance of our country
office in Mexico, DEA has been able to build cases that have led to the indictment
of the leaders of every major drug trafficking organization in Mexico. More than
one-half of the priority requests for provisional arrest for extradition filed by the De-
partment of Justice are for major drug traffickers. None of the leaders of the major
drug syndicates were arrested in 1997.

The Increasing Significance of the Caribbean.—While it is true that the majority
of cocaine entering the United States comes across the U.S.-Mexican border, traf-
fickers are reactivating their trafficking routes in the Caribbean. Colombian traffick-
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ing organizations dominate drug trafficking in the Caribbean. DEA has identified
four major organizations based on the northern coast of Colombia that have de-
ployed command and control cells in the Caribbean Basin to funnel tons of cocaine
to the U.S. each year. Colombian managers, who have been dispatched to Puerto
Rico and the Dominican Republic, operate these command and control centers and
are responsible for overseeing drug trafficking in the region. These groups are also
directing networks of transporters that oversee the importation, storage, expor-
tation, and wholesale distribution of cocaine destined for the continental U.S.

Many Colombian groups, particularly those who have risen to power since the
Cali syndicate’s fall, have returned to the traditional Caribbean routes to move their
product to market. As these Colombian groups re-establish their ties with their Car-
ibbean confederates, increasingly larger shipments transit the Caribbean. Seizures
of 500 to 2,000 kilos of cocaine are now common in and around Puerto Rico and the
Dominican Republic.

The incarceration and death of the leaders of the Cali drug syndicate were the
antecedents for the most significant change in the wholesale U.S. cocaine trade in
the last two decades. This change has become particularly evident over the last 12
months. Just a few years ago, Miguel Rodriguez-Orejuela and his powerful Cali syn-
dicate controlled as much as 80 percent of the cocaine distributed in the U.S. He
completely controlled every phase of the drug continuum, from manufacturing to
distribution in cities and towns throughout the United States as varied as Chicago,
Illinois and Rocky Mount, North Carolina.

In the last year, however, criminals from the Dominican Republic have emerged
as the dominant force in the wholesale cocaine and heroin trade on the East Coast
of the U.S. Battered by the aggressive application of our organized crime enforce-
ment strategy and the arrests of the syndicates’ leadership in Colombia, many new
Colombian drug traffickers have sought to pull back from the Cali syndicate’s tradi-
tional modus operandi of ruling a monolithic organization and exercising complete
control of the drug continuum: from cultivation and production, to the wholesale
marketing of both heroin and cocaine. Instead, they have chosen to franchise a sig-
nificant portion of their wholesale heroin and cocaine operations. The Dominican
trafficking groups, already firmly entrenched as low-level cocaine and heroin whole-
salers in the larger Northeastern cities, were uniquely situated to assume a far
more significant role in this multi-billion-dollar business.

Trust, the essential ingredient in forging a successful business relationship in the
drug underworld, had already been established between Dominican and Colombian
traffickers through relationships formed during hundreds of smuggling ventures in
the Caribbean and through their long established relationships in New York, New-
ark, and Boston. From Boston, Massachusetts to Charlotte, North Carolina, well-or-
ganized Dominican trafficking groups are, for the first time, controlling and direct-
ing the sale of multi-hundred kilo shipments of cocaine and multi-kilogram quan-
tities of heroin. Their influence is now spreading beyond the big city landscape into
the smaller cities and towns along the East Coast.

New England is now faced with numerous gangs from the Dominican Republic
selling multiple kilogram amounts of cocaine and smaller amounts of heroin. For ex-
ample, DEA and the Hartford Connecticut Police Department recently arrested 40
members of a Dominican trafficking group responsible for the sale of thousands of
bags of heroin brought into Hartford from New York City. In New Haven, Connecti-
cut, one Dominican trafficking group was responsible for about 90 percent of all the
heroin being sold in the city. They have also participated in a variety of other
crimes ranging from robbery to muggings, creating their own crime wave in the
process.

This sea-change in the wholesale heroin and cocaine markets is not unique to
New York and New England. The Philadelphia area also is saturated with Domini-
can traffickers looking to claim a larger portion of these markets, and the Washing-
ton-Baltimore area routinely receives heroin shipments from New York-based Do-
minican groups. The Dominican’s reach even extends into southern states. In July
1997, a group of Dominican traffickers were arrested in Charlotte, North Carolina
after an investigation revealed they were transporting heroin from New York City
to supply guests at private rave parties in the Charlotte area.

At the same time, the increase in the flow of cocaine and heroin en route to the
United States through the Caribbean has brought a new wave of drug abuse and
attendant violence to the Caribbean. Approximately 70 percent of all documented
homicides in Puerto Rico are now drug-related. As a result, the number of drug
homicides has increased dramatically in the last decade. In 1984, homicides in Puer-
to Rico numbered 483; by 1994, this figure had more than doubled. Today, while
the murder rate in Puerto Rico has stabilized, with 864 homicides in 1995 and 868
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in 1996, it remains nevertheless, nearly twice as high as figures obtained prior to
the invasion of major drug trafficking organizations.

In order to address the rapid growth of drug trafficking and violence in the Carib-
bean region, in fiscal year 1998, Congress provided DEA with a total of 60 Special
Agents and $34.2 million to build upon our successful Southwest Border Strategy
and expand our operations into the Caribbean Corridor. In fiscal year 1999, we are
requesting and additional 42 Special Agents and $5.6 million to enhance our domes-
tic offices in major cities along the East Coast which are being detrimentally af-
fected by the influx of violent trafficking groups based in the Caribbean. With the
addition of these resources, DEA will be in a position to more fully meet the chal-
lenge of the Colombian and Mexican drug trafficking groups operating along our
Southern frontier.

Heroin from Colombia and Mexico.—The relatively recent influx of high quality,
cheap heroin from Colombia and Mexico is a significant law enforcement and public
health issue. During the past several years, South American heroin has accounted
for the majority of DEA heroin seizures. In 1994, 32 percent of the heroin samples
tested were of South American origin; in 1995, the total was 62 percent. In 1996,
South American heroin continued to dominate the market, representing 52 percent
of heroin seizures in the United States.

Cheap, high quality heroin—average purity of South American heroin in 1996 was
72.2 percent—continues to dominate East Coast markets including Boston, New
York, Philadelphia, and Baltimore. The availability of South American heroin is not,
however, limited to the Northeast; Orlando, Florida, for example, has been espe-
cially hard-hit by the drug. In 1995 and 1996, 48 individuals in this city died of her-
oin overdoses.

The most dramatic drug related statistical increase in 1996 was in the amount
of Mexican-produced heroin seized in the United States. Mexican heroin accounted
for 20 percent of all heroin seized in the U.S., a fourfold increase from 1995. Com-
bined, Colombian and Mexican heroin accounted for almost three-quarters of all the
heroin seized in the U.S. during 1996. The emergence of Mexico in 1996 as the sec-
ond most common source of heroin is consistent with the expansion of the cocaine
and methamphetamine distribution networks of the major Mexican organized crime
syndicates. The city of Plano, Texas has suffered an epidemic of heroin abuse, an
epidemic whose origins can be traced to the distribution of extremely pure Mexican
heroin in the community. After fourteen Plano teenagers and young adults died
using uncut Mexican heroin, DEA worked with the Plano Police Depar