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(Mr. VENTO) and have him control that
time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. VENTO) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this amendment. One of the his-
torians wrote about our Nation and
about some of the American spirit, one
of the things that they observed was
our parks, and they pointed out that
our parks and conservation of our land-
scape is one of the best ideas that
Americans ever had.

Back in the 1960s, then President
Nixon was successful in leading glob-
ally in terms of establishing the World
Heritage Convention Treaty. Since we
first signed that treaty, we have 152
different nations that have signed the
treaty and have identified over 500
World Heritage sites. These are some
parks in our country, only about 20
sites are recognized in our country as
being World Heritage sites, but in
other countries, almost 500 sites are
recognized in those countries, the
other 151 countries.

It is a way we can obviously lead in
terms of demonstrating voluntary con-
servation. Every one of these sites,
first of all, before it can be included
and designated or recognized on this
list, must be already protected. The
land is already protected before it is in-
cluded in this treaty provision.

Secondly, the requirement is com-
pletely voluntary. If the country does
not want it listed, it does not become
listed, so we have to nominate these
particular sites.

So my point is that this amendment
would pull the rug out from under the
U.S. leadership on an international
basis for voluntary conservation of
park-like sites in our country.

One of the recommendations, if in
fact the country does not proceed in
terms of protecting the sites that they
have agreed to protect, that they had
protected before they nominated them
for listing, is that they can be delisted.
In some cases where there is degrada-
tion that goes on to a park or cultural
site, they will obviously recognize that
as a site at risk.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
FARR).

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me time.

Mr. Chairman, first of all I want to
state that the statement made by the
author of this amendment is just not
based on fact. There is no problem with
the World Heritage Convention. It is
essentially an international agreement
where the host country, in this case
the United States, has to say that we
will participate and we will protect
those lands before we even bring them
to you to be on the list.

I rise as cochair of the Congressional
Tourism Caucus. We have places like
Yellowstone, places that are already

protected under the National Park Sys-
tem. We have to do that as a country.
The World Heritage Commission can-
not do it. They have no authority over
how to regulate land. That is uniquely
an American and State and local gov-
ernment process.

But if you are very proud of a piece
of land that you protected, as we have
been in California in protecting a lot of
parks and have nominated our State
parks, and even some county water dis-
tricts have nominated their lands to be
part, they want this designation, be-
cause it is a prestigious designation. It
is like the Good Housekeeping Seal of
Approval. It is essentially saying that
this area is recognized as a special spot
on the Earth for wildlife preservation
and for the program to manage the
land well.

This is all done by the host country,
not by any international organization.
It is a convention where all with like
kinds of land can come together and
say if you do these things in your host
country, then you can be on this list.

So the gentleman who has offered
this amendment, in saying that this
has ability to affect private lands, is
totally wrong, unless that landowner,
as we have in Big Sur, California, had
nominated their private lands to be
protected. Then it can be protected, if
it meets the criteria. But to come
along unilaterally and designate it is
totally false.

I ask for a rejection of this amend-
ment in strong terms.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I think that this
amendment, at best, could be described
as a misunderstanding. But the fact is
for us, after being emulated by 151 na-
tions, to pull the rug out from under
this program which is conserving and
preserving many other areas simply on
a voluntary basis, I think is a wrong
decision to make here tonight. I think
that the parks and cultural sites are
one of the things that our Nation is
most proud about.

I would say that in the future, our
Nation needs to lead on an inter-
national basis, and if we cannot do it
on a voluntary basis, one wonders
where we can do it. If there is some-
thing wrong with what is happening in
the Everglades and that area is at risk
or something in the Yellowstone, the
fact of the matter is it is up to us to
try to correct that. If other nations are
calling our attention to it, as we do in
their Nation when there are problems,
I think it is entirely appropriate.

There is no effect on private lands
that comes from the World Heritage
Convention. It may come from the ge-
neric laws with regard to parks or pub-
lic lands, but it does not flow from
that. I think in that case we do it in a
very democratic manner.

I urge Members to reject this bad
amendment.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I listened with great
interest to the comments from my
friend from Minnesota and my other
friend from California. I heard some
sort of analogy that this designation
equated with the Good Housekeeping
Seal of Approval.

Mr. Chairman, this is not simply
some sort of travel guide, something to
be desired, for what it does is establish
a framework by which, in essence, an-
other body, an international body, ex-
erts control and influence on property
decisions of the United States.

Mr. Chairman, the question is not
about parks, for we all stand in favor of
our National Parks and Heritage Sites
that this Congress articulates, that
this Congress commemorates, but
there should be no misunderstanding
that in some way, shape, or fashion we
would cede any of that authority,
which rests constitutionally, which
rests traditionally with this body in
this legislative branch, with the Con-
gress of the United States.

To allow the opportunity, as my
friend from Minnesota mentioned, eco-
nomic development outside of Yellow-
stone National Park and reasonable
proximity, to have these types of ac-
tions by an international body to, in
essence, condemn economic activity, I
believe is wrong. The Congress of the
United States and landowners who are
American citizens should make those
decisions.

Accordingly, if you want to stand for
sovereignty and the primacy of Amer-
ican law, so there is no misunder-
standing, so there is no usurpation of
that authority by any international
body, I urge my colleagues to support
this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Arizona
(Mr. HAYWORTH).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 273, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. HAYWORTH)
will be postponed.

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will
rise informally.

The Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
KOLBE) assumed the chair.

f

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate
by Mr. Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate agrees to the
report of the committee of conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the
House to the bill (S. 507) ‘‘An Act to
provide for the conservation and devel-
opment of water and related resources,
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to authorize the Secretary of the Army
to construct various projects for im-
provements to rivers and harbors of the
United States, and for other purposes.’’

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Committee will resume its sitting.

f

DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE,
JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDI-
CIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, FISCAL
YEAR 2000
The Committee resumed its sitting.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DAVIS OF
ILLINOIS

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. DAVIS of Illi-

nois: At the end of the bill, insert after the
last section (preceding the short title) the
following:

TITLE VIII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL
PROVISIONS

SEC. 801. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used by the Department
of Justice to provide a grant to any law en-
forcement agency except one identified in an
annual summary of data on the use of exces-
sive force published by the Attorney General
pursuant to 210402(c) of the Violent Crime
Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 (42
U.S.C. 14142(c)).

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment that
we offer today, the Davis-Meek-Rush
amendment, merely requires that the
Attorney General put into practice
what is already existing law. It does
not impose any new requirements or
change existing law.

The 1994 Crime Control Act requires
the Attorney General to collect data
from State and local law enforcement
agencies relative to complaints regard-
ing the use of excessive force. We find
it necessary to introduce this amend-
ment because efforts to get this data
from the more than 17,000 law enforce-
ment agencies, to date, by the Attor-
ney General have been less than satis-
factory.

It is my understanding that there
have been efforts that could have made
this information available, but, instead
of requiring that it be provided, it has
been asked for on a volunteer basis. We
find that totally unacceptable. It does
not provide the information that is
needed. We want to make sure that
local authorities are providing the in-
formation relative to the level of com-
plaints about police brutality and mis-
conduct.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member
seek time in opposition?

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I claim
the time in opposition and would re-
serve my time.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. MEEKS).

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong support of this
amendment, and the reason is very
simple. The only way we can begin to
solve the police brutality problem is to
hold municipalities accountable for
wrongdoings. This amendment would
allow the Department of Justice to
limit the funding of police departments
if they do not give vital statistics on
police brutality to the Department of
Justice.

Through the current law, the Attor-
ney General collects data and provides
a summary. If they have a problem re-
trieving data from a police department
which is cited in the summary, funds
should not go to that municipality or
that police department.

b 1830

As the cochairman of the Congres-
sional Black Caucus on police brutality
with the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
DAVIS), we have heard hours of testi-
mony on the need to hold law enforce-
ment departments accountable for
egregious acts against citizens.

In every city, Chicago, Washington,
D.C., and New York, and we will be
traveling to Los Angeles, it is the same
complaint. If we do not have coopera-
tion from our police departments, we
should not give them funding. We need
some legislation with teeth to enforce
the fact that we will not be blind to po-
lice brutality and misconduct.

This amendment is a step in the
right direction. We demand and must
have integrity of our government and
integrity of the police department so
that the good police officers are not
branded with the bad. By making sure
that these municipalities report the
figures so that we can truly solve the
problem, this is the way that we can
combat that and resolve our problems
with respect to to the police force.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. RUSH).

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this amendment. As a Mem-
ber of this body, I have heard victim
after victim, attorney after attorney,
family after family, express to me the
severity of the problem of police bru-
tality and misconduct in our Nation’
cities and our Nation’s towns.

In 1994, this Congress passed legisla-
tion requiring the Department of Jus-
tice to collect data on police use of ex-
cessive force. However, we failed to ap-
propriate any funding for the data col-
lection. Furthermore, this year the De-
partment of Justice failed to even re-
quest the funding to collect police mis-
conduct data.

Let me be clear, Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port law enforcement. People in the
First Congressional District support
law enforcement. However, I do not and
cannot support police use of excessive
force. To begin to treat the mis-
conduct, we must, we should, gather
the statistics.

This amendment simply requires
that State and local law enforcement

agencies report data regarding police
use of excessive force to the U.S. Attor-
ney General. By collecting this data,
by examining this problem, we will be
able to determine the severity of the
problem, and we will be able to develop
solutions to reduce police brutality and
misconduct incidents.

I urge my colleagues to vote for this
timely amendment.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is clear that
police brutality and misconduct are se-
rious matters in many communities
throughout America. The Congres-
sional Black Caucus is seriously inter-
ested in and concerned about this prob-
lem. We simply want to have the infor-
mation available so that the Attorney
General can investigate practices and
patterns that may involve police bru-
tality and misconduct.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to engage
in a colloquy with the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS), if I could.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. DAVIS).

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I appreciate the Chairman’s willingness
to engage in this colloquy.

As the chairman knows, Section
210402 of the Crime Control Act of 1994
requires the Attorney General to ac-
quire data about the use of excessive
force by law enforcement officers, and
shall publish an annual summary re-
port.

I am concerned that this requirement
is not getting the priority treatment
within the Department of Justice that
it needs to produce an effective report.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. I yield to the
gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the gentleman for raising this
important issue. The committee recog-
nizes the importance of collecting this
data, and will work with the gentleman
to raise this issue in conference.

I will also be happy to join with the
gentleman and the ranking member in
a letter to the Attorney General on
this issue, and I look forward to work-
ing with the gentleman on it.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman. We appreciate
the gentleman’s sensitivity to the
issue. I also want to thank the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. MEEKS)
and the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
RUSH) for joining me in this amend-
ment.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the chairman for his colloquy,
and I want to thank the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) for his fine
presentation.

This is something that concerns me,
and I am glad to hear that the chair-
man is willing to join the gentleman
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