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House of Representatives

The House met at 12:30 p.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. PETRI).

———

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
September 10, 2001.

I hereby appoint the Honorable THOMAS E.
PETRI to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

———

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Monahan, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has passed with an
amendment in which the concurrence
of the House is requested, a bill of the
House of the following title:

H.R. 1885. An act to expand the class of
beneficiaries who may apply for adjustment
of status under section 245(i) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act by extending the
deadline for classification petition and labor
certification filings, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate has passed a bill and a concur-
rent resolution of the following title in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested:

S. 149. An act to provide authority to con-
trol exports, and for other purposes.

S. Con. Res. 58. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing support for the tenth annual meet-
ing of the Asia Pacific Parliamentary
Forum.

———
MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 3, 2001, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates. The Chair will

alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to not to
exceed 30 minutes, and each Member
except the majority leader, the minor-
ity leader or the minority whip limited
to not to exceed b minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. SAM JOHNSON) for 5
minutes.

A TRIBUTE TO GENERAL MICHAEL
E. RYAN

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, this morning I would like to
rise to pay tribute to a great Amer-
ican, General Michael E. Ryan, the
chief of staff of the United States Air
Force. His departure on September 6
last week from active duty signaled an
evolutionary change: the first time in
63 years, if you can believe that, that a
Ryan is absent from the roles of the
United States Air Force. His father,
General John Ryan, also served as a
senior uniformed Air Force officer.

General Mike Ryan’s career spanned
over 3 decades during which he distin-
guished himself as an airman leader
and trusted advisor to both the Presi-
dent and the United States Congress.

After graduating from the Air Force
Academy in 1965, General Ryan began
his illustrious career of faithful service
to this Nation.

During his 36 years of service, he
commanded at the squadron, wing,
numbered air force and major com-
mand levels. He flew combat missions
in southeast Asia, including 100 mis-
sions over north Vietnam.

He was a fighter pilot, I can tell you
that. I was one, too; and he was a fight-
er pilot’s fighter pilot.

He also served in key assignments at
the major command level, head-
quarters of the United States Air Force
and the joint staff right here in Wash-
ington, DC.

As commander of the 16th Air Force
and allied forces southern Europe in

Italy, he directed the NATO air combat
operations in Bosnia-Herzegovina that
directly contributed to the Dayton
peace accords. He was the head of the
Air Force at the time when we used the
B-2 bomber to great effectiveness in
that war.

General Ryan is a command pilot
with more than 4,100 hours flying time
in seven different aircraft, including
153 combat missions.

His decorations and medals include:
the Defense Distinguished Service
Medal with oak leaf cluster; the Distin-
guished Service Medal; the Legion of
Merit with two oak leaf clusters; the
Distinguished Flying Cross; the Meri-
torious Service Medal with two oak
leaf clusters; the Air Medal with 11 oak
leaf clusters; the Air Force Commenda-
tion Medal with two oak leaf clusters;
and the Vietnam Service Medal with
three service stars.

After serving as the commander of
the United States Air Force in Europe
and commander of the allied air forces
in central Europe, General Ryan took
the stick of the Air Force as its 16th
chief of staff.

He has exemplified the quiet dignity
and honor of that office. His leadership,
integrity and foresight set the right
vector for our 21st century Air Force,
and his expeditionary force concept is
now in being.

History has proven that a true leader
sets the right vector and then clears
the path to allow his commanders to
truly command their units.

General Ryan personifies this type of
leader, and I quote, “I do not think
leadership should be personalized. Good
ideas are best when they do not have a
single identity. Leadership is a team
effort.”

I want to take a moment, if I can, to
identify the remarkable accomplish-
ments of General Ryan’s team effort.

He and his leadership team have suc-
cessfully arrested the Air Force readi-
ness decline of the last decade. They
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have built stability into the expedi-
tionary operations our Nation demands
by reorganizing the United States Air
Force.

He has led the Air Force retention
and recruiting effort that ensured qual-
ity was never sacrificed for quantity in
an all-volunteer force competing in a
strong job market.

He led the effort to provide lifetime
health care and a retirement system
that properly compensates the mem-
ber’s service to his country. He was a
people person, and he believed in the
people that were in the United States
Air Force.

In a period of leadership challenges,
General Ryan led our Air Force
through 4 tumultuous years, balancing
reduction in force with increased oper-
ational tasking.

Without question, the United States
Air Force is the world’s premier aero-
space force, and our country owes a
debt of gratitude to General Mike
Ryan.

One key contributor to the U.S. Air
Force ‘‘One family, one Air Force” and
a person General Ryan owes much of
his success to is his wife, Jane Ryan,
who was instrumental in dealing with
the personnel problems of the military
throughout the Air Force.

With dignity and grace, she selflessly
gave her time and attention to the men
and women of the Air Force family.
Her sacrifice and devotion served as an
example and inspiration for others.

The Air Force lost not one but two
very exceptional people.

Last Thursday’s review ceremony at
Andrews Air Force Base was a dem-
onstration of the total force concept
that exemplified the superb ability of
our airmen and officers that General
Ryan has led and improved during his
tenure.

Those F-4D that flew by were a sym-
bol of his career as fighter pilot and his
combat excellence. He actually flew in
an F-16 the day before.

In closing, the Air Force is a better
institution today than it was 4 years
ago. General Ryan’s distinguished and
faithful service provided a significant
and lasting contribution to our Air
Force and our Nation’s security.

He has served our Nation with honor
and distinction. I know the Members of
both the House and Senate join me in
paying tribute to this outstanding
American patriot upon his retirement
from the United States Air Force.

We thank him, wish him and his fam-
ily much health, happiness and God
speed.

General Ryan, good flight, mission
complete.

———
RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There
being no further requests for morning
hour debates, pursuant to clause 12,
rule I, the House will stand in recess
until 2 p.m. today.

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 39
minutes p.m.) the House stood in recess
until 2 p.m. today.
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. ISAKSON) at 2 p.m.

——
PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P.
Coughlin, offered the following prayer:

Out of the depths, David cries to You,
O Lord, in Psalm 130.

Lord, on an ordinary September Mon-
day, caught up in routine, it may be
difficult for us to be in touch with our
depths.

Yet when aware of the pain in some
hearts or when we truly face the com-
plexity of issues overshadowing our re-
sponsibilities, we need Your mercy.

Help us to sense Your forgiveness be-
hind every mistaken judgment of the
past.

Guide our decisions today and
throughout this week, that much may
be accomplished and be recognized as
Your providential care behind every
event.

For it is Your justice and Your peace
which holds the aspirations of the
American people together.

Longing for Your presence, O Lord,
make us watchful for Your movements
and personal reflection and in honest
discussion, so Your glory may be evi-
dent in our deeds.

By Your grace penetrate our souls,
that we may live and pray from the
depths now and forever.

Amen.

——————

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). The Chair has examined the
Journal of the last day’s proceedings
and announces to the House his ap-
proval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. RODRIGUEZ)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

————————

U.N. CONFERENCE ON RACISM

(Mr. COBLE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker and col-
leagues, the most recent issue of the
Weekly Standard features a Charles
Krauthammer article entitled Disgrace
in Durbin, referring to the recently
concluded U.N. Conference on Racism.

Mr. Krauthammer suggests that
their conference included Third World
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dictators practicing their dema-
goguery, hopefully to the detriment of
Israel.

He further suggests that the con-
ference had the trappings reminiscent
of pre-World War II in Nazi Germany, a
Nuremberg rally, if you will, and these
same dictators were pointing indirectly
or directly accusatory fingers at the
United States because of our friendship
with Israel.

This sort of activity serves no good
purpose, and President Bush is to be
commended for his refusal to legiti-
mize or dignify the disgrace in Durbin.

———

AMERICA NEEDS IMMEDIATE
CAPITAL GAINS TAX RELIEF

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, today the
United States is burdened with one of
the highest capital gains taxes of any
industrial nation. The effect puts our
country’s companies and workers at a
severe disadvantage.

On average, the capital of U.S. busi-
nesses and farmers is taxed 80 percent
higher than our foreign competitors.
The economy needs and those who we
represent deserve immediate capital
gains tax relief.

The capital gains tax is an assault on
the American dream. For many low-
and moderate-income workers, one of
the ways of accumulating wealth is
through investment in stocks and busi-
nesses.

When the government puts a high tax
on capital gains, people who lose the
most from the high rate are the poor-
est, the youngest, those in the begin-
ning of their careers, those who are
further from the sources of capital.

Policies that punish success ulti-
mately kill the seeds that promise en-
terprise and jobs to the poor. Those in
our communities are asking for our
help, Mr. Speaker.

Their message to us, to the Presi-
dent, and all in this Congress could not
be clearer: give us the seed capital for
inner-city jobs and investments. Turn
this economy around, cut capital gains
and cut capital gains taxes now.

———

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE TOM SAWYER, MEMBER
OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable ToM SAW-
YER, Member of Congress:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, September 6, 2001.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules
of the House of Representatives, that I have
been served with a subpoena for testimony
issued by the Court of Common Pleas of
Summit County, Ohio.
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After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I will make the determinations
required by Rule VIII.

Sincerely,
TOM SAWYER.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
announces that he will postpone fur-
ther proceedings today on each motion
to suspend the rules on which a re-
corded vote or the yeas and nays are
ordered, or on which the vote is ob-
jected to under clause 6 of rule XX.

Any record votes or postponed ques-
tions will be taken after debate has
concluded on all motions to suspend
the rules, but not before 6 p.m. today.

———

OIL REGION NATIONAL HERITAGE
AREA ACT

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and pass the bill (H.R. 695) to establish
the Oil Region National Heritage Area,
as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 695

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; DEFINITIONS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘““Oil Region National Heritage Area Act’’.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this
Act, the following definitions shall apply:

(1) HERITAGE AREA.—The term ‘‘Heritage
Area’ means the Oil Region National Heritage
Area established in section 3(a).

(2) MANAGEMENT ENTITY.—The term ‘“‘manage-
ment entity’” means the Oil Heritage Region,
Inc., or its successor entity.

(3) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’ means
the Secretary of the Interior.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) The Oil Region of Northwestern Pennsyl-
vania, with numerous sites and districts listed
on the National Register of Historic Places, and
designated by the Governor of Pennsylvania as
one of the State Heritage Park Areas, is a region
with tremendous physical and natural resources
and possesses a story of State, national, and
international significance.

(2) The single event of Colonel Edwin Drake’s
drilling of the world’s first successful oil well in
1859 has affected the industrial, natural, social,
and political structures of the modern world.

(3) Six national historic districts are located
within the State Heritage Park boundary, in
Emlenton, Franklin, Oil City, and Titusville, as
well as 17 separate National Register sites.

(4) The Allegheny River, which was des-
ignated as a component of the national wild
and scenic rivers system in 1992 by Public Law
102-271, traverses the Oil Region and connects
several of its major sites, as do some of the riv-
er’s tributaries such as Oil Creek, French Creek,
and Sandy Creek.

(5) The unspoiled rural character of the Oil
Region provides many natural and recreational
resources, scenic vistas, and excellent water
quality for people throughout the United States
to enjoy.

(6) Remnants of the oil industry, visible on the
landscape to this day, provide a direct link to
the past for wvisitors, as do the historic valley
settlements, riverbed settlements, plateau devel-
opments, farmlands, and industrial landscapes.
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(7) The Oil Region also represents a cross sec-
tion of American history associated with Native
Americans, frontier settlements, the French and
Indian War, African Americans and the Under-
ground Railroad, and immigration of Swedish
and Polish individuals, among others.

(8) Imvolvement by the Federal Government
shall serve to enhance the efforts of the Com-
monwealth of Pennsylvania, local subdivisions
of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, volun-
teer organizations, and private businesses, to
promote the cultural, national, and recreational
resources of the region in order to fulfill their
full potential.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to
enhance a cooperative management framework
to assist the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, its
units of local government, and area citizens in
conserving, enhancing, and interpreting the sig-
nificant features of the lands, water, and struc-
tures of the Oil Region, in a manner consistent
with compatible economic development for the
benefit and inspiration of present and future
generations in the Commonwealth of Pennsyl-
vania and the United States.

SEC. 3. OIL REGION NATIONAL HERITAGE AREA.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is hereby estab-
lished the Oil Region National Heritage Area.

(b) BOUNDARIES.—The boundaries of the Her-
itage Area shall include all of those lands de-
picted on a map entitled ““‘Oil Region National
Heritage Area’, numbered OIRE/20,000 and
dated October, 2000. The map shall be on file in
the appropriate offices of the National Park
Service. The Secretary of the Interior shall pub-
lish in the Federal Register, as soon as practical
after the date of the enactment of this Act, a de-
tailed description and map of the boundaries es-
tablished under this subsection.

(¢c) MANAGEMENT ENTITY.—The management
entity for the Heritage Area shall be the Oil
Heritage Region, Inc., the locally based private,
nonprofit management corporation which shall
oversee the development of a management plan
in accordance with section 5(b).

SEC. 4. COMPACT.

To carry out the purposes of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall enter into a compact with the man-
agement entity. The compact shall include in-
formation relating to the objectives and manage-
ment of the area, including a discussion of the
goals and objectives of the Heritage Area, in-
cluding an explanation of the proposed ap-
proach to conservation and interpretation and a
general outline of the protection measures com-
mitted to by the Secretary and management en-

tity.

SEC.5.AUTHORITIESAND DUTIES OF
MANAGEMENT
ENTITY.

(a) AUTHORITIES OF THE MANAGEMENT ENTI-
TY.—The management entity may use funds
made available under this Act for purposes of
preparing, updating, and implementing the
management plan developed under subsection
(b). Such purposes may include—

(1) making grants to, and entering into coop-
erative agreements with, States and their polit-
ical subdivisions, private organizations, or any
other person;

(2) hiring and compensating staff; and

(3) undertaking initiatives that advance the
purposes of the Heritage Area.

(b) MANAGEMENT PLAN.—The management en-
tity shall develop a management plan for the
Heritage Area that—

(1) presents comprehensive strategies and rec-
ommendations for conservation, funding, man-
agement, and development of the Heritage Area;

(2) takes into consideration existing State,
county, and local plans and involves residents,
public agencies, and private organications
working in the Heritage Area;

(3) includes a description of actions that units
of government and private organizations have
agreed to take to protect the resources of the
Heritage Area;
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(4) specifies the existing and potential sources
of funding to protect, manage, and develop the
Heritage Area;

(5) includes an inventory of the resources con-
tained in the Heritage Area, including a list of
any property in the Heritage Area that is re-
lated to the themes of the Heritage Area and
that should be preserved, restored, managed, de-
veloped, or maintained because of its natural,
cultural, historic, recreational, or scenic signifi-
cance;

(6) recommends policies for resource manage-
ment which consider and detail application of
appropriate land and water management tech-
niques, including, but not limited to, the devel-
opment of intergovernmental and interagency
cooperative agreements to protect the Heritage
Area’s historical, cultural, recreational, and
natural resources in a manner consistent with
supporting appropriate and compatible economic
viability,

(7) describes a program for implementation of
the management plan by the management enti-
ty, including plans for restoration and construc-
tion, and specific commitments for that imple-
mentation that have been made by the manage-
ment entity and any other persons for the first
5 years of implementation;

(8) includes an analysis of ways in which
local, State, and Federal programs, including
the role for the National Park Service in the
Heritage Area, may best be coordinated to pro-
mote the purposes of this Act;

(9) lists any revisions to the boundaries of the
Heritage Area proposed by the management en-
tity and requested by the affected local govern-
ment; and

(10) includes an interpretation plan for the
Heritage Area.

(c) DEADLINE; TERMINATION OF FUNDING.—

(1) DEADLINE.—The management entity shall
submit the management plan to the Secretary
within 2 years after the funds are made avail-
able for this Act.

(2) TERMINATION OF FUNDING.—If a manage-
ment plan is not submitted to the Secretary in
accordance with this subsection, the manage-
ment entity shall not qualify for Federal assist-
ance under this Act.

(d) DUTIES OF MANAGEMENT ENTITY.—The
management entity shall—

(1) give priority to implementing actions set
forth in the compact and management plan;

(2) assist units of government, regional plan-
ning organizations, and nonprofit organizations
in—

(A) establishing and maintaining interpretive
exrhibits in the Heritage Area;

(B) developing recreational resources in the
Heritage Area;

(C) increasing public awareness of and appre-
ciation for the natural, historical, and architec-
tural resources and sites in the Heritage Area;

(D) the restoration of any historic building re-
lating to the themes of the Heritage Area;

(E) ensuring that clear, consistent, and envi-
ronmentally appropriate signs identifying access
points and sites of interest are put in place
throughout the Heritage Area; and

(F) carrying out other actions that the man-
agement entity determines to be advisable to ful-
fill the purposes of this Act;

(3) encourage by appropriate means economic
viability in the Heritage Area consistent with
the goals of the management plan;

(4) consider the interests of diverse govern-
mental, business, and nonprofit groups within
the Heritage Area; and

(5) for any year in which Federal funds have
been provided to implement the management
plan under subsection (b)—

(A) conduct public meetings at least annually
regarding the implementation of the manage-
ment plan;

(B) submit an annual report to the Secretary
setting forth accomplishments, expenses and in-
come, and each person to which any grant was
made by the management entity in the year for
which the report is made; and
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(C) require, for all agreements entered into by
the management entity authoricing expenditure
of Federal funds by any other person, that the
person making the expenditure make available
to the management entity for audit all records
pertaining to the expenditure of such funds.

(e) PROHIBITION ON THE ACQUISITION OF REAL
PROPERTY.—The management entity may not
use Federal funds received under this Act to ac-
quire real property or an interest in real prop-
erty.

SEC. 6. DUTIES AND AUTHORITIES OF THE SEC-
RETARY.

(a) TECHNICAL AND FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—

(A) OVERALL ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary
may, upon the request of the management enti-
ty, and subject to the availability of appropria-
tions, provide technical and financial assistance
to the management entity to carry out its duties
under this Act, including updating and imple-
menting a management plan that is submitted
under section 5(b) and approved by the Sec-
retary and, prior to such approval, providing
assistance for initiatives.

(B) OTHER ASSISTANCE.—If the Secretary has
the resources available to provide technical as-
sistance to the management entity to carry out
its duties under this Act (including updating
and implementing a management plan that is
submitted under section 5(b) and approved by
the Secretary and, prior to such approval, pro-
viding assistance for initiatives), upon the re-
quest of the management entity the Secretary
shall provide such assistance on a reimbursable
basis. This subparagraph does not preclude the
Secretary from providing nonreimbursable as-
sistance under subparagraph (A).

(2) PRIORITY.—In assisting the management
entity, the Secretary shall give priority to ac-
tions that assist in the—

(A) implementation of the management plan;

(B) provision of educational assistance and
advice regarding land and water management
techniques to conserve the significant natural
resources of the region;

(C) development and application of techniques
promoting the preservation of cultural and his-
toric properties;

(D) preservation, restoration, and reuse of
publicly and privately owned historic buildings;

(E) design and fabrication of a wide range of
interpretive materials based on the management
plan, including guide brochures, visitor dis-
plays, audio-visual and interactive exhibits, and
educational curriculum materials for public edu-
cation; and

(F) implementation of initiatives prior to ap-
proval of the management plan.

(3) DOCUMENTATION OF STRUCTURES.—The
Secretary, acting through the Historic American
Building Survey and the Historic American En-
gineering Record, shall conduct studies nec-
essary to document the industrial, engineering,
building, and architectural history of the Herit-
age Area.

(b) APPROVAL AND DISAPPROVAL OF MANAGE-
MENT PLANS.—The Secretary, in consultation
with the Governor of Pennsylvania, shall ap-
prove or disapprove a management plan sub-
mitted under this Act not later than 90 days
after receiving such plan. In approving the
plan, the Secretary shall take into consideration
the following criteria:

(1) The extent to which the management plan
adequately preserves and protects the natural,
cultural, and historical resources of the Herit-
age Area.

(2) The level of public participation in the de-
velopment of the management plan.

(3) The extent to which the board of directors
of the management entity is representative of
the local government and a wide range of inter-
ested organizations and citizens.

(c) ACTION FOLLOWING DISAPPROVAL.—If the
Secretary disapproves a management plan, the
Secretary shall advise the management entity in
writing of the reasons for the disapproval and
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shall make recommendations for revisions in the
management plan. The Secretary shall approve
or disapprove a proposed revision within 90 days
after the date it is submitted.

(d) APPROVING CHANGES.—The Secretary shall
review and approve amendments to the manage-
ment plan under section 5(b) that make substan-
tial changes. Funds appropriated under this Act
may not be expended to implement such changes
until the Secretary approves the amendments.

(e) EFFECT OF INACTION.—If the Secretary
does not approve or disapprove a management
plan, revision, or change within 90 days after it
is submitted to the Secretary, then such man-
agement plan, revision, or change shall be
deemed to have been approved by the Secretary.
SEC. 7. DUTIES OF OTHER FEDERAL ENTITIES.

Any Federal entity conducting or supporting
activities directly affecting the Heritage Area
shall—

(1) consult with the Secretary and the man-
agement entity with respect to such activities;

(2) cooperate with the Secretary and the man-
agement entity in carrying out their duties
under this Act and, to the maximum extent
practicable, coordinate such activities with the
carrying out of such duties; and

(3) to the maximum extent practicable, con-
duct or support such activities in a manner that
the management entity determines shall not
have an adverse effect on the Heritage Area.
SEC. 8. SUNSET.

The Secretary may not make any grant or
provide any assistance under this Act after the
expiration of the 15-year period beginning on
the date of the enactment of this Act.

SEC. 9. USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS FROM OTHER
SOURCES.

Nothing in this Act shall preclude the man-
agement entity from using Federal funds avail-
able under Acts other than this Act for the pur-
poses for which those funds were authorized.
SEC. 10. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be
appropriated to carry out this Act—

(1) not more than $1,000,000 for any fiscal
year; and

(2) not more than a total of $10,000,000.

(b) 50 PERCENT MATCH.—Financial assistance
provided under this Act may not be used to pay
move than 50 percent of the total cost of any ac-
tivity carried out with that assistance.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON) and the
gentlewoman from the Virgin Islands
(Mrs. CHRISTENSEN) each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON).

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I am delighted to be here today to
discuss H.R. 695, The Oil Region Na-
tional Heritage Area. I would first like
to thank the gentleman from Utah (Mr.
HANSEN) and the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. HEFLEY) and their staff for
their hard work in bringing this bill to
the floor today. This legislation is vital
to protect and conserve natural, cul-
tural, and historical resources of na-
tional significance, while recognizing
one of the single most influential re-
sources of the modern era.

The 1859 event of Colonel Edwin
Drake’s drilling of the world’s first suc-
cessful oil well has had a tremendous
effect on the modern world. The com-
mercial history of petroleum in the
United States begins at Drake Well lo-
cated along Oil Creek near Titusville,
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Pennsylvania, in fact, 56 miles from my
home. The tools, the terminology, and
the transportation and financial and
extraction processes of the oil industry
were developed here in the latter part
of the 19th century and are still used
today. Oil and petroleum products have
transformed the world, including the
automobile, the industrial revolution,
and the creation of petroleum-based
products such as plastics.

0Oil has been recognized as a poten-
tially significant substance long before
Drake’s Well called the attention of
the world to this corner of North-
western Pennsylvania. Many accounts
of the Allegheny valleys and its tribu-
taries tell of springs and streams whose
surfaces were covered with a thick,
oily substance. Because of this, the Oil
Creek Valley was so named even before
Drake’s well. In addition, Native Amer-
icans of the Seneca tribe gathered and
traded oil, giving rise to the name
“Seneca 0il.”” About 1847, a Pennsylva-
nian named Sam Keir devised a way to
distill petroleum into lamp fuel which
he called ‘‘carbon fuel.” The discovery
of 0il caused a stampede of people, with
whole towns and hundreds of new oil
wells quickly appearing.

Familiar words and meanings in the
American language originated or were
adopted for use in this territory: wild-
catter, bird dog, gusher, pay dirt,
shooter, and cash on the barrel head.
Heroes and villains, enormous wealth,
tragedies, violence, and environmental
degradation are part of this story.

Forests were clear-cut to provide
railroad ties and material to build oil
derricks, bridges and buildings. Early
black and white pictures show a de-
neutered landscape devoid of any trees
or foliage. Part of the story that visi-
tors learn about when they visit the
current area of the Oil Heritage Park
includes the degradation and restora-
tion of the forests. Now, the visitors
can see vistas of restored forests,
creeks, and ecosystems. When I was a
boy, you could not swim in many of
these streams. Now we have some of
the best trout and bass fishing in the
East. I am grateful technology has im-
proved over the years so that we can
manage our natural resources in a way
that is beneficial to all.

The creation of the Oil Region Na-
tional Heritage Area enjoys widespread
support from local citizens, govern-
ments, and businesses. Last year, the
National Park Service testified about
their reluctance to create this heritage
area. However, at my urging, they
agreed to conduct a feasibility study.
The team went into this study with
trepidation; however, they came away
supportive and enthusiastic about the
creation of the Oil Region National
Heritage Area.

In February, we conducted two town
hall meetings where elected officials,
community leaders, businesses and
concerned citizens met to discuss the
merits of the national designation. No
negative comments were voiced con-
cerning the creation of the Oil Region
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National Heritage Area. Sixty-eight
people attended the meetings and every
person who commented spoke favor-
ably. As my colleagues can see, Mr.
Speaker, this endeavor was founded
with true grassroots support.

Today, Pennsylvania is no longer a
major contributor in U.S. oil produc-
tion; however, hundreds of active wells
still dot the landscape. Oil Creek and
its tributaries now run clear. Hillsides
that once were oil soaked and clear-cut
now exist as mature forests. All of the
major oil companies have their roots
here, including Sunoco, Standard Oil,
Pennzoil, Quaker State, and Texaco.
0il fueled the industrial revolution and
modernized America’s transportation
system. It is vital that we preserve and
enhance the area that is called ‘‘the
valley that changed the world,” the
birthplace of commercial petroleum.

Through the establishment of the Oil
Region National Heritage Area, we are
allowing this great story to be told
through maintenance of exhibits, res-
toration of buildings, and the develop-
ment of educational and recreational
opportunities. I would like to thank
the cosponsors of H.R. 695, including
my good friend, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA), a neigh-
bor. In fact, the majority of the Penn-
sylvania delegation supports the cre-
ation of the Oil Region National Herit-
age Area, and I would like to thank
them as well. This bill is supported by
the majority and minority party of the
Committee on Resources as well as the
administration. It is indeed now time
to recognize the national significance
of this great region by designating the
0Oil Region as a National Heritage
Area. I hope my colleagues will want to
recognize the important contribution
that oil has made to the world as we
know it by voting to pass H.R. 695, the
0Oil Region National Heritage Area. I
urge all of my colleagues to support
H.R. 695, as amended.

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

(Mrs. CHRISTENSEN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation would
establish a new national heritage area
in Pennsylvania. The purpose of the
new designation would be to com-
memorate the first successful efforts to
drill for oil in the mid-19th century and
to preserve historical and cultural re-
sources of the time. The area included
in this new designation is already
home to six national historic districts
and 17 sites listed on the National Reg-
ister of Historic Places.

Similar legislation in the previous
Congress raised some concern because,
at the time, no study of the area to be
included in this new designation had
been conducted. In addition, the ad-
ministration raised several technical
issues regarding the bill. However,
since that time, a study has been com-
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pleted and the area was found to be ap-
propriate for this type of designation.
Further, the sponsor of the bill has
made the changes suggested by the ad-
ministration and, with those changes,
we join the administration in sup-
porting H.R. 695.

0 1415

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 695, as amended.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

EL CAMINO REAL DE LOS TEJAS
NATIONAL HISTORIC TRAIL ACT
OF 2001

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and pass the bill (H.R. 1628) to amend
the National Trails System Act to des-
ignate El Camino Real de los Tejas as
a National Historic Trail.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 1628

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “El Camino
Real de los Tejas National Historic Trail Act
of 2001”°.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds that—

(1) E1 Camino Real de los Tejas (the Royal
Road to the Tejas), served as the primary
route between the Spanish viceregal capital
of Mexico City and the Spanish provincial
capital of Tejas at Los Adaes (1721-1773) and
San Antonio (1773-1821);

(2) the seventeenth, eighteenth, and early
nineteenth century rivalries among the Eu-
ropean colonial powers of Spain, France, and
England and after their independence, Mex-
ico and the United States, for dominion over
lands fronting the Gulf of Mexico, were
played out along the evolving travel routes
in this immense area;

(3) the future of several American Indian
nations, whose prehistoric trails were later
used by the Spaniards for exploration and
colonization, was tied to these larger forces
and events and the nations were fully in-
volved in and affected by the complex cul-
tural interactions that ensued;

(4) the Old San Antonio Road was a series
of routes established in the early 19th cen-
tury sharing the same corridor and some
routes of El Camino Real, and carried Amer-
ican immigrants from the east, contributing
to the formation of the Republic of Texas,
and its annexation to the United States;

(5) the exploration, conquest, colonization,
settlement, migration, military occupation,
religious conversion, and cultural exchange
that occurred in a large area of the border-
land was facilitated by El1 Camino Real de los
Tejas as it carried Spanish and Mexican in-
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fluences northeastward, and by its successor,
the Old San Antonio Road, which carried
American influence westward, during a his-
toric period which extended from 1689 to 1850;
and

(6) the portions of El Camino Real de los
Tejas in what is now the United States ex-
tended from the Rio Grande near Eagle Pass
and Laredo, Texas and involved routes that
changed through time, that total almost
2,600 miles in combined length, generally
coursing northeasterly through San Antonio,
Bastrop, Nacogdoches, and San Augustine in
Texas to Natchitoches, Louisiana, a general
corridor distance of 550 miles.

SEC. 3. AUTHORIZATION AND ADMINISTRATION.

Section 5(a) of the National Trails System
Act (16 U.S.C. 1244(a) is amended as follows:

(1) By designating the paragraph relating
to the Ala Kahakai National Historic Trail
as paragraph (21).

(2) By adding at the end the following:

¢“(23) EL CAMINO REAL DE LOS TEJAS.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—E]1 Camino Real de los
Tejas (The Royal Road to the Tejas) Na-
tional Historic Trail, a combination of
routes totaling 2,580 miles in length from the
Rio Grande near Eagle Pass and Laredo,
Texas to Natchitoches, Louisiana, and in-
cluding the Old San Antonio Road, as gen-
erally depicted on the maps entitled ‘El Ca-
mino Real de los Tejas’, contained in the re-
port prepared pursuant to subsection (b) en-
titled ‘National Historic Trail Feasibility
Study and Environmental Assessment: El
Camino Real de los Tejas, Texas-Louisiana’,
dated July 1998. A map generally depicting
the trail shall be on file and available for
public inspection in the Office of the Na-
tional Park Service, Department of the Inte-
rior. The trail shall be administered by the
Secretary of the Interior.

‘“(B) COORDINATION OF ACTIVITIES.—The
Secretary of the Interior may coordinate
with United States and Mexican public and
non-governmental organizations, academic
institutions, and, in consultation with the
Secretary of State, the Government of Mex-
ico and its political subdivisions, for the pur-
pose of exchanging trail information and re-
search, fostering trail preservation and edu-
cational programs, providing technical as-
sistance, and working to establish an inter-
national historic trail with complementary
preservation and education programs in each
nation.”.

SEC. 4. PRIVATE PROPERTY RIGHTS PROTEC-
TION.

Designation of El1 Camino Real de los Tejas
under this Act does not itself confer any ad-
ditional authority to apply other existing
Federal laws and regulations on non-Federal
lands along the trail. Laws or regulations re-
quiring public entities and agencies to take
into consideration a national historic trail
shall continue to apply notwithstanding the
foregoing. On non-Federal lands, the na-
tional historic trail shall be established only
when landowners voluntarily request certifi-
cation of their sites and segments of the
trail consistent with section 3(a)(3) of the
National Trails System Act. Notwith-
standing section 7(g) of such Act, the United
States is authorized to acquire privately-
owned real property or an interest in such
property for purposes of the trail only with
the willing consent of the owner of such
property and shall have no authority to con-
demn or otherwise appropriate privately-
owned real property or an interest in such
property for the purposes of El Camino Real
de los Tejas National Historic Trail.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON) and the
gentlewoman from the Virgin Islands
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(Mrs. CHRISTENSEN) each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON).

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1828 would estab-
lish the El1 Camino Real de los Tejas
National Trail to the National Trails
system. The Camino Real, also known
as the royal road, is a combination of
historic routes totaling 2,600 miles used
by the Spanish to connect them to
Spanish Capitals. The history of the
trail extends from early American In-
dian nations to modern exploration and
colonization.

Today, the trail extends from the
Texas-Mexico border along the Rio
Grande River to Natchitoches, Lou-
isiana. These roads were primary
transportation routes starting in the
1600s, and thus had significant influ-
ences on the culture and political iden-
tity of south central Texas and western
Louisiana.

In addition to the designation as a
National Historic Trail, H.R. 1628
would authorize the Secretary of the
Interior to coordinate an international
effort to recognize the significance of
this trail, and foster education and re-
search of its history with the country
of Mexico.

Finally, H.R. 1628 specifies that the
acquisition of privately-owned land or
interest in land would occur only with
the consent of the owner.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1628 is supported
by the majority and the minority, as
well as the administration. I urge my
colleagues to support H.R. 1628.

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

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, a study authorized by
the 103rd Congress found that the El
Camino Real de los Tejas was eligible
for designation as a National Historic
Trail under criteria established by the
National Trails System Act, H.R. 1628,
which will officially add this new route
to our National Trails System.

The trail would be comprised of sev-
eral different and overlapping routes
totaling more than 2,500 miles. Begin-
ning on the U.S.-Mexican border be-
tween the Texas cities of Hagle Pass
and Laredo, the trail would run across
Texas through cities including San An-
tonio and Austin, and end in the town
of Natchitoches, Louisiana.

These routes were established around
1860 during the Spanish colonial period
and remained in use through the early
1880s. During that time, these trails
played a significant role in the settle-
ment and economic development of the
Texas frontier during the Spanish,
Mexican, and Anglo-American periods.

This legislation makes clear that the
trail may only be established with the
consent of any affected private land-
owners, and mandates that any land
acquisition for trail purposes may be
from willing sellers only.
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We commend our colleague, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. RODRIGUEZ),
and are pleased to support him for his
hard work on this legislation. I urge
my colleagues to support H.R. 1628.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. RODRIGUEZ).

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, today
I am honored to ask the House to sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
1628, the Camino Real de los Tejas His-
toric Trails Act of 2001. This legislation
would designate a series of historic
trails dating back to the 1600s as Na-
tional Historic Trails. These trails,
used first by the Native Americans, be-
came the primary travel routes for ex-
ploration and then for commercial
routes for the Spanish, the Mexicans,
the Texans, and the Americans.

Before I go any further, Mr. Speaker,
I am pleased to express my sincere
thanks to the chairman and to the
committee for their hard work; and to
the gentleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN)
and the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. RA-
HALL), for their hard work in bringing
the bill to the floor today.

The Subcommittee on National
Parks, Recreation, and Public Lands
has been very supportive. I would like
to thank its chairman, the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY), and the
ranking member, the gentlewoman
from the Virgin Islands (Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN). I appreciate the bipar-
tisan support that the committee has
provided.

The El Camino Real de los Tejas Na-
tional Historic Trails Act has received
tremendous support from local govern-
ments and community organizations
all across the State of Texas. More
than 60 cities, counties, and local orga-
nizations from all over the border,
from Mexico into Louisiana, have
passed formal resolutions endorsing
the passage of this legislation.

I owe a special thanks to the Alamo
Area Council of Governments for its
leadership in working on this with the
National Park Service, with me and
my office, and with local governments
along the trail route for the more than
3 years they have worked on this legis-
lation. Without their hard work, we
would not be here today.

The National Park Service completed
its feasibility study in July of 1998 pur-
suant to Public Law 103-145. The study
concluded that the proposed trail met
all the applicable criteria in the Na-
tional Trails System Act, Public Law
90-543. In the 105th Congress, the Sen-
ate passed similar legislation, the El
Camino Real de los Tejas National His-
toric Trail Act of 1998, Senate bill 2276,
but the Congress ended before the
House had the opportunity to consider
the legislation.

The bill before the House today con-
tains a number of important changes in
the version passed by the Senate in the
1056th Congress. In an effort to clarify
the intent of the legislation and to re-
spond to concerns raised by private
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property owners and advocates during
the bill’s consideration, H.R. 1628 con-
tains specific provisions to ensure pro-
tection by private property rights, as
our chairman has indicated.

Specifically, the bill states unambig-
uously that no land or interest in land
can be acquired by the Federal Govern-
ment without the willing consent of
the owner; secondly, that the Federal
Government has no authority to con-
demn or appropriate land for the trail;
that the trail would not be established
on the ground unless a private property
owner voluntarily requests to partici-
pate; and that the designation of the
trail does not confer any additional au-
thority to apply other nontrail Federal
laws that might be implicationable.

These provisions reflect my desire to
remove any concerns that the National
Historic Trail in Texas would nega-
tively impact on private property own-
ers. In fact, the experience of other ex-
isting national historic trails suggests
just the opposite. Private property
owners can and do benefit from partici-
pation in the trail program, but only if
they so choose.

The trail that will be designated
today is truly historic. The Camino
Real, or Royal Highway, forged the
way for the early development of Texas
from the Spanish colony to an inde-
pendent Republic as a State of the
United States and as the first great
highway of Texas. This Camino Real
opened the door to trade and cultural
exchange, which continues to impact
our lives today.

The State of Texas recognized the
critical importance of these royal high-
ways in 1929 when the State legislature
designated portions of the El Camino
Real de los Tejas, later known as the
0Old San Antonio Road, as one of
Texas’s historic trails.

State Highway 21 marks the trail’s
pathway in many parts of the State, as
do State historical markers. Designa-
tion as a National Historic Trail would
greatly enhance the resources avail-
able for trail preservation and public
education of its unique and important
history.

The Camino Real de los Tejas, as de-
fined in this legislation collectively,
represents a series of roads and trails
extending for over 1,000 miles from
Mexico City to Los Adeas in what is
today Louisiana, beginning with the
Indian trails. Remember, this goes
back, it is a beautiful history, to 1689
and the explorers as well as mission-
aries and people who colonized the
area.

All told, various portions of this El
Camino Real de los Tejas now extends
up to 550, and some up to 2,600, miles as
they paralleled each other with various
roads.

The Camino Real de los Tejas linked
the Spanish in Mexico to their new
outposts in East Texas in the late 17th
and 18th century. The mission San An-
tonio de Valero, later known as the
Alamo, was established along the Ca-
mino Real route and later served as a
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focal point for military battles for
Texas independence. Critical supplies
made their way to the American Colo-
nies during the war of independence via
the Camino Real de los Tejas trail sys-
tem.

The El1 Camino Real de los Tejas road
system provided many transportation
routes for Mexican and Texan armies
during the Texas revolution, and con-
tinued to play a major role in the mili-
tary future of the area.

Recognizing the significance of El
Camino Real de los Tejas and its his-
torical importance grounds us for the
future and provides us great opportuni-
ties for today. The trail’s designation
will help enhance tourism and eco-
nomic development for many of the
small cities that it goes through, and
for the towns and trails that it passes
through. The local museums as well as
historical sites will give new opportu-
nities for growth.

The San Antonio Missions National
Historic Park and the importance of
the beautification network of the mis-
sion in San Antonio will provide a base
for operation of the trail. The number
of public roads, State parks, and na-
tional forests can also provide public
access to this important piece of our
history.

As we strive to boost international
trade and development of our local
communities, as well as enhance edu-
cational opportunities, we only have to
look to the El Camino Real de los Tejas
for inspiration.

I can just add once again, I thank the
gentleman very much. We always talk
about the westward movement. We for-
get there was a northward movement
also, and a southern movement.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. TURNER).

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding time to
me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
1628, the Camino Real de los Tejas Na-
tional Historic Trail Act. I want to
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
RODRIGUEZ) for his leadership on this
legislation, as well as the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY), chairman
of the Subcommittee on National
Parks, Recreation, and Public Land,
and its ranking member, the gentle-
woman from the Virgin Islands (Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN).

This trail runs through my home-
town of Crockett, as well as several
other communities in my district, such
as Nacogdoches and Augustine. It is a
very historic part of our State in East
Texas. I am proud to represent the con-
gressional district once represented by
Sam Houston.

This historic highway system, which
has served Texas for over 150 years,
was, beginning in 1689, one of the pri-
mary exploration, commerce, and im-
migration routes through our great
State of Texas. The highway, as has
been mentioned, extends from Mexico
across the Rio Grande all the way up

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

through East Texas into Louisiana.
The trail covers over 2,600 miles in all.

I have received resolutions in favor of
this legislation from numerous com-
munities along the trail urging that
this highway be designated as a Na-
tional Historic Trail, so I am proud to
join with my colleagues here on the
floor today advocating that the House
adopt H.R. 1628 to designate the El Ca-
mino Real as a National Historic Trail.

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I want to share with the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. RODRIGUEZ) that we
are delighted to support his bill, and
urge fellow Members to do likewise.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. Speaker, |
rise today in strong support of H.R. 1628, the
El Camino Real de los Tejas National Historic
Trail Act of 2001. | want to commend my col-
league, Representative CIRO RODRIGUEZ of
Texas for introducing this bill.

H.R. 1628, the El Camino Real de los Tejas
National Historic Trail Act of 2001, is a good
bill because it provides for the protection and
conservation of our cultural heritage. The en-
actment of H.R. 1628 will serve to continue
recognizing the cultural heritage and preserva-
tion of the Southwest United States. The
measure will also go a long way in strength-
ening the many common ties between the
United States and Mexico that are symbolized
by and embodied in the Camino Reales of the
Southwest.

The El Camino Real de los Tejas has con-
nected the people of Mexico and the United
States in transportation and commerce. This
bill would help recognize and designate this
network of trade routes, post routes, cattle
trails and military highways used by Native
Americans, Spanish, French and English ex-
plorers. Moreover, this bill illustrates the histor-
ical importance of these corridors and will con-
tribute to the enhancement of tourism and
economic development throughout the region.

Designating El Camino Real de los Tejas as
a National Historic Trail will, undoubtedly re-
connect our citizens even more closely to the
ties of historical and cultural heritage with
Mexico and Spain. Revitalizing the Camino
Real de los Tejas will also allow the larger
family of Americans to participate in and ben-
efit from that effort. It will lead to a more
rounded, more holistic view of the history of
our continent, one that will enable us to con-
tinue to discover and explore the commonal-
ities that bond the U.S. with Mexico and
Spain.

Last year, Representative SYLVESTRE REYES
and | sponsored similar legislation that was
signed by President Clinton. That measure
designated El Camino Real de Tierra Adentro,
which ran from El Paso, Texas to San Juan
Pueblo in New Mexico as a National Historic
Trail.

H.R. 1628 is equally important to the preser-
vation of our cultural resources. Again, | com-
mend Mr. RODRIGUEZ for introducing this legis-
lation and urge my colleagues to support it.

| hope that together through efforts like this,
we can continue to expand cultural heritage
preservation and tourism initiatives throughout
the Southwest. In doing so, we celebrate our
rich cultural history while expanding economic
opportunities.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield back the balance of my time.
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Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
PETERSON) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1628.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

EMIGRANT WILDERNESS
PRESERVATION ACT OF 2001

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and pass the bill (H.R. 434) to direct the
Secretary of Agriculture to enter into
a cooperative agreement to provide for
retention, maintenance, and operation,
at private expense, of the 18 concrete
dams and weirs located within the
boundaries of the Emigrant Wilderness
in the Stanislaus National Forest, Cali-

fornia, and for other purposes, as
amended.
The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 434

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Emigrant Wil-
derness Preservation Act of 2001°°.

SEC. 2. OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF CER-
TAIN WATER IMPOUNDMENT STRUC-
TURES IN THE EMIGRANT WILDER-
NESS, STANISLAUS NATIONAL FOR-
EST, CALIFORNIA.

(a) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT FOR MAINTE-
NANCE AND OPERATION.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture shall enter into a cooperative agreement
with a non-Federal entity described in sub-
section (c), under which the entity will retain,
maintain, and operate at private expense the
water impoundment structures specified in sub-
section (b) that are located within the bound-
aries of the Emigrant Wilderness in the
Stanislaus National Forest, California, as des-
ignated by section 2(b) of Public Law 93-632 (88
Stat. 2154; 16 U.S.C. 1132 note).

(b) COVERED WATER IMPOUNDMENT STRUC-
TURES.—The cooperative agreement required by
subsection (a) shall cover the water impound-
ment structures located at the following:

(1) Cow Meadow Lake.

(2) Y-Meadow Lake.

(3) Huckleberry Lake.

(4) Long Lake.

(5) Lower Buck Lake.

(6) Leighton Lake.

(7) High Emigrant Lake.

(8) Emigrant Meadow Lake.

(9) Middle Emigrant Lake.

(10) Emigrant Lake.

(11) Snow Lake.

(12) Bigelow Lake.

(c) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—The following non-Fed-
eral entities are eligible to enter into the cooper-
ative agreement under subsection (a):

(1) A non-profit organization as defined in
section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 (26 U.S.C. 501(c)(3)).

(2) The State of California or a political sub-
division of the State.

(3) A private individual, organization, cor-
poration, or other legal entity.

(d) RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE SECRETARY.—

(1) MApP.—The Secretary of Agriculture shall
prepare a map identifying the location, Ssize,
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and type of each water impoundment structure
covered by the cooperative agreement under sub-
section (a).

(2) TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF AGREEMENT.—
The Secretary shall prescribe the terms and con-
ditions of the cooperative agreement, which
shall set forth the rights and obligations of the
Secretary and the non-Federal entity. At a min-
imum, the cooperative agreement shall—

(4) require the non-Federal entity to operate
and maintain the water impoundment structures
covered by the agreement in accordance with a
plan of operations approved by the Secretary;

(B) require approval by the Secretary of all
operation and maintenance activities to be con-
ducted by the non-Federal entity;

(C) require the non-Federal entity to comply
with all applicable State and Federal environ-
mental, public health, and safety requirements;
and

(D) establish enforcement standards, includ-
ing termination of the cooperative agreement for
noncompliance by the non-Federal entity with
the terms and conditions.

(3) COMPLIANCE.—The Secretary shall ensure
that the non-Federal entity remains in compli-
ance with the terms and conditions of this sec-
tion and the cooperative agreement.

(e) RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE NON-FEDERAL
ENTITY.—The non-Federal entity shall be re-
sponsible for—

(1) carrying out its operation and mainte-
nance activities with respect to the water im-
poundment structures covered by the coopera-
tive agreement under subsection (a) in conform-
ance with this section and the cooperative
agreement; and

(2) the costs associated with the maintenance
and operation of the structures.

(f) PROHIBITION ON USE OF MECHANIZED
TRANSPORT AND MOTORIZED EQUIPMENT.—The
non-Federal entity may mnot use mechanized
transport or motorized equipment—

(1) to operate or maintain the water impound-
ment structures covered by the cooperative
agreement under subsection (a); or

(2) to otherwise conduct activities in the Emi-
grant Wilderness pursuant to the cooperative
agreement.

(9) EXPANSION OF AGREEMENT TO COVER AD-
DITIONAL STRUCTURES.—In the case of the sir
water impoundment structures located within
the boundaries of the Emigrant Wilderness, but
not specified in subsection (b), the Secretary of
Agriculture may expand the scope of the cooper-
ative agreement under subsection (a), with the
consent of the State of California and the other
party to the agreement, to include one or more
of these structures, subject to the same terms
and conditions as apply to the structures speci-
fied in subsection (b).

(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to the
Secretary of Agriculture $20,000 to cover admin-
istrative costs incurred by the Secretary to com-
ply with the requirements of the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et
seq.) in carrying out this section.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON) and the
gentlewoman from the Virgin Islands
(Mrs. CHRISTENSEN) each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON).
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Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I thank my friend and
colleague, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLITTLE), for his work on
H.R. 434, the Emigrant Wilderness Pro-
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tection Act. This bill would give the
Secretary of Agriculture the authority
to enter into a cooperative agreement
with non-Federal entities to retain,
maintain and operate at private ex-
pense the 12 small check dams and
weirs, located within the Emigrant
Wilderness boundary. The work would
be down under terms and conditions es-
tablished by the Secretary and without
use of mechanized transport or motor-
ized equipment. The bill authorizes
$20,000 to be appropriated to cover ad-
ministrative costs incurred by the Sec-
retary to comply with the National En-
vironmental Policy Act.

Although not specifically indicated
within the legislation, it is widely be-
lieved to have been the intent of Con-
gress when it passed the Emigrant Wil-
derness Act in 1974 to preserve the 18
check dam structures. Report language
for the 1974 act explained: ‘“‘Within the
area recommended for wilderness des-
ignation, there are drift fences, five
miles, which will be maintained, but
several cabins and barns will be re-
moved within 10 years. Two snow cab-
ins will be retained. The weirs and
small dams will likewise be retained,”
House Report No. 93-989, page 10, April
11, 1974.

This is a good, well thought-out,
common-sense bill, Mr. Speaker; and I
urge my colleagues to support the
measure.

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

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

H.R. 434 would allow for the non-
motorized maintenance and repair of 12
concrete dams in the Emigrant Wilder-
ness in the Stanislaus National Forest
in California. The bill would allow the
Forest Service to enter into coopera-
tive agreements to delegate the main-
tenance work and expense to private
properties. These structures were built
between 1931 and 1954 and were in exist-
ence when Congress designated the Wil-
derness area in 1974. Several provide
water during the dry seasons for trout
habitat.

Although dams generally do not be-
long in Wilderness and the forest plan-
ning process is addressing this issue,
several factors make the bill accept-
able: first, litigation threatens to drag
the planning process out for years. Sec-
ond, these dams, some of which are eli-
gible for listing on the National Reg-
ister for Historic Places, predate the
establishment of the Wilderness, have a
history of nonmotorized maintenance,
and are, for the most part, unobtrusive.
Finally, the expense is not borne by
the taxpayer.

As reported out of committee, this
bill represents a reasonable com-
promise, reducing the number of dams
maintained from 18 to 12 and mirroring
the bill that passed the House last Con-
gress. I urge my colleagues to support
it.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 434, as amended.

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

The title of the bill was amended so
as to read: ‘“‘A bill to direct the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to enter into a
cooperative agreement to provide for
retention, maintenance, and operation,
at private expense, of 12 concrete dams
and weirs located within the bound-
aries of the Emigrant Wilderness in the
Stanislaus National Forest, California,
and for other purposes.’.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

PACIFIC NORTHWEST FEASIBILITY
STUDIES ACT OF 2001

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and pass the bill (H.R. 1937) to author-
ize the Secretary of the Interior to en-
gage in certain feasibility studies of
water resource projects in the State of
Washington, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 1937

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Pacific North-
west Feasibility Studies Act of 2001°°.

SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION OF FEASIBILITY STUD-
IES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Inte-
rior may engage in the following feasibility
studies:

(1) The Tulalip Tribes Water Quality Feasi-
bility Study, to identify ways to meet future do-
mestic and commercial water distribution needs
of the Tulalip Indian Reservation on the East-
ern Shore of Puget Sound, Washington.

(2) The Lower Elwha Klallam Rural Water
Supply Feasibility Study, to identify additional
rural water supply sources for the Lower Elwha
Indian Reservation on the Olympic Peninsula,
Washington.

(3) The Makah Community Water Source
Project Feasibility Study, to identify ways to
meet the current and future domestic and com-
mercial water supply and distribution needs of
the Makah Indian Tribe on the Olympic Penin-
sula, Washington.

(b) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY OF RESULTS.—The
Secretary of the Interior shall make available to
the public, upon request, the results of each fea-
sibility study authoriced under subsection (a),
and shall promptly publish in the Federal Reg-
ister a notice of the availability of those results.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON) and the
gentlewoman from the Virgin Islands
(Mrs. CHRISTENSEN) each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON).

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.
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Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1937, authored by
the gentleman from Washington State
(Mr. LARSEN) will authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to conduct feasi-
bility studies for three Native Amer-
ican tribes in the State of Washington.
The purpose of the studies is to inves-
tigate the feasibility of providing pota-
ble water and wastewater distribution
systems to meet the future domestic
and commercial needs of the tribes.

This is a noncontroversial bill, and I
urge its adoption.

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

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I rise in strong support as well of
H.R. 1937, the Pacific Northwest Feasi-
bility Studies Act. I congratulate my
colleague, the gentleman from Wash-
ington State (Mr. LARSEN), for his hard
work in bringing this bill to the House
floor today.

H.R. 1937 authorizes the Secretary of
the Interior to engage in water supply
feasibility studies to benefit several
Native American communities in the
State of Washington. The studies will
help the communities to identify the
best ways to meet their water supply
and distribution needs for domestic,
rural, and commercial water users.

The bill also requires the Secretary
to make the results of these studies
available to the public and to publish a
notice of the availability of study re-
sults. The report and accompanying en-
vironmental and economic analyses
will provide the Congress with rec-
ommendations on how best to proceed
with cost-effective and environ-
mentally sound solutions to the water
problems facing these communities.

This legislation enjoys broad sup-
port, and I encourage my colleagues to
support H.R. 1937.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. LARSEN), the sponsor
of H.R. 19317.

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I just want to take a few min-
utes to speak on behalf of H.R. 1937, the
Pacific Northwest Feasibility Studies
Act of 2001.

I first want to thank the gentleman
from California (Mr. CALVERT) and the
gentleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN) on
the Republican side, and the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. RAHALL), the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
Dicks), the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. SMITH), and the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. INSLEE) on the
Democratic side for their support in
shepherding this legislation to the
floor today.

I just want to point out this bill au-
thorizes the Secretary of the Interior
to conduct water feasibility studies for
three Native American tribes in Wash-
ington State. I want to speak briefly
about one in particular, which is in my
district, the Tulalip Indian Tribe. The
Tulalip reservation is located outside
of Marysville and covers approximately
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35 square miles. The permanent popu-
lation of the reservation is under 7,000
and continues to grow significantly,
but during the summer and holidays
the reservation population increases by
up to 40 percent.

Like many American Indian reserva-
tions, the Tulalip reservation faces
groundwater access barriers due to the
presence of glacial sediments, a shal-
low aquifer system, bordering salt
water and limited drainage. Likewise,
most of the current drinking water on
the reservation is supplied from a
patchwork of public and private wells.
Continued degradation of the water re-
sources on the reservation will limit
the development of the reservation and
surrounding areas.

The study that this bill authorizes is
vital to ensure the long-term safety
and accessibility of groundwater on the
reservation. So I urge my colleagues to
support this legislation, H.R. 1937.

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume, in closing, to thank the
ranking member, the gentlewoman
from the Virgin Islands (Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN), for her support in help-
ing to bring these four bills to the floor
today. Especially the first one, I failed
to thank her on the floor for that, so I
will do it now.

I want to thank her and all the Mem-
bers for their support in bringing these
four bills forward.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume to thank my colleague for those
kind words. It has been a pleasure shar-
ing this afternoon with him and get-
ting these bills to the floor and passed,
as well as working with him on the
committee these several years.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
PETERSON) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1937, as
amended.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days within which to revise and extend
their remarks on H.R. 695, H.R. 434,
H.R. 1628, and H.R. 1937, the four bills
just considered.

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

There was no objection.
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BROWN V. BOARD OF EDUCATION
50TH ANNIVERSARY COMMISSION

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and concur in the Senate amendments
to the bill (H.R. 2133) to establish a
commission for the purpose of encour-
aging and providing for the commemo-
ration of the 50th anniversary of the
Supreme Court decision in Brown v.
Board of Education.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendments:

Page 3, line 8, strike out ‘‘Chair” and in-
sert “‘one of two Co-chairpersons’.

Page 3, after line 8, insert:

(2) Two representatives of the Department
of Justice appointed by the Attorney Gen-
eral, one of whom shall serve as one of two
Co-chairpersons of the Commission.

Page 3, line 9, strike out ‘(2)” and insert
“3)7.

Page 3, strike out lines 11 to 22.

Page 3, after line 22, insert:

(A)(i) The Members of the Senate from
each State described in clause (iii) shall each
submit the name of 1 individual from the
State to the majority leader and minority
leader of the Senate.

(ii) After review of the submissions made
under clause (i), the majority leader of the
Senate, in consultation with the minority
leader of the Senate, shall recommend to the
President 5 individuals, 1 from each of the
States described in clause (iii).

(iii) The States described in this clause are
the States in which the lawsuits decided by
the Brown decision were originally filed
(Delaware, Kansas, South Carolina, and Vir-
ginia), and the State of the first legal chal-
lenge involved (Massachusetts).

(B)(i) The Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives from each State described in
subparagraph (A)(ii) shall each submit the
name of 1 individual from the State to the
Speaker of the House of Representatives and
the minority leader of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

(ii) After review of the submissions made
under clause (i), the Speaker of the House of
Representatives, in consultation with the
minority leader of the House of Representa-
tives, shall recommend to the President 5 in-
dividuals, 1 from each of the States described
in subparagraph (A)(iii).

Page 4, line 3, strike out ‘“(3)” and insert
“(4)”.

Page 4, line 6, strike out ‘‘(4)”” and insert
“5)”.

Page 4, line 8, strike out ‘“(6)” and insert
“(6)”.

Page 4, line 10, strike out ‘‘(6)”’ and insert
7).

Page 5, line 4, strike out ‘‘the Chair” and
insert “‘a Co-chairperson’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. ToM DAVIS) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. TURNER) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. ToM DAVIS).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days within which to revise and extend
their remarks on H.R. 2133, the bill
under consideration.

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

There was no objection.
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Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

It is my pleasure to rise in support of
H.R. 2133 introduced by the gentleman
from Kansas (Mr. RYUN), which would
establish a commission to commemo-
rate the 50th anniversary of the Brown
versus Board of Education decision.
This bill passed the House on June 27,
2001, under suspension of the rules by a
vote of 414 to 2 and passed the Senate
on August 3 with some amendments.
These amendments change how the
commission would be formed and who
would make the recommendations for
commission members.

Mr. Speaker, May 17, 2004, will mark
the 50th anniversary of this landmark
U.S. Supreme Court decision. This leg-
islation would establish a Federal com-
mission to provide for and encourage
the commemoration of that anniver-
sary. The Brown decision, as studied in
law schools across the United States, is
remembered for its definite interpreta-
tion of the 14th amendment to the
United States Constitution. The Court
stated that the discriminatory nature
of racial segregation violates the 14th
amendment to the U.S. Constitution,
which guarantees all citizens equal
protection of the laws.

On a human level, the Brown decision
has had a dramatic impact on families,
communities, and governments by out-
lawing racial segregation, meaning an
end to legal discrimination on any
basis. Today, we take it as a given
that, as the Court opined at that time,
separate educational facilities are in-
herently unequal.

Cheryl Brown Henderson, of the
Brown Foundation, had the idea to es-
tablish a commission to prepare for the
commemoration of the 50th anniver-
sary of this decision. Seeing the edu-
cational value this commission would
bring, my colleague, the gentleman
from Kansas (Mr. RYUN), followed
through with legislation to establish
it. The commission would work in con-
junction with the Department of Edu-
cation to plan and coordinate public
education activities and initiatives
through its 10 regional offices. Activi-
ties such as public lectures, writing
contests, and public awareness cam-
paigns will be included.

The commission is to be comprised of
22 members, including representatives
from the Department of Education, the
Department of Justice, the NAACP,
the Judicial Branch, the Brown Foun-
dation, and the Brown v. Board Na-
tional Historic Site. In addition, Mem-
bers of the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives from the States in which
the lawsuits were originally filed,
Delaware, Kansas, South Carolina, and
Virginia, and from the State of the
first legal challenge, Massachusetts,
and the District of Columbia would rec-
ommend individuals to the Speaker of
the House and minority leader and the
majority and minority leader in the
Senate for the commission.

Ultimately, we hope that this com-
mission will educate Americans about
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the far-reaching historical impact of
this decision and what it has done for
this country.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Kansas (Mr. RYUN), the sponsor of this
bill, to speak on behalf of it.

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I
want to thank those in the House and
the other body for their hard work in
bringing this important bill to the
floor today. I especially want to thank
one of my constituents, Cheryl Brown
Henderson, for being the catalyst in
this effort to educate America on the
Brown versus Board of Education Su-
preme Court decision.

H.R. 2133 will establish a commission
to help educate Americans on the his-
tory and ramifications of this land-
mark case in preparation for the 50th
anniversary of the Brown decision. On
May 17, 1954, the U.S. Supreme Court
issued a definitive interpretation of the
14th amendment that would unequivo-
cally change the landscape of Amer-
ican public education. This decision ef-
fectively ended the long-held ‘‘separate
but equal” doctrine in U.S. education.

The commission will work in con-
junction with a number of different De-
partments, as my colleague just men-
tioned, the Department of Education,
Judicial Branch, NAACP Legal Defense
and Education Foundation, and the
Brown Foundation. It will also have in-
dividuals chosen from the various
States where this originated, such as in
Delaware, Kansas, South Carolina, and
Massachusetts will also serve on the
commission. So it will be very far-
reaching, but it is a great opportunity
to bring all this before the American
public.

Establishing a commission will help
educate the American public on this
decision and will serve as a resounding
reminder to all of us of the real strug-
gle and sacrifice required to make
equality a reality for all America.
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We must not forget these sacrifices
that were made in order for equality
for all Americans.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
join me in honoring this historic and
far-reaching Supreme Court decision
by supporting H.R. 2133.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
2133, the legislation to establish the
Brown v. Board of Education 50th Anni-
versary Commission.

I want to commend my friend and
colleague, the gentleman from Chi-
cago, Illinois (Mr. Davis) for his leader-
ship in bringing this bill to the floor as
the ranking member and co-sponsor of
this bill.

This commission, in conjunction
with the Department of Education and
the Department of Justice, is charged
with planning and coordinating public
educational activities, initiatives,
writing contests, and public awareness
campaigns regarding this anniversary
of Brown v. the Board of Education.
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Under the bill, the commission will
in cooperation with the Brown Founda-
tion for Educational Equity, Excel-
lence and Research, submit rec-
ommendations to the Congress to en-
courage, plan and develop the observ-
ances of the anniversary of Brown deci-
sion. The 50th anniversary of the
Brown decision will take place on May
17, 2004. Brown v. the Board of Edu-
cation is to be commemorated for what
it did to address the disparities in the
American educational system 47 years
ago and to help remind us that there is
much yet to be done to address the dis-
parities that we struggle with even
today.

Education has always been the way
up and the way out for America’s
youth. Equal educational opportunity
is America’s best hope for racial, so-
cial, and economic justice. It was be-
cause of this fact that in 1951 Oliver
Brown and the parents of 12 other
black children filed a lawsuit against
the Topeka Board of Education pro-
testing the City’s segregation of black
and white students. This is why also
today parents all across America, par-
ticularly parents of children of color,
are demanding that elected officials
improve the quality and equality of
America’s schools.

In 1997, we know that 93 percent of
whites age 25 to 29 had attained a high
school diploma or equivalency degree.
In that same year, only 87 percent of
African-Americans had attained their
high school diploma and just 63 percent
of Hispanics. Among those who
achieved a high school diploma, 37 per-
cent of whites had completed a bach-
elor’s degree at a college or university
compared with only 16 percent of Afri-
can-Americans and 18 percent of His-
panics. Clearly the statistics revealed
to us that we have not yet achieved the
goals of Brown v. Board of Education.

Given the increasing importance of
skills in our labor market, these gaps
in educational attainment translate
into significant differences by race and
ethnicity in eventual labor market
outcomes, such as wages and employ-
ment.

It is important to remember that the
historic Brown v. Board of Education
decision, which was announced in May
of 1954 by Chief Justice Earl Warren,
represented a significant change in our
policy in our public schools that has
meant much progress for those who
were for many years segregated into
substandard and unequal classrooms.

Justice Warren, in that opinion, stat-
ed that public education was a right
which must be made available to all on
equal terms. I trust that this commis-
sion will remember those words when
planning for the observances of the
50th anniversary of the Brown decision.
I hope those words will remind all of us
that we have yet to achieve the goals
that were set forth in that historic
opinion.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to join with me in supporting
this very important piece of legisla-
tion.
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Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | rise before you
today in support of H.R. 2133 which would es-
tablish a commission for the purpose of en-
couraging and providing for the commemora-
tion of the 50th Anniversary on May 17, 2004
of the Supreme Court’s unanimous and land-
mark 1954 decision in Brown v. the Board of
Education.

While the 13th, 14th, and 15th Amendments
to the Constitution outlawed slavery, guaran-
teed rights of citizenship to naturalized citizens
and due process, equal protection and voting
rights, nearly a century would pass before the
last vestiges of “legalized” discrimination and
inequality would be effectively revoked. The
right of equal protection under the law for Afri-
can-Americans was dealt a heavy blow with
the Supreme Court’'s 1875 decision to uphold
a lower court in Plessy v. Ferguson. The
Plessy decision created the infamous “sepa-
rate but equal” doctrine that made segregation
“constitutional” for almost 80 years.

It was not until the 1950's, when the
NAACP defense team led by the Honorable
Thurgood Marshall as general counsel,
launched a national campaign to challenge
segregation at the elementary school level that
effective and lasting change was achieved. In
five individually unique cases filed in four
states and the District of Columbia, the
NAACP defense team not only claimed that
segregated schools told Black children they
were inferior to White children, but that the
“separate by equal” ruling in Plessy violated
equal protection. Although all five lost in the
lower courts, the U.S. Supreme Court accept-
ed each case in turn, hearing them collectively
in what became Brown v. Board of Education.

The Brown decision brought a decisive end
to segregation and discrimination in our public
school systems, and gradually our national,
cultural and social consciousness as well.

The first, however, did not end there. We
may have overcome segregation and racism,
but now the fight is economic, one in which
some of our schools are inferior to others be-
cause of inadequate funding, overcrowded
classrooms, dilapidated school buildings and a
nationwide lack of teachers. We only have to
look at the high levels of crime, drug use, ju-
venile delinquency, teen pregnancy and unem-
ployment to know the value of a good edu-
cation. If Brown taught us anything, it is that
without the proper educational tools, young
people lose hope for the future.

No one challenges the concept of investing
in human capital, but it is a well-known fact
that we spend ten times as much to incar-
cerate then we do to educate. If we can find
the resources to fund a tax cut and for a U.S.
prison system with nearly 2 million inmates,
we can give our public schools the repairs and
facilities they desperately need, we can re-
duce class sizes and provide adequate pay to
attract the best and brightest into the teaching
profession.

| urge my colleagues here in the House to
join me in remembering the lessons of Brown
v. Board of Education when we consider our
national priorities, by committing ourselves to
addressing the unfulfilled promises of equality
and opportunity contained in the Brown deci-
sion.

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I have no further requests for
time, and I yield back the balance of
my time.
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Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. ToM DAVIS) that the
House suspend the rules and concur in
the Senate amendments to the bill,
H.R. 2133.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the Sen-
ate amendments were concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

CONVEYANCE OF ARMY RESERVE
CENTER IN KEWAUNEE, WIS-
CONSIN TO CITY OF KEWAUNEE

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and pass the bill (H.R. 788) to provide
for the conveyance of the excess Army
Reserve Center in Kewaunee, Wis-
consin, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 788

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. LAND CONVEYANCE, ARMY RESERVE
CENTER, KEWAUNEE, WISCONSIN.

(a) CONVEYANCE REQUIRED.—The Adminis-
trator of General Services shall convey,
without consideration, to the City of
Kewaunee, Wisconsin (in this section re-
ferred to as the ‘“‘City’’), all right, title, and
interest of the United States in and to a par-
cel of Federal real property, including im-
provements thereon, that is located at 401
5th Street in Kewaunee, Wisconsin, and con-
tains an excess Army Reserve Center. After
such conveyance, the property may be used
and occupied only by the City, or by another
local or State government entity approved
by the City.

(b) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—The exact
acreage and legal description of the real
property to be conveyed under subsection (a)
shall be determined by a survey satisfactory
to the Administrator. The cost of the survey
shall be borne by the City.

(¢c) REVERSIONARY INTEREST.—During the
20-year period beginning on the date the Ad-
ministrator makes the conveyance under
subsection (a), if the Administrator deter-
mines that the conveyed property is not
being used and occupied in accordance with
such subsection, all right, title, and interest
in and to the property, including any im-
provements thereon, shall revert to the
United States. Upon reversion, the United
States shall immediately proceed to a public
sale of the property.

(d) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—(1)
The property shall not be used for commer-
cial purposes.

(2) The Administrator may require such
additional terms and conditions in connec-
tion with the conveyance under subsection
(a) as the Administrator considers appro-
priate to protect the interests of the United
States.

(e) TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS RECEIVED.—
Any net proceeds received by the United
States as payment under subsection (c¢) shall
be deposited into the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. ToM DAVIS) and the gen-
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tleman from Texas (Mr. TURNER) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. ToM DAVIS).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days within which to revise and extend
their remarks on the bill under consid-
eration.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 788 would require
the General Services Administration to
convey to the City of Kewaunee, Wis-
consin at no cost a parcel of property
containing an Army Reserve Center lo-
cated in northwest Kewaunee. The
property consists of two buildings with
approximately 17,000 square feet of
space constructed on 4.4 acres of land.

The property is excess to the needs of
the Army and surplus to the needs of
the Federal Government. It has been
vacant since 1996.

Currently, the City of Kewaunee’s
municipal services are located at dif-
ferent sites around the city. Kewaunee
city hall, police department, ambu-
lance service and community center/
senior center have outgrown their
present facilities. They require room to
expand. The City of Kewaunee intends
to consolidate these services at the va-
cant Army Reserve center.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
join me in supporting this legislation.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, the bill before us, as has
been pointed out, directs the adminis-
trator of the General Services Adminis-
tration to convey an excess Army Re-
serve Center to the City of Kewaunee,
Wisconsin. It consists of about four-
and-a-half acres of lands. It is a piece
of property that the City plans to use
only for governmental purposes. It is
going to be a very important building
to this small community of less than
3,000 people by providing a place for a
city hall, a city council meeting place.
It may also house police, emergency
rescue personnel, and other municipal
functions.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN) for his ef-
forts in putting this bill together as it
pertains to his district. I thank the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON)
and the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
ToM DAvis) for accommodating con-
cerns raised about the bill.

Mr. Speaker, the bill on the floor is a
better bill than we started out with
and protects the interests of the Fed-
eral Government by specifying that the
property must be used exclusively for a
government purpose for not less than
20 years or title would revert to the
United States Government.



H5468

At the same time the legislation will
provide the City of Kewaunee with a
suitable municipal building which it
otherwise would be unable to afford. It
is important to note that not only does
this legislation bypass normal com-
mittee procedures, it is considered
‘“‘special legislation” because it is not
being considered under the normal Fed-
eral property disposal procedures.
Under normal Federal property dis-
posal procedures, a transfer of this
kind would not be currently permitted.

We are pleased to join today in ac-
commodating the interest which has
been shared with our committee by the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN)
to enable the City of Kewaunee to have
this building which is no longer needed
by the Federal Government.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that even though
this building does not fit within any of
the traditional exceptions for transfer,
that the circumstances of this case will
speak for themselves and that Members
of Congress on both sides of the aisle
will join with us in supporting the pas-
sage of this legislation.

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

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. GREEN), the bill sponsor, a
strong fighter for the citizens of
Kewaunee, Wisconsin.

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the committee staff and the
staff of the gentleman from Virginia
and, in particular, the minority staff.
As the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
TURNER) alluded to, the extra help and
assistance and cooperation they gave
us, we appreciate very much.

Mr. Speaker, Kewaunee is a small
city of about 3,000 people located on
the shores of Lake Michigan. It is filled
with good people with big dreams.
Kewaunee also faces, like a number of
small cities, a number of financial
challenges. For several years,
Kewaunee has been without the finan-
cial resources to sufficiently house
basic municipal services in its city hall
and police station and fire station.

Mr. Speaker, when the U.S. Army
abandoned its reserve center in 1996, it
created the opportunity for meeting
those challenges. Since 1996, the
Kewaunee Reserve Center has worked
through the GSA disposal process. It
was declared excess in 1998; and since
then, there has been no expression of
interest by any Federal agency. Cur-
rently, only the City of Kewaunee has
any interest in this property.

Right now the setup for municipal
services in the City of Kewaunee is, to
put it kindly, less than ideal. The city
hall is in the old bank building with no
parking or office space. The council
shares office space with the business
office. The police department is in the
water treatment plant. The senior citi-
zens center is on the second floor of the
fire station, and the ambulance service
is in the public works garage. Obvi-
ously, this is not ideal.
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Mr. Speaker, people in America, es-
pecially from small towns, want gov-
ernment to work for them. They are
looking for common sense and partner-
ships. This is not a big deal to the Fed-
eral Government. This building is va-
cant, and it will need lots of work to
bring it up to suitable standards. How-
ever, it is a big deal to the City of
Kewaunee. It opens new doors to the
future, and allows them to reach out
and capture some of those good oppor-
tunities and big dreams.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the minority
staff for all of their assistance in this
special situation.

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

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I urge adoption of this meas-
ure, and I yield back the balance of my
time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. ToM
DAvis) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 788, as
amended.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

STAN PARRIS POST OFFICE
BUILDING DESIGNATION ACT

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and pass the bill (H.R. 1766) to des-
ignate the facility of the United States
Postal Service located at 4270 John
Marr Drive in Annandale, Virginia, as
the ‘‘Stan Parris Post Office Building.”

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 1766

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. STAN PARRIS POST OFFICE BUILD-
ING.

(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 4270
John Marr Drive in Annandale, Virginia,
shall be known and designated as the ‘“‘Stan
Parris Post Office Building”’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to
be a reference to the Stan Parris Post Office
Building.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Viginia (Mr. ToMm DAVIS) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. TURNER) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. ToM DAVIS).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days within which to revise and extend
their remarks on H.R. 1766.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia?
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There was no objection.

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1766 sponsored by
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
WoLF) would rename the Post Office at
4270 John Marr Drive in Annandale,
Viginia, to honor Stan Parris, a distin-
guished and dedicated Republican rep-
resentative from Northern Virginia.

Stan’s career in public service began
as a member of the Fairfax County
Board of Supervisors representing the
Mason district. He later served the peo-
ple of Virginia as Secretary of the
Commonwealth and Director of the
Commonwealth of Virginia’s Wash-
ington Liaison Office.

Stan went on to represent the Eighth
Congressional District of Virginia from
1973 to 1975, and more recently from
1981 to 1991. While in Congress he was a
member of the Committee on Banking,
the Committee on the Interior and In-
sular Affairs, and the Select Com-
mittee on Narcotics Abuse and Control.

As the ranking minority member of
the Subcommittee on the District of
Columbia, Stan was a vocal critic of
D.C. Government policies in the 1980s
and recognized the early signs of the
City’s financial and organizational
mismanagement, which eventually es-
calated to crisis level by the mid-1990s.
Additionally, he was among the first
congressional Members calling for the
closure of Lorton Prison, a process
that finally began as part of the Na-
tional Capital Revitalization and Self-
Government Improvement Act of 1977.
Stan was ahead of his time.

While serving in Congress, Stan suc-
cessfully pursued measures to alleviate
traffic congestion in Northern Vir-
ginia. A strong advocate for the resi-
dents of Virginia’s Eighth Congres-
sional District, he worked tirelessly on
behalf of Federal employees and mili-
tary retirees to help them obtain bet-
ter salaries and benefits.

O 1500

After leaving Congress, Stan was ap-
pointed by the President to serve as
the administrator of the Saint Law-
rence Seaway Development Corpora-
tion, and since 1996 he has worked with
the law firm of Dickstein, Shapiro,
Moore and Oshinsky, LLP. He now re-
sides in Hudgins, Virginia.

I urge all my colleagues to join in
supporting this legislation honoring
Stan Parris.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the
Committee on Government Reform, I
am pleased to join with my friend and
colleague (Chairman DAVIS) in sup-
porting H.R. 1766, legislation sponsored
by our friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF).

This legislation honors a distin-
guished former member of this House,
Stan Parris, by naming the post office
in Annandale, Virginia, after him.
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Mr. Parris is a gentleman that I did
not have the pleasure of knowing. He
left the Congress in 1991, long before I
arrived; but I understand from reading
his background that he was an out-
standing Member of this body, a distin-
guished American; and certainly I com-
mend my friend, the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. WoLF), for seeking to
honor such a distinguished man and
former Member of this Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WoLF), the bill’s sponsor, the
inspiration for this legislation and a
gentleman who served with Mr. Parris
in the House for many years.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, let me just
thank the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. ToMm DAVIS), too, for his efforts to
bring this up and the other side of the
aisle for their help and the gentleman
from Virginia’s (Mr. ToM DAVIS) help
on passing the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate my col-
leagues on the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform in bringing this legisla-
tion to the floor to designate a U.S.
postal building in Annandale, Virginia,
to honor Congressman Stan Parris,
who served Virginia’s 8th Congres-
sional District for six terms.

It is the privilege as the Representa-
tive of the 10th Congressional District
to be a sponsor of this bill.

Born in Champaign, Illinois, Sep-
tember 4, 1929, Stan Parris was first
elected to the House of Representatives
in 1972. After serving one term and los-
ing in that very tough 1974, what they
called the ‘‘Watergate Year,” he re-
turned to capture a seat in 1980.

Congressman Parris went on to win
five consecutive elections, serving from
1981 to 1991.

As an aside, during that period of
time we would sit back over here many
times and chat and talk when issues
would come up; and I would say, Stan,
and we would say just back and forth,
and I can almost see Stan kind of
standing back there and thinking of all
the conversations that we would have
about issues coming up before the Con-
gress.

Stan had a very distinguished career
in serving this country, both as an
elected official and as a veteran. As-
sisting the people he represented was
the cornerstone of his service in Con-
gress.

Congressman Parris consistently
helped Federal employees and military
retirees, both largely represented in
Virginia’s 8th district. He involved
himself early and often in transpor-
tation issues, an area of considerable
importance to the citizens of northern
Virginia.

Congressman Parris was a vigilant
defender of the taxpayer and spoke out
against instances of fraud and abuse,
and according to the Almanac of Amer-
ican Politics 1990, it said Parris was
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one of the earlier voices in Congress to
warn of an impending crisis in the sav-
ings and loan industry, speaking out in
the fall of 1985. If only the Congress
had listened to Stan Parris.

He graduated from George Wash-
ington University Law School in 1958,
and if my memory serves me he worked
on a copy machine down in the base-
ment of this capitol when he was work-
ing his way through law school. Win-
ning an award for outstanding law stu-
dent of the year, Congressman Parris
went on to serve in the U.S. Air Force
as a jet pilot during the Korean war.

He distinguished himself in combat
in Korea, winning the Distinguished
Flying Cross, the air medal with clus-
ter, the Purple Heart and the U.S. and
Korean Presidential Citation.

It was once told to me, if you want to
understand Stan Parris, read the book
“Right Stuff” because Parris was being
considered to be an astronaut, was a
jet fighter and in many respects a war
hero; and if you listen to what actually
happened to him, which I will not go
into, I think the body would be very
impressed.

After starting out in the private sec-
tor, Congressman Parris won his first
elected office in 1963 as the only Repub-
lican member of the Fairfax Board of
Supervisors. He then, as the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. ToM DAVIS) said,
was Secretary of State of the Common-
wealth of Virginia.

In 1969, Congressman Parris went on
to serve as a delegate in the Virginia
General Assembly for 4 years, serving
as chairman for the joint House-Senate
Republican caucus.

Congressman Parris went on to win
the seat for northern Virginia’s 8th
Congressional District in 1972 in a very
close election.

In 1980 Congressman Parris won a
spirited and close election, regaining
his seat by under 1,100 votes.

I see the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. MORAN) across the aisle, who is
ready to follow and introduce a bill to
name, appropriately so, a post office
down in Mount Vernon for Herb Harris.

To have the Herb Harris Post Office
along with Stan Parris is very fitting
because they both ably were fighters
for what they believed in. They were
advocates for their cause and I think
really served this region very, very
well.

After winning five consecutive terms,
Stan Parris lost his bid for reelection
in 1992, but his work and public service
continued. President Bush asked him
to be president of the Saint Lawrence
Seaway  Development Corporation,
where he used to come before my ap-
propriation committee, and may have
been the best head of the Saint Law-
rence Seaway that we have had in the
history of the country.

He was responsible for overseeing the
Federal agency charged with operating,
managing and promoting maritime ac-
tivity for the entire Great Lakes re-
gion of the Nation.

Stan Parris has dedicated most of his
life to serving his country in both a
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public and military capacity. His com-
mitment and his devotion to public
service is deserving of recognition and
it is appropriate that the postal build-
ing of 4270 John Marr Drive in Annan-
dale, Virginia, be renamed in his honor.

I urge our colleagues to join us in
supporting this legislation to honor
this former Member for his dedicated
service and just want to wish Stan the
very, very best and his wife, Marty,
and his entire family and on behalf of
the people of the Commonwealth and
the entire Congress, thank Stan and
thank his family, because you know
how part of the whole process the fam-
ily can be, for his service to the coun-
try as a war hero and as a Member of
this Congress.

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. MORAN), who succeeded Mr.
Parris here in the House.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I want to thank my good friend and
colleague, the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. ToMm DAVIS), in whose district the
Stan Parris Post Office will be located.

This is a very nice post office, and it
is appropriate that it be named after
Stan Parris; and I want to commend
my other good friend and colleague,
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
WoLF). It was really his idea that we
name both these offices in tandem
after Stan Parris and Herb Harris in
true bipartisan tradition.

This one that we are speaking spe-
cifically about is that for Stan Parris,
and the reason why Stan certainly de-
serves a post office being named after
him is that he devoted his life to public
service.

He was a fighter pilot during the Ko-
rean war. I am sure that that has been
mentioned. He was awarded the Distin-
guished Flying Cross with cluster, the
Air Medal with clusters, Purple Heart
and the U.S. and Korean Presidential
Citations. So he really was a war hero.

After the war, he continued his com-
mitment to public service. He was on
the Fairfax Board of County Super-
visors. The gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. ToM DAVIS) chaired that board and
he knows what difficult, thankless
work that can be.

He was supervisor in a particularly
important transitional time in local
government in Fairfax County, and he
also served as a delegate in the General
Assembly in Richmond for the Com-
monwealth of Virginia.

The reason why this Congress should
recognize him is his service for 12 years
in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives. He was on the Committee
on District of Columbia; Committee on
Government Operations; the Com-
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban
Affairs Committees. He was chair of
the Subcommittee on Fiscal Affairs
and Health, Government Operations
and Metropolitan Affairs where he pro-
moted fiscal responsibility.

I am very pleased that the three of us
can recognize him, the gentleman from
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Virginia (Mr. WOLF), the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. Tom DAVIS), and I,
and the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
TURNER); and we speak for the entire
Congress.

You have done a great job, Stan, and
this is a very appropriate, fitting trib-
ute to you to name this post office
after you.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. ToM DAVIS) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 1766.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

———

HERB E. HARRIS POST OFFICE
BUILDING

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and pass the bill (H.R. 1761) to des-
ignate the facility of the United States
Postal Service located at 8588 Rich-
mond Highway in Alexandria, Virginia,
as the ‘“‘Herb E. Harris Post Office
Building”’, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 1761

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. HERB HARRIS POST OFFICE BUILD-
ING.

(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 8588
Richmond Highway in Alexandria, Virginia,
shall be known and designated as the ‘‘Herb
Harris Post Office Building”’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to
be a reference to the Herb Harris Post Office
Building.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. ToMm DAVIS) and the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. ToM DAVIS).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days within which to revise and extend
their remarks on the bill under consid-
eration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia?
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There was no objection.

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, it is a great honor to
stand before you today to speak on be-
half of H.R. 1761, designing the United
States Post Office located at 8588 Rich-
mond Highway in Alexandria, Virginia,
as the Herb Harris Post Office Build-
ing.

Herb Harris, again, came from the
Fairfax County Board of Supervisors
where he cut his teeth politically. He
had a very distinguished career there.
He was elected in 1975 to the 94th Con-
gress and two succeeding Congresses
representing what was then Virginia’s
Eighth Congressional District. He was
the first freshman Congressman in 25
years to serve as chairman of the
House District of Columbia Sub-
committee on the Environment Bicen-
tennial Celebration and International
Community as well.

Prior to being elected to Congress,
Herb served as vice chairman of the
Washington, D.C. Metropolitan Transit
Authority from 1970 to 1974 as a mem-
ber of the County Board of Supervisors
from Fairfax at that point representing
the Mount Vernon District. He had
been vice chairman of the County
Board of Supervisors in Fairfax County
as well, was a very distinguished leader
there both in Fairfax and regionally.
He was the instrumental figure in se-
curing the needed funding for construc-
tion of Metro. We think of Stark-Har-
ris funds and the legislation that came
out of that landmark legislation. The
Metro system as it exists today would
not be there but for Herb Harris. He
was a leader in getting money for that
area and allocating it, bringing the re-
gion together to address the problems
with building this mighty system.

After leaving Congress in January
1981, Herb resumed the practice of law
with the firm of Harris Ellsworth &
Levin in Washington, D.C. He still re-
sides in Mount Vernon, Virginia,
today.

Mr. Speaker, in closing I would like
to thank Herb for his service to Fairfax
County, the Washington metropolitan
region, and to this country. I would
urge adoption of this bill.

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

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume. I thank again my friend and
colleague, the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. Tom DAVIS), and my friend and
colleague, the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. WoLF). This is a neat opportunity
to recognize two very distinguished in-
dividuals.

This bill would name a post office
after my good friend, Congressman
Herb Harris. It will be at 8588 Rich-
mond Highway, which is Route 1. It is
a brand new post office in an area that
desperately needs a post office and
needs economic redevelopment, and
this will provide it to that area. It is
more than appropriate that we honor
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Herb Harris, who represented the
Mount Vernon District on the Fairfax
County Board of Supervisors, became
vice chair, as the gentleman from Vir-
ginia has said, and he still lives in
Mount Vernon. He is still very much
involved in what goes on in that com-
munity.
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He did more things for that commu-
nity and for Fairfax County, and, in
many ways, for the Nation, than we
will ever know.

He began his public service in 1968.
He was instrumental in getting funding
for a new hospital and expanding the li-
braries in the Mount Vernon area and
in Fairfax County. He spent a lot of
time on thankless tasks, like limiting
utility costs and tax rates.

He was first elected in 1975 to the
Congress after serving as vice chair of
the Metropolitan Washington Transit
Authority, and he used that experience
on the Metro board to continually push
for expansion of the Metro system. He
got the legislation through that ap-
proved $1.9 billion in final construction
funds for the full 101-mile Metro de-
sign.

Metro is critical to the entire Metro-
politan Washington area. In the early
days, it was a very controversial, very
political issue, to bring Metro out to
the suburbs and to pay the costs. You
had to have a vision, and Herb had that
vision.

He also promoted the rights of Fed-
eral employees. He was fiscally respon-
sible, and he emphasized the need for
future planning in terms of transpor-
tation needs. In so many areas, we find
today that he was even more correct
than we understood at the time in
terms of meeting those transportation
needs.

It was the first time in 25 years that
a freshman Member of Congress was se-
lected to serve as chairman of a sub-
committee when Herb was designated
as the chair of the Subcommittee on
the Environment, Bicentennial Cele-
bration and International Community
in Washington.

It is with great gratitude that I
thank Herb on behalf of the Members
of this body, all the Members of this
body, and really of the country, for his
tireless efforts to improve the lives of
Virginia’s and America’s residents. He
was a forward-looking individual that
was a lot of fun to work with, and he
was tireless in his devotion to public
service. That is why it is most appro-
priate that we designate the Post Of-
fice at 8588 Richmond Highway as the
Herb E. Harris Post Office Building.

We have Congressman Harris with us.
Herb, thank you for all you did. You
are so deserving of this honor.

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

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I just have a question
for the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
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MORAN): Does this post office stay in
the Eighth Congressional District
under the new boundaries that the Vir-
ginia General Assembly has promul-
gated?

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr.
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. I yield
to the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
ToMm DAVIS) and the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. WOLF) would know better
than I, controlling the redistricting;
but, you betcha. Absolutely.

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, reclaiming my time, that is
appropriate.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. WOLF).

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. ToMm
DAvis) for this effort in helping with
this legislation, and I want to com-
mend the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. MORAN) for doing this.

Mr. Speaker, I just have a couple of
comments. Herb Harris, as I said in a
previous debate, was a fighter, was an
advocate. I first met Herb when I was a
young lawyer here in town. He was
with the American Farm Bureau. Then
he went on to do all the amazing things
that the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
ToM DAVIS) and the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. MORAN) said. So it is very
fitting.

Mr. Speaker, it would really be fit-
ting for the Post Office to have these
dedications of Mr. Parris’ Post Office
and Mr. Harris’ Post Office on the same
day. I think it would be a great sign, if
you will, when Stan Parris comes to
Herb Harris’ dedication and Herb Har-
ris comes to Stan Parris’ dedication.

With that, I say congratulations, and
I wish Herb the very, very best.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, if the gentleman will yield further,
Congressman Harris has informed me
that the actual name of his law firm is
Harris Ellsworth & Levin.

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I also note that Mr.
Harris is a former president, as I under-
stand it, of the Bren Mar Park Civic
Association, which was in the Mason
District which I once represented.

Again, let me say to Herb Harris,
thank you for Metro, thank you for the
Mount Vernon Hospital, thank you for
your years of service as well. We look
forward to the dedication.

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of this
measure.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. ToM DAVIS) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 1761, as amended.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of

Speak-

those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

————

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 6 p.m.

Accordingly (at 3 o’clock and 21 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until approximately 6 p.m.

————
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mrs. BIGGERT) at 6 p.m.

———————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will now put the question on motions
to suspend the rules on which further
proceedings were postponed earlier
today.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

H.R. 1766, by the yeas and nays;

H.R. 1761, by the yeas and nays.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first such vote in this series.

————

STAN PARRIS POST OFFICE
BUILDING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill
H.R. 1766.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. ToM
DAvis) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1766, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 362, nays 0,
not voting 68, as follows:

[Roll No. 336]

YEAS—362
Abercrombie Barrett Bonilla
Aderholt Bartlett Bonior
AKkin Bass Bono
Allen Becerra Borski
Andrews Bereuter Boswell
Armey Berkley Boucher
Baca Berry Boyd
Bachus Biggert Brady (TX)
Baird Bilirakis Brown (FL)
Baker Bishop Brown (OH)
Baldacci Blumenauer Brown (SC)
Baldwin Blunt Bryant
Ballenger Boehlert Burr
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Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chabot,
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Flake
Fletcher
Forbes
Ford
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa

Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
MecInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
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Napolitano
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz
Osborne
Ose

Otter

Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor

Paul

Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts

Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Spratt
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
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Toomey Wamp Wicker
Traficant Waters Wilson
Turner Watkins (OK) Wolf
Udall (CO) Watson (CA) Woolsey
Udall (NM) Watt (NC) Wu
Upton Watts (OK) Wynn
Visclosky Weldon (FL) Young (AK)
Vitter Weller Young (FL)
Walden Wexler
Walsh Whitfield

NOT VOTING—68
Ackerman Engel Radanovich
Barcia Evans Rahall
Barr Ferguson Rangel
Barton Foley Roukema
Bentsen Fossella Royce
Berman Ganske Sanders
Blagojevich Grucci Schaffer
Boehner Gutierrez Serrano
Brady (PA) Istook Smith (TX)
Camp Kilpatrick Souder
Carson (IN) Knollenberg Stark
Chambliss Lantos Stearns
Conyers Largent Stupak
Cooksey LaTourette Sweeney
Crenshaw Lipinski Tauzin
Crowley Meeks (NY) Taylor (NC)
Davis (IL) Mica Terry
Deal Miller (FL) Towns
DeFazio Mollohan Velazquez
DeGette Neal Waxman
Deutsch Owens Weiner
Doolittle Payne Weldon (PA)
Emerson Price (NC)

0 1824

Mr. SHADEGG changed his vote from
unayw to uyea.aa

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Pursuant to clause 8, rule
XX, the Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the minimum time for electronic vot-
ing on the additional motion to sus-
pend the rules on which the Chair has
postponed further proceedings.

——————

HERB E. HARRIS POST OFFICE
BUILDING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 1761, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. ToMm
DAvVIS) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1761, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

This will be a 5 minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 365, nays 0,
not voting 65, as follows:

[Roll No. 337]

YEAS—365
Abercrombie Baca Ballenger
Aderholt Bachus Barrett
Akin Baird Bartlett
Allen Baker Bass
Andrews Baldacci Becerra
Armey Baldwin Bentsen

Bereuter
Berkley
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chabot
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Flake
Fletcher
Forbes
Ford
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon

Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
MecInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, George
Mink
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
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Slaughter Thornberry Watkins (OK)
Smith (MI) Thune Watson (CA)
Smith (NJ) Thurman Watt (NC)
Smith (WA) Tiahrt Watts (OK)
Snyder Tiberi Weldon (FL)
Solis Tierney Weller
Spratt Toomey Wexler
Stenholm Traficant Whitfield
Strickland Turner Wicker
Stump Udall (CO) Wilson
Sununu Udall (NM) Wolf
Tancredo Upton Woolsey
Tanner Visclosky Wu
Tauscher Vitter Wynn
Taylor (MS) Walden Young (AK)
Thomas Walsh Young (FL)
Thompson (CA) Wamp
Thompson (MS) Waters

NOT VOTING—65
Ackerman Ferguson Rahall
Barcia Foley Rangel
Barr Fossella Roukema
Barton Ganske Royce
Berman Grucci Sanders
Blagojevich Gutierrez Schaffer
Boehner Kilpatrick Serrano
Brady (PA) Knollenberg Smith (TX)
Camp Lantos Souder
Carson (IN) Largent Stark
Chambliss LaTourette Stearns
Conyers Lipinski Stupak
Cooksey Meeks (NY) Sweeney
Crenshaw Mica Tauzin
Crowley Miller (FL) Taylor (NC)
Davis (IL) Miller, Gary Terry
Deal Mollohan Towns
DeFazio Neal Velazquez
Deutsch Owens Waxman
Doolittle Payne Weiner
Emerson Price (NC) Weldon (PA)
Engel Radanovich
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to designate the facility of the
United States Postal Service located at
8588 Richmond Highway in Alexandria,
Virginia, as the ‘Herb Harris Post Of-
fice Building’.”’.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, | was unavoid-
ably absent from the chamber today during
rollicall vote No. 336 and 337. Had | been
present, | would have voted “yea” on rollcall
vote No. 336 and “yea” on rolicall vote No.
337.

——
PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. GRUCCI. Mr. Speaker, due to my Moth-
er's sudden heart attack, | will be unable to
participate in today’s recorded votes. How-
ever, if | were present, | would have voted
“yea” on rollcall 336 and rollcall 337.

———

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, due to per-
sonal business in my District, | was unable to
record my vote on H.R. 1766, (rolicall No.
336) and H.R. 1761, (rolicall No. 337). Had |
been present, | would have voted “yea” on
both measures.

———

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, | was unavoidably
detained because of a late flight and could not
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vote. Had | been present, | would have voted
“yea” on rollcall No. 336 and “yea” on rollcall
No. 337.

———————

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1983

Mr. SCHROCK. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to remove my
name as a cosponsor of H.R. 1983.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

————

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 2269

Mr. PASCRELL. Madam Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that my name
be withdrawn as a cosponsor of H.R.
2269.

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

There was no objection.

——————

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DEFAzZIO addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

————

TRIBUTE TO THE REVEREND DR.
JAMES FORD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. RAMSTAD)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. RAMSTAD. Madam Speaker, I
rise to pay tribute to a former Min-
nesotan who devoted his life to minis-
tering to others and who made a huge
difference in the lives of the people in
this very House for over 2 decades. For
21 years, the House of Representatives
was very well served by our dedicated
and beloved chaplain, the Reverend Dr.
James Ford. Seven days a week, year
after year, Jim Ford was here for us
and our families in times of deepest
need. Jim was always here to encour-
age, console, humor, and inspire us.
That is why all of us were terribly
shocked and saddened to hear of his
death on August 27. Our thoughts and
prayers are with his family: his wife,
Marcy; son, Peter; daughters, dJulie,
Marie, Molly and Sarah; sister, Janet; 9
grandchildren; and countless friends all
over the world.

So many memories come flooding
back at a time like this. Jim Ford
leaves a legacy of love and service for
his family, friends, and Nation which
will be remembered always. His elo-
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quent well-chosen words and ever-
present wit helped keep our focus on
what was truly important: working to-
gether to serve people.

[ 1845

Also Jim Ford taught us to take our
job seriously, but not ourselves. Which
Norwegian or Swede among us will ever
forget Jim’s endless litany of Ole and
Sven stories.

Madam Speaker, we all remember
the countless tributes that were di-
rected at Jim Ford as he marked his
well-deserved retirement 2 years ago.
Jim’s many distinguished years of
service to the United States Military
Academy, 19 to be exact, and his earlier
years at Ivanhoe Lutheran Church at
Ivanhoe, Minnesota, are well known
and well documented.

What is not so well known are Jim
Ford’s very early years in Minnesota
and his legendary escapades as a young
ski jumper at Theodore Wirth Park in
Minneapolis. Let the record reflect
that our former beloved Chaplain, Dr.
Jim Ford, still holds the record jump
at the famous Theodore Wirth Ski
jump, backward.

That is right, when he was a young
student at Edison High School in
northeast Minneapolis, Jim Ford defied
the laws of gravity and common sense
and survived a backward jump on this
notoriously steep ski slope and lived to
tell about it.

We now know backward ski jumping
was just the beginning of Jim Ford’s
high-risk hobbies. From his beloved
Harley to his ultralight aircraft, Jim
lived life with a special zeal. Whether
it was his frequent racquetball games
in the House gym or a cross-country
ride on his Harley, Jim Ford went for
all the gusto.

Madam Speaker, they still talk
proudly about their prominent alum-
nus, Jim Ford, at Edison High School
in northeast Minneapolis and Gustavus
Adolphus College in St. Peter, Min-
nesota, where Jim starred in the class-
room and also on the athletic field.

“You can take Jim Ford from Min-
nesota, but you cannot take Minnesota
from Jim Ford,” was how his Gustavus
classmate, the Reverend Bill Albert-
son, put it. Some of us remember my
good friend and former minister, Bill
Albertson, served as our guest chaplain
here several years ago. Jim and Bill
had a great time reminiscing that day.
I will never forget our time together.

On behalf of all Minnesotans, Madam
Speaker, we salute the memory of the
Reverend Dr. Jim Ford and his many
accomplishments. He was always there
for us in good times, in hard times, in
times of joy, in times of sorrow. We
thank the Lord for his prayers, his
counsel, great wit, compassion, and
service.

We also thank God for the way Rev-
erend Ford cared so deeply about our
families, our friends, our constituents,
our House of Representatives, and our
beloved country. Madam Speaker, we
will always be grateful for Reverend
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Jim Ford’s work and for the way he
brought Democrats, Republicans, and
Independents together for the good of
our great Nation.

Jim Ford, I know you are in heaven
right now, probably telling Ole and
Sven jokes. May God bless you always,
just as your work here in the House of
Representatives blessed all of us. May
your great legacy of service continue
to inspire all of us who are lucky
enough to be your friends.

Chaplain Jim Ford might be gone,
but his spirit will live forever.

——

A SUSPENSION VOTE TOMORROW
ON THE 245(1) AMNESTY PROGRAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from California
(Mr. ROHRABACHER) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Speak-
er, tomorrow the House will vote on
H.R. 1885, which extends the 245 am-
nesty program. I am surprised that this
vote is actually coming up under sus-
pension. I would like to draw the atten-
tion of my colleagues to this legisla-
tion and to this vote.

What we are voting on tomorrow ex-
tends the date for illegal aliens to qual-
ify for a 245(i) amnesty to August 15,
2001, and it extends the date for illegal
aliens to apply for that 245(i) amnesty
program for a full year, until April 30,
2002.

For those who have a little trouble
understanding what that all means, let
me explain it this way, that what we
have are hundreds of thousands, if not
millions, of illegal aliens who are in
this country; and we are now step by
step trying to find ways in which we
can make them legal, as the President
has suggested. Perhaps the word is
“‘regularize,”” or whatever word one
wants to use.

But what we are really talking about
when we offer a step-by-step process of
whittling away this number of illegal
immigrants, what we are talking about
is an amnesty program, a step-by-step
amnesty program, rather than just one
large amnesty.

The American people understand
what amnesty is all about, and they
will be watching and they will be look-
ing at the record when they find out
what Congress has been moving. Rath-
er than being forthright in dealing
with the amnesty issue, instead, it has
tried to exercise its authority in a way
that was a little less discernible to the
public by granting amnesty to various
groups within society.

In this case, we would be granting
amnesty in an interesting way, that is,
anyone who is in this country illegally
who applies, and now we are giving
them until April 2002 to apply, can try
to regularize their status in the United
States. We have several categories of
people who are here illegally to be able
to do that.

Guess what, that is an amnesty pro-
gram. We are giving amnesty to several
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hundred thousand people who are in
this country illegally.

Yes, there are some heart-tearing
cases here. Yes, some people who are in
this country end up marrying Amer-
ican citizens, and the American citi-
zens find that their loved one is going
to have to go back to their home coun-
try in order to be here legally, because
they have married an illegal alien. I
am sorry, if someone is here illegally
and they are going to have to go back,
then they should go back to their home
country to regularize their status.

Tomorrow, on H.R. 1885, we are, for
hundreds of thousands of people, going
to be basically granting them the right
to amnesty without going to their
home country to legalize their status.
This does nothing but encourage the
millions, and we are talking about tens
of millions, of people who are standing
in line throughout the world waiting to
come into this country legally so they
can become citizens; but we have done
nothing but encourage them to come
here illegally, to reward the law-break-
ers, and to punish those people who are
following the law.

This is ridiculous. Our colleagues
should consider this and vote against
the suspension tomorrow on the bill,
H.R. 1885.

By the way, let me note that there
has been a recent poll by Mr. Zogby,
who is one of America’s most respected
pollsters, which has found out some in-
teresting things about America’s atti-
tude toward amnesty.

Most Americans think amnesty is a
terrible idea. In fact, 55 percent of all
Democrats think it is a bad idea; 56
percent of Republicans; 60 percent of
union households; 45 percent of people
who call themselves liberals; 59 percent
of people who call themselves mod-
erates; 61 percent of people who call
themselves conservatives. And here is
the real hook, here is the real bell-ring-
er: 51 percent of all Hispanics in the
United States believe that amnesty for
illegal immigrants is a bad idea.

We have been lied to over and over
again, and so much so that the Repub-
lican party has not had the courage to
stand up and oppose illegal immigra-
tion, as we should have.

The Democratic Party has made its
deal with the illegal immigrants at the
expense of the standard of living of our
poorest citizens and at the expense of
the wages that have been Kkept just
level because we have had a massive
flow of illegal immigrants into this
country. The Democratic Party has
made its deal for political power’s
sake.

The Republicans, on the other hand,
will not touch the illegal immigration
issue because they are afraid to be
called racist. They have been told over
and over again that Mexican-Ameri-
cans, Hispanic Americans, are in favor
of illegal immigrants, for some reason.
That is absolutely not true. We have fi-
nally got a pollster who has done a le-
gitimate poll to show that Hispanic
Americans, just like all other Ameri-
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cans, oppose illegal immigration. That
is understandable.

Tomorrow we will have our chance to
vote against an amnesty program for
illegal immigrants by voting against
H.R. 1885, which will be coming on the
floor.

———————

STATUS REPORT ON CURRENT
SPENDING LEVELS OF ON-BUDG-
ET SPENDING AND REVENUES
FOR FY 2001 AND THE 5-YEAR PE-
RIOD FY 2002 THROUGH FY 2006

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, to facilitate the
application of sections 302 and 311 of the
Congressional Budget Act and section 201 of
the conference report accompanying H. Con.
Res. 83, | am transmitting a status report on
the current levels of on-budget spending and
revenues for fiscal year 2002 and for the five-
year period of fiscal years 2002 through 2006.
This status report is current through Sep-
tember 5, 2001.

The term “current level” refers to the
amounts of spending and revenues estimated
for each fiscal year based on laws enacted or
awaiting the President’s signature.

The first table in the report compares the
current levels of total budget authority, outlays,
and revenues with the aggregate levels set
forth by H. Con. Res. 83. This comparison is
needed to enforce section 311(a) of the Budg-
et Act, which creates a point of order against
measures that would breach the budget reso-
lution’s aggregate levels. The table does not
show budget authority and outlays for years
after fiscal year 2002 because appropriations
for those years have not yet been considered.

The second table compares the current lev-
els of budget authority and outlays for discre-
tionary action by each authorizing committee
with the “section 302(a)” allocations made
under H. Con. Res. 83 for fiscal year 2002
and fiscal years 2002 through 2006. “Discre-
tionary action” refers to legislation enacted
after the adoption of the budget resolution.
This comparison is needed to enforce section
302(f) of the Budget Act, which creates a point
of order against measures that would breach
the section 302(a) discretionary action alloca-
tion of new budget authority for the committee
that reported the measure. It is also needed to
implement section 311(b), which exempts
committees that comply with their allocations
from the point of order under section 311(a).

The third table compares the current levels
of discretionary appropriations for fiscal year
2002 with the “section 302(b)” suballocations
of discretionary budget authority and outlays
among Appropriations subcommittees. The
comparison is also needed to enforce section
302(f) of the Budget Act because the point of
order under that section equally applies to
measures that would breach the applicable
section 302(b) suballocation.

The fourth table gives the current level for
2003 of accounts identified for advance appro-
priations in the statement of managers accom-
panying H. Con. Res. 83. This list is needed
to enforce section 201 of the budget resolu-
tion, which creates a point of order against ap-
propriation bills that contain advance appro-
priations that are: (i) not identified in the state-
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ment of managers or (ii) would cause the ag-
gregate amount of such appropriations to ex-
ceed the level specified in the resolution.

The fifth table compares discretionary ap-
propriations to the levels provided by section
251(c) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985. If at the end
of a session discretionary spending in any cat-
egory exceeds the limits set forth in section
251(c) (as adjusted pursuant to section
251(b)), a sequestration of amounts within that
category is automatically triggered to bring
spending within the establish limits. As the de-
termination of the need for a sequestration is
based on the report of the President required
by section 254, this table is provided for infor-
mational purposes only. The sixth and final
table gives this same comparison relative to
the revised section 251(c) limits envisioned by
the budget resolution.

REPORT TO THE SPEAKER FROM THE COMMITTEE ON THE
BUDGET: STATUS OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2002 CONGRES-
SIONAL BUDGET ADOPTED IN H. CON. RES. 83, RE-
FLECTING ACTION COMPLETED AS OF SEPTEMBER 5,
2001

[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars]

Fiscal year Fiscal
2002

years
2002-2006

Appropriate Level:
Budget AUthOrity ....ovvereeeeeeee e
Outlays

1,627,934 na.
1,690,617 n.a.
1,638,202 8,878,506

977,964 na.

1,198 811 n.a.
1,672,152 8,897,349

Current Level:
Budget AUthOrity .....ovvereeeereceee e
Outlays

Current Level over (+)/under (—) Appropriate
Level:
Budgete AUthOMitY .......evvvveereveee e
Outlays

— 649,970 na.
—391,806 n.a.
33,950 18,843

n.a.=Not applicable because annual appropriations Acts for fiscal years
2003 through 2006 will not be considered until future sessions of Congress.

BUDGET AUTHORITY

Enactment of measures providing new
budget authority for FY 2002 in excess of
$649,970,000,000 (if not already included in the
current level estimate) would cause FY 2002
budget authority to exceed the appropriate
level set by H. Con. Res. 83.

OUTLAYS

Enactment of measures providing new out-
lays for FY 2002 in excess of $391,806,000,000 (if
not already included in the current level es-
timate) would cause FY 2002 outlays to ex-
ceed the appropriate level set by H. Con. Res.
83.

REVENUES

Enactment of measures that would result
in revenue loss for FY 2002 in excess of
$33,950,000,000 (if not already included in the
current level estimate) would cause revenues
to fall below the appropriate level set by H.
Con. Res. 83.

Enactment of measures resulting in rev-
enue loss for the period FY 2002 through 2006
in excess of $18,843,000,000 (if not already in-
cluded in the current level estimate) would
cause revenues to fall below the appropriate
levels set by H. Con. Res. 83.

DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION: COMPARISON OF CUR-
RENT LEVEL WITH AUTHORIZING COMMITTEE 302(a) AL-
LOCATIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY ACTION, REFLECTING
ACTION COMPLETED AS OF SEPTEMBER 5, 2001

[Fiscal years, in millions of dollars]

2002
BA Outlays BA

20022006 total

House Committee
Outlays

Agriculture:
Allocation
Current Level ..

7,350 7,350 7,350 7,350
0 2 0 0
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DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION: COMPARISON OF CUR-
RENT LEVEL WITH AUTHORIZING COMMITTEE 302(a) AL-
LOCATIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY ACTION, REFLECTING
ACTION COMPLETED AS OF SEPTEMBER 5, 2001—Con-
tinued

[Fiscal years, in millions of dollars]
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DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION: COMPARISON OF CUR-
RENT LEVEL WITH AUTHORIZING COMMITTEE 302(a) AL-
LOCATIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY ACTION, REFLECTING
ACTION COMPLETED AS OF SEPTEMBER 5, 2001—Con-
tinued

[Fiscal years, in millions of dollars]

2002 20022006 total

House Committee

2002 20022006 total

House Committee

BA Outlays BA Outlays BA Outlays BA Outlays

Difference ......ooeveveeveeenrireris —7,350 —7348 —7350 —7,350 Difference ......coooeeevverrerrrennnns 0 0 0 0
Armed Services: Government Reform:

Allocation .. 146 146 398 398 Allocation ... 0 0 —199% -—199%

Current Level . 0 0 0 0 Current Level 0 0 0 0

Difference .. —-146 —146 —398 —398 Difference ... 0 0 1,995 1,995
Banking and Financia House Administration:

Allocation 0 0 0 0 Allocation ... 0 0 0 0

Current Level . 8 9 46 47 Current Level 0 0 0 0

Difference .. 8 9 46 47 Difference 0 0 0 0
Education and Resources:

Allocation .. 5 5 32 32 Allocation 0 -3 365 88

Current Leve 0 0 0 0 Current Lev 0 -3 0 -3

Difference .. -5 -5 -32 -32 Difference 0 0 365 -91
Commerce: Judiciary:

Allocation .. 2,687 2687 —6537 —6537 Allocation 0 0 0 0

Current Level . 0 0 0 0 Current Level 0 0 0 0

Difference —2,687 —2,687 6,537 6,537 Difference ... 0 0 0 0
International Relations: Small Business:

Allocation 0 0 0 0 Allocation ... 0 0 0 0

Current Level . 0 0 0 0 Current Level 0 0 0 0

H5475

DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION: COMPARISON OF CUR-
RENT LEVEL WITH AUTHORIZING COMMITTEE 302(a) AL-
LOCATIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY ACTION, REFLECTING
ACTION COMPLETED AS OF SEPTEMBER 5, 2001—Con-
tinued

[Fiscal years, in millions of dollars]

2002 2002-2006 total

House Committee

BA Outlays BA Outlays

Difference ..o 0 0 0 0
Transportation and Infrastructure:

Allocation 0 0 0 0

Current Level . 0 0 0 0

Difference .. 0 0 0 0
Science:

Allocation 0 0 0 0

Current Level . 0 0 0 0

Difference .. 0 0 0 0
Veterans’ Affairs:

Allocation .. 264 264 3205 3,205

Current Level . 0 0 0 0

Difference .. —264 —264 —3205 —3,205
Ways and Means:

Allocation .. 1,360 900 15,409 15,069

Current Level . 6425 6425 36708 36,708

Difference 5,065 5525 21,299 21,639

DISCRETIONARY APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2002: COMPARISON OF CURRENT LEVEL WITH APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE 302(B) SUBALLOCATIONS

[In millions of dollars]

Revised 302(b) suballoca-

Current level reflecting ac-  Current level minus sub-

tions as of July 26, 2001 tion completed as of Sep- allocations
Appropriations Subcommittee (H. Rept. 107-165) tember 5, 2001
BA or BA or BA or

Agriculture, Rural D 15,668 16,044 13 4,257 —15,655 —11,787
Commerce, Justice, State 38,541 38,905 41 12,755 — 38,500 — 26,150
National Defense 300,209 293,697 0 96,349  —300,209  —197,348
District of Columbia 382 401 0 48 —382 —353
Energy & Water D 23,705 24218 1 8,798 —23,704 —15,420
Foreign Operations 15,168 15,087 0 9,569 —15,168 —5518
Interior 18,941 17,800 36 6,145 —18,905 —11,655
Labor, HHS & Education 119,725 106,224 18,824 69,596  —100,901 —36,628
Legislative Branch 2,892 2918 0 432 —2,892 —2,486
Military Construction 10,152 9,447 0 6,512 —10,152 —2,935
Transportation ! 14,893 53,817 20 32,669 —14,873 —21,148
Treasury-Postal Service 17,021 16,292 340 3,721 — 16,681 — 12,565
VA-HUD-Independence Agencies 85,434 88,069 3,509 49,803 —81,925 — 38,266
] d 15 0 0 0 —15

Grand total 662,746 682,919 22,784 300.660 —639,962  —382,259

1Does not include mass transit BA.

STATEMENT OF FY2003 ADVANCE APPROPRIATIONS UNDER
SECTION 201 OF H. CON. RES. 83, REFLECTING ACTION
COMPLETED AS OF SEPTEMBER 5, 2001

[In millions of dollars]

Budget
authority

23,159

Appropriate Level

Current Level:

Commerce, Justice, State Subcommittee:
Patent and Trademark Office .......
Legal Activities and U.S. Marshals, Antitrust Division
U.S. Trustee System
Federal Trade C

Interior Subcommittee: Elk Hills ........ccooocrvvveeiiciciriiicciciens

Labor, Health and Human Services, Education Subcommittee:
Employment and Training Administration .......ccccccoornvunnns
Health Resources
Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program ..........ccoc.....
Child Care D Block Grant
Elementary and Secondary Education (reading excellence)
Education for the Disadvantaged
School Imp t
Children and Family Services (head start) ...........ccccoovuuene
Special Education
Vocational and Adult Education.

Treasury, General Government Subcommittee:

Payment to Postal SErvice ..............oomrrereermmnerrrveeerrnnennns
Federal Building Fund.

Veterans, Housing and Urban Development Subcommittee:

Section 8 R | 0

coococo

coocococococoo

oo

Total 0

Current Level Over (+) / under (—) Appropriate Level ............. —23,159

COMPARISON OF CURRENT LEVEL TO DISCRETIONARY
SPENDING LEVELS SET FORTH IN SECTION 251(c) OF
THE BALANCED BUDGET AND EMERGENCY DEFICIT
CONTROL ACT OF 1985, REFLECTING ACTION COM-
PLETED AS OF SEPTEMBER 5, 2001

[In millions of dollars]

Current

Statutory Current I(iv)e/luggg
cap! level (=) statu-

tory cap
General PUrPOSE ......ccoovvveurirennne BA 546,945 22,784 —524,161
0T 537,383 274511 —262.872
Defense? ..........oweveveveeeeeennnns BA n.a. 3 n.a.
o1 na. 107,951 na.
Nondefense 2 ........ocvvvvvrerenenns BA na. 22,781 n.a.
0T na. 166,560 n.a.
Highway Category .........cooeeeene BA na. na. na.
oT 28,489 20,432 —8,057
Mass Transit Category ................ BA n.a. n.a. n.a.
ot 5275 5,093 —182
Conservation Category ................. BA 1,760 0 —1,760
ot 1,232 624 —608

n.a.=Not applicable.
1Established by OMB Sequestration Update Report for Fiscal Year 2002.
2Defense and nondefense categories are advisory rather than statutory.

COMPARISON OF CURRENT LEVEL TO DISCRETIONARY
SPENDING LEVELS RECOMMENDED BY H. CON. RES.
83, REFLECTING ACTION COMPLETED AS OF SEP-
TEMBER 5, 2001

[In millions of dollars]

Current
level over
Proposed (+)/under
statutory Cluer‘igrt (=) pro-

cap! posed

statutory

cap

General PUrPOSE ......ccoovvvvervoennns BA 660,986 22,784 —638,202
or 647,923 274511 —373412

COMPARISON OF CURRENT LEVEL TO DISCRETIONARY
SPENDING LEVELS RECOMMENDED BY H. CON. RES.
83, REFLECTING ACTION COMPLETED AS OF SEP-
TEMBER 5, 2001—Continued

[In millions of dollars]

Current
b y :ev)e/l oger
ropose +)/under
statutory C:Lr‘;glnt (=) pro-

cap! posed

statutory

cap

Defense ! BA n.a. 3 na.
or na. 107,951 n.a
Nondefense® .. BA na. 22,781 n.a.
o1 na. 166,560 na.
Highway Category .. BA na. na. na.
or 28,489 20432  —8,057
Mass Transit Category BA na. na. na.
or 5275 5,093 —182
Conservation Category BA 1,760 0 —1,760
or 1,232 624 —608

n.a.=Not applicable.
1Defense and nondefense categories are advisory rather than statutory.

U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, DC, September 6, 2001.
Hon. JIM NUSSLE,
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, House of
Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The enclosed report
shows the effects of Congressional action on
the fiscal year 2002 budget and is current
through September 5, 2001. This report is
submitted under section 308(b) and in aid of
section 311 of the Congressional Budget Act,
as amended.

The estimates of budget authority, out-
lays, and revenues are consistent with the
technical and economic assumptions of H.
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Con. Res. 83, the Concurrent Resolution on
the Budget for Fiscal Year 2002. The budget
resolution figures incorporate revisions sub-
mitted by the Committee on the Budget to
the House to reflect funding for emergency
requirements. These revisions are required
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by section 314 of the Congressional Budget
Act, as amended.

Since my last letter dated July 12, 2001, the
Congress has cleared and the President has
signed the Supplemental Appropriations Act,
2001 (P.L. 107-20), which changed budget au-
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thority and outlays for 2002. The effects of
this new law are identified in the enclosed
table.
Sincerely,
BARRY B. ANDERSON
(For Dan L. Crippen, Director).

FISCAL YEAR 2002 HOUSE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT AS OF SEPTEMBER 5, 2001

[In millions of dollars]

B“tdhﬁt;u Outlays Revenues
Enacted in previous sessions:
R 0 0 1,703,488
Permanents and other legislation 984,540 934,501 0
Appropriation legislation 280,919 0
Offsetting receipts —321,790 —321,790 0
Total, p ly enacted 662,750 893,630 1,703,488
Enacted this session:
An act to provide reimbursement authority to the Secretanes of Agriculture and the Interior from wildland fire management funds (P.L. 107-13) 0 -3 0
Fallen Hero Survivor Benefit Fairness Act of 2001 (P.L. 1 5) 0 0 =17
Economic Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 2001 (P.L. 107-16) 6,425 6,425 —31,337
An act to clarify the authority of the Department of Housing and Urban Development with respect to the use of fees (P.L. 107-18) 8 9 8
An act to authorize funding for the National 4-H Program Centennial Initiative (P.L. 107-19) 0 2 0
Supplemental Appropriations Act, 2001 (P.L. 107-20) 65 4,576 0
Total, enacted this session 6,498 11,009 —31,336
Entitlements and Mandatories: Budget resolution baseline estimates of appropriated entitlements and other mandatory programs not yet enacted 308,716 294,172 0
Total Current Level 977,964 1,198,811 1,672,152
Total Budget Resolution 1,627,934 1,590,617 1,638,202
Current Level Over Budget Resolution 0 0 33,950
Current Level Under Budget Resolution — 649,970 — 391,806 0
Memorandum:
Revenues, 2002—2006:
House Current Level 0 0 8,897,349
House Budget Resolution 0 0 8,878,506
Current Level Over Budget Resolution 0 0 18,843

Source: Congressional Budget Office.
Notes: P.L.=Public Law.

Section 314 of the Congressional Budget Act, as amended, requires that the House Budget Committee revise the budget resolution to reflect funding provided in bills reported by the House for emergency requirements, disability reviews,
an Eamed Income Tax Credit compliance initiative, and adoption assistance. To date, the Budget Committee has increased the budget authority allocation in the budget resolution by $1,446 million, and the outlay allocation by $143 mil-
lion for these purposes. Those amounts are not included in the current level because the funding has not yet been enacted.

UNIQUE LEGISLATIVE ISSUES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam
Speaker, before I begin my Special
Order this evening that will address
unique legislative issues, I would like
to join my colleague who spoke just a
few moments ago to acknowledge the
great loss of Chaplain Jim Ford, a very
special friend to us all.

I am particularly privileged because
Chaplain Ford visited my home district
in Houston, the 18th Congressional Dis-
trict, and spoke at the pulpit of the
church pastored by Reverend Willy
Jones. That church is still riveted by
the friendship shown by Chaplain Ford,
the good humor, and the ability to
interact with different faiths.

We know that he is among the an-
gels, and we offer to him and his family
our deepest sympathy and our deepest
love.

Madam Speaker I wanted to address
tonight several issues. First of all, let
me do one that is particularly joyous
for me in this time of technology and
web pages and communications by e-
mail.

Let me congratulate First Lady
Laura Bush for an exciting weekend,
which I am sorry that I missed; but I
hope it will be captured around the Na-
tion. That is the National Book Fes-
tival; 25,000 persons enjoyed literary
art, enjoyed the reading of famous au-
thors actually reading from books. I
hope this will take off around the Na-
tion so that this Nation never lacks its
appreciation for the written word, for
wonderful books written by our na-

tional authors. Let us do this around
our Nation. I thank Laura Bush, the
first lady, for an outstanding job.

Now, I hope that this viewpoint is
one that will be based upon the concern
for saving lives. In February of this
year, 2001, I came to the floor of the
House and acknowledged that I believe
that the policy toward the Middle East
by this administration is wrongheaded
and misdirected. I said that because
many times engagement in diplomacy
is painful. Many times it results in fail-
ure. But it is often utilized as the only
vehicle and only tool to save lives.

Much laughter and criticism was
given to President Clinton in the last
days of his administration as he en-
gaged in shuttle diplomacy between
Camp David and Washington, D.C. and
the country of Israel. I did not find it
humorous because it was an attempt to
save lives.

Since we have disengaged with the
Mideast, all that has resulted is the
loss of lives, bloodshed for women, chil-
dren, and men, both in the Palestinian
people and in the Israeli people.

Can anyone believe that our dis-
engagement has been victorious? Does
anyone believe in reality that one can
stand off to the corner and point fin-
gers and tell ‘‘those guys’ to get to the
table of empowerment and peace? No.
It is well known that the United States
carries a heavy stick with respect to
these particular countries, and it also
is well known that the United States’
good will is very important in bringing
these two disparate worlds together.

Day after day after day, Arab mili-
tants and then Israelis on the other
side are engaging in a bloody battle.
This is a war. This has accelerated to

more than a conflict. I believe our for-
eign policy on this issue is wrong.

It pains me, as we move to some of
the humblest and most sacred times in
the Jewish community here in the
United States and across the world,
two of their most important holidays
over the next 2 to 3 weeks in the
United States will be honored, and of
course in Israel and around the world.
Would it not be a wonderful tribute
then to say that we are reengaged, that
we want to save lives, that we want
them to come to the peace table, and
we say, ‘‘Stop the accusations, Arafat
come to the table, Sharon come to the
table, release yourselves from the
strictures of hatred, and begin to talk
about real issues of saving lives and
living harmoniously together”?

I believe this is an enormously im-
portant issue and would ask the Presi-
dent and the administration and his
advisers to wake up and understand the
importance of U.S. involvement.

Let me conclude by answering my
colleague’s comments on 245(i). As the
ranking member on the Subcommittee
on Immigration and Claims, it is wrong
headed to interpret this particular leg-
islative initiative as a general am-
nesty. All it is is because the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service made a
mistake. They made a mistake with a
date, they made a mistake administra-
tively.

This is simply to allow those who are
in the process of filing for legalization
10, 15 years ago, to reactivate their ap-
plications.

[ 1900

Many of these people are family
members who need to be reunited.
Many of these people come from many
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parts of the world. It is not isolated to
people from Mexico. It is not isolated
to people from South America. It in-
cludes people from Poland, from
France, from India, from all continents
around the world. It is simply an ad-
ministrative snafu which is allowing
people who legally apply to reapply and
to follow the legal process. It is not an
affirmation. It means the INS has to
make a decision one way or the other.
——

THE BUDGET AND THE ECONOMY;
MISSILE DEFENSE, AND SEX
AND INTERNS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
MCcCINNIS) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. McCINNIS. Madam Speaker, this
evening I want to talk about a number
of different issues with my colleagues.

As my colleagues know, we have just
come back from our August recess and
there are some issues that have come
up. First of all, I hope later in the week
to talk a little more about natural re-
sources and talk about our public
lands. I was up in Alaska and had the
privilege to enjoy Mt. McKinley and
Denali National Park. Beautiful. Alas-
ka, as we all know, is a great, great
State and I learned a lot on my trip up
there.

I also spent a good deal of time back
in my district, the Third Congressional
District of Colorado, which many of my
colleagues know includes almost all of
the mountains of Colorado. In fact, the
Third Congressional District of Colo-
rado geographically is larger than the
State of Florida. And of the 67 or so
mountains above 14,000 feet in the
United States, 53 of them are located in
my district. It is the highest district in
the Nation. As a result, there are a lot
of things that are particular to the
Third Congressional District not found
in many other districts in the country.

Seventy-five percent of the land in
this Nation, including Alaska, 75 per-
cent of the land above 10,000 feet is in
the Third Congressional District of
Colorado. The Third Congressional Dis-
trict contains the majority or the larg-
est amount of ski resorts of any con-
gressional district in the TUnited
States, world-renowned resorts in
Aspen, Colorado; Vail, Telluride, Du-
rango, Steamboat, et cetera, et cetera,
et cetera. So I hope later this week to
get an opportunity to address my col-
leagues on some of the issues like pub-
lic lands, like water, like wilderness
areas, national parks, and national
monuments because these issues are
very important.

But tonight I want to talk about a
couple of other subjects. I would like to
visit for a few minutes about the Presi-
dent and the budget and the economic
situation that we are in. As many of
my colleagues know, I serve on the
Committee on Ways and Means, and
that committee is working very hard
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on both sides of the aisle to try to fig-
ure out some answers to what would be
the appropriate government inter-
action in regards to the economy.

I would also like to talk about mis-
sile defense and the importance of mis-
sile defense. And the third thing I
would like to talk about, and which I
will start out at the very beginning
with, is sex and interns.

I have come under a great deal of
criticism in the last month when I
have addressed the issues of inappro-
priate relationships between a United
States Congressman, and I am speak-
ing generically here, no specific Con-
gressman, but speaking generically of
the United States Congress and exactly
what its ethics rules are in regards to
inappropriate relationships with in-
terns. That, I have received criticism
for.

I have had people across the Nation,
editorials across the Nation asking
why would I think we need an ethical
rule in the United States Congress to
say that a sexual relationship with an
intern is inappropriate? Well, we need
that rule in the United States Congress
for the same reason that we find that
very rule, that very specific content in
rules in every educational institution
in the United States.

I defy any of my colleagues and I
defy any of those editorial boards to
pinpoint for me one high school in this
Nation, to show me one college in this
Nation that allows a teacher or a pro-
fessor to have a sexual relationship or
an inappropriate relationship with a
student. They do not allow it. A teach-
er, a professor who engages in a sexual
relationship with a student, they are
gone. They are fired.

It was this body not very many years
ago, as a result of Tailhook in the
United States Navy, that addressed
this with the Department of Defense
and the executive agencies. They have
very specific rules in our military. A
commanding officer engaging in a sex-
ual relationship with a consenting
adult, an adult who is consenting but
falls below them in the hierarchy of
command, is gone. That fast. It does
not matter. Why? Because they have a
position of authority over the person
they are having that sexual relation-
ship with.

That is exactly what we have in the
United States Congress. We have a po-
sition of authority over these interns.
But in a lot of these cases these in-
terns, in almost all these cases these
interns are students. Now, sure, by the
technical definition, these students are
adults. I do not know what it is in D.C.,
maybe 15 or 16. So, theoretically, if
they are above statutory rape age, 15 or
16 years old, they are an adult.

So some of these editorials and even
some of my colleagues have said to me,
hey, they are grown up. Give me a
break. Why does the field of medicine,
doctors, prohibit themselves from hav-
ing sex with patients? It is considered
an inappropriate relationship and it is
in their ethics. They can lose their
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medical license for an inappropriate re-
lationship. Why does the clergy pro-
hibit it? Because a clergy person, a
priest or a minister, is not supposed to
have an inappropriate relationship
with a parishioner. It is against their
ethical rules, their in-house rules. Why
does the legal profession, lawyers, pro-
hibit by the ethics of their bars their
members from having an inappropriate
relationship with their clients? It is be-
cause they exercise a great deal of in-
fluence over people.

Now, what I have proposed, contrary
to some of the news reports across the
Nation, is not precedent setting. It is
not some novel idea that I came up
with. It is simply taking the language
that applies in the military, that ap-
plies in the clergy, that applies in the
teaching profession, that applies in the
medical profession, that applies in the
legal profession and apply it to the one
institution in this country that has no
ethical rule about it, to the best of my
knowledge, and that is the United
States Congress.

I am not saying going out there and
trying to legislate morality. My pro-
posal is not a piece of legislation. I
have not introduced a bill. What I have
asked is the Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct to give me an opin-
ion as to whether or not under current
ethics regulations, and it is clearly not
clear, but under current ethics regula-
tions if this type of relationship is pro-
hibited. And if it is not prohibited, I
have asked for an in-house rule, not
legislation. We are not trying to draft
a bill. I am not trying to legislate mo-
rality, I am just trying to say the same
rules that prohibit us from misuse of
government credit cards, for example,
or things like that, that we put this in
there as well. Just like every other
major institution.

Now, remember, these interns are in
the United States Congress. First of
all, the internship program is what I
care the most about, and I want to see
that program preserved. It makes me
sick that the late night talk shows
spend a good deal of their jokes about
interns in Washington, D.C. I have seen
editorial cartoons across the Nation,
and one in particular where they show
an intern in a life raft, and I saw this
the other day, an intern in a life raft,
and her legs are hanging over the side.
Underneath the life raft are a bunch of
sharks and they have Congressmen as
the names for the sharks.

I can say to the parents who have in-
terns back here, that this is an excep-
tion, this type of inappropriate conduct
with an intern. This is a program that
has made many changes in young peo-
ple’s lives, and these are young people.
These students and interns are not
hard to determine who they are. Back
here in the United States Congress, in-
terns have separate IDs. Interns have a
separate pay classification. They are
back here as students of government.
The interns are students of government
and we are the teachers. We as the Con-
gressmen exercise a disproportionate
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amount of influence, a dispropor-
tionate amount of authority over these
young students, and we ought to have
certain responses that we follow.

I saw last week where somebody
asked, why do we need a rule; our own
moral beliefs ought to tell us we should
not have an inappropriate relationship.
Well, why do schools need rules; why
do high schools or colleges need them?
Why does the clergy, the medical or
legal profession need them? Because of
the fact there are some people who pay
attention to those rules. In my opin-
ion, every Congressman that is now
serving today, all 435 of us, reads the
rules. And I would venture to say that
all of us, or almost all of us, when we
read the rules, we will modify our be-
havior so that we fall in compliance
with those rules. If the rules say that
we cannot send out constituent mail,
say, with political advertising in it, I
would venture to say that most Con-
gressmen do not send out congressional
mail with political advertising because
the rules prohibit it. They follow the
rules.

So what I have suggested here is not
something that should be deserving of
ridicule in editorials or under-the-
breath talk by some of my colleagues,
because what we are trying to do is
preserve the internship program. A poll
was just recently conducted, and par-
ents were asked if they would trust the
Congressmen to send their children
back to, their students, their young
people, back to be interns. Of course, as
you might guess, the answer was over-
whelmingly no.

This is a program that a lot of my
colleagues came through themselves.
This is a program that has exposed the
young people to the American govern-
ment and its workings. Every intern in
my office, I believe, will remember
their internship in Washington, D.C. in
a very positive fashion, and it has
made a significant change in their life.
So I think it is important to preserve
this program.

Now, I have three children, two
daughters that are internship age. One
is 22 and the other one is 19. Both of
them have been back here in Wash-
ington, D.C. And as a parent I want to
know, as every parent wants to know
with their young son or daughter, that
when they are back there they are in a
professional relationship. They are
back there in a relationship that has a
fiduciary responsibility so that they do
not have to worry about the Congress-
man exerting influence over their
child. And they are still students. I do
not care whether they are technically
adults. The fact is they are students of
government.

Do not forget, in college, or in the
military, if a professor in his or her
class has a student that, say, is 25
years old, the age does not matter. It is
the fact they are a student and it is the
fact that there is a position of author-
ity over the student and that is why
these educational institutions across
the Nation prohibit inappropriate rela-
tionships.
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Now, some people have suggested I
not take the floor to discuss this. I feel
it is important, because I think it is
getting a little out of hand. Not the in-
appropriate relationships, because con-
trary to popular belief, in my opinion,
most of the Congressmen in these
chambers, if not all, and I am not
aware of others, all of the Congressmen
I know maintain themselves in a pro-
fessional mode. They are highly ethical
when it comes to the treatment of in-
terns and there is not widespread abuse
in the internship program. But the per-
ception that has gone out there is in
part caused by the fact that our own
ethics do not prohibit it, or apparently
there is some confusion as to whether
our ethics prohibit those types of rela-
tionships.

So we owe it to the internship pro-
gram, we owe it to the program to put
forth a proper in-house rule. Not legis-
lation. We are not legislating morality,
we are putting in our own in-house
rule, the kind of prohibition that, as I
have said three or four times in these
comments, the same kind of prohibi-
tion that exists in our churches, exists
in our schools, exists in our hospitals,
and exists in our courts.
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Mr. Speaker, I would venture to say
I would be interested to look at some
of the major news networks who waste
editorial space on me, I would venture
to say most of them probably have pro-
hibitions against inappropriate rela-
tionships with their student interns
that are in there to learn how to be
journalists. I would ask my colleagues
to support me and publicly acknowl-
edge that it is appropriate for us to
have in our House rules a rule which
prohibits inappropriate relationships
with interns.

I will wrap it up with this: Let me
say that we are talking specifically
about interns. I am not talking about a
congressman who may choose to go
outside of his or her marriage and have
a relationship with someone who does
not work as a student intern or one
staff member dating another staff
member. I am not talking about those
kinds of relationships.

What I am talking about, very, very
specifically what I am talking about is
a congressman and a student intern. I
cannot stress enough that these interns
are students. They are students of the
government. We do not have to use in-
terns, by the way. As a congressman,
we are not required to hire interns. But
if we do, we ought to assume some pro-
fessional responsibility. As I have men-
tioned several times before, all of my
colleagues that I know do assume that
professional responsibility, contrary to
popular perception. Whether Democrat
or Republican, they handle their in-
terns on a professional basis when I
have seen them. But I think the intern-
ship program, and certainly the reputa-
tion, is in danger because of the fact of
some of the things that have gone on.

Mr. Speaker, I think one way to help
rebuild the reputation is to at least put
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in place a rule; and then if somebody
breaks that rule, let them suffer the
consequences. We have a process for
that. We have checks and balances in
that process. There is absolutely no
reason that the United States Congress
should not have a House rule prohib-
iting inappropriate relationships be-
tween a congressman and a student in-
tern.

Let me move on briefly to cover a
couple of points. During the break, the
liberal side of the Democratic Party
has been lambasting President Bush on
this tax cut. What the liberal side of
the Democratic Party seems to be for-
getting is that my good colleague on
the Committee on Ways and Means, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN-
GEL), introduced an amendment on this
House floor, and that amendment was a
tax cut. That amendment called for a
tax rebate. It was very similar, not
exact, but very similar. Certainly pret-
ty close to exact in concept, but it was
very similar to what the President put
into place.

The debate here on the floor was not
the amount of money of the tax cut,
the debate was between the Democrats
and the Republicans, and really be-
tween the liberal side of the Demo-
cratic Party because several of the con-
servative Democrats supported Presi-
dent Bush’s program for tax cuts, so it
was not a clear Democratic/Republican
bill, but the Democrats that opposed it,
their primary argument after listening
to hours and hours of debate, was not
about the amount of money, but it was
focused on who should get the rebate.

Those Democrats said that the tax
rebate should go to people who paid
payroll taxes but paid no income taxes.
The Republicans and the Democrats
who supported the Bush program coun-
tered that argument by saying the peo-
ple who ought to get the tax rebate
back are people who paid taxes in. You
should not give a tax rebate to people
who had no tax liability. That is where
the intensity of the debate focused.

Now because our economy continues
to go south, which everyone acknowl-
edges, it really started to do that about
6 months before President Clinton left
office, but now that the economy con-
tinues to go south, instead of joining
together as a team, which is what the
American people are demanding, we
are seeing the Democrats starting to
pile on President Bush, and I heard
over the weekend one of the leaders
said Bush is the architect of this bad
economy.

What does he mean? Does my col-
league think Bush went out and de-
signed a bad economy? Does my col-
league think any of us are comfortable
that our economy is going back and
continues to worsen? No. But there are
some people who are going to use this
bad economy, and some people in lead-
ership positions throughout this coun-
try, that want to use this bad economy
for their own political advantage. They
are not worrying about what do we do
for the American people to improve
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this economy, but instead trying to fig-
ure out how can we win the elections
next year by monopolizing on how ter-
rible this economy is and doing the
blame game.

The time has come. We cannot allow
this economy to continue to go in its
downward direction and perhaps get
into an uncontrollable spiral just be-
cause you want political advantage
next year in the elections. Every one of
us, the Democrats, the Republicans,
have an obligation to come together as
a team. Sure we will have some de-
bates, but our primary focus ought to
be what can we do in working with the
President of the United States to try
and get this economy to at least level
out or hopefully begin a recovery.
There are a lot of unique situations
about the economy that we face today.
One of those is that the entire world is
in an economic recession. Many of the
countries, a lot of the countries in the
world are in an economic recession.
The world is in an economic slowdown.
The United States is swaying back and
forth as to whether or not we go into
that economic recession.

Mr. Speaker, so in a time like this,
there is a demand for us to work to-
gether as a team for the benefit of the
American people so that they have a
healthy economy. I would advise my
colleagues, take a look at the Sunday
talk shows, and take a look at which
one of our colleagues really want to
work as a team to improve this econ-
omy or really want to take advantage
of the sour economy for political pur-
poses for next year’s elections. If you
know some of them, obviously you
know who the ones are that want to
take political advantage, you ought to
say, I understand that we want polit-
ical advantage, but maybe we better
pay attention to what is happening.
While we are preparing for next year’s
elections, the ship has a big hole in its
side. We are taking on a lot of water.
We may be so worried about next
year’s elections, by the time we get
that secured and take a look at the
boat, we may have too much water to
save the boat. I expect now that we are
back in session that we are going to see
people popping up here and there try-
ing to take political advantage of this
economy.

On the other hand, if my colleagues
want to see examples of leadership,
take a look at which Members of those
parties stand up and are willing to
walk back and forth across this aisle
and say, Hey, as team, what are we
going to do on this economy? How are
we going to control spending? Are we
going to need further tax cuts?

The Democrats over the weekend on
national television on the Sunday
shows acknowledged that additional
tax cuts may be necessary. Why are
they necessary? We need to get more
money into the economy. That is why
the interest rates have been lowered.
That is why Greenspan lowered the in-
terest rate. That is why President Bush
put into effect his tax cut. That is why
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we are talking about additional tax
cuts, and we need to figure out in what
areas of the country government
spending makes some sense, and what
do we need to do about deficit spend-
ing. Will deficit spending become a ne-
cessity to prevent the country from
going into a recession?

Mr. Speaker, I have some ideas to
those questions, and I take it upon my-
self to have the responsibility, and I
think most of my colleagues do, and I
hope all of them do, to assume that re-
sponsibility to come across that aisle
and talk.

I invite the liberal Democrats, put
down your arms and come across and
help us come up with a solution be-
cause in the end, maybe next year’s
elections you will have an advantage,
but in the meantime, you may very
well be a participant in driving this
ship to the bottom of sea, and now is
our time to avoid it.

I hope to see some effort of coopera-
tion from the Democratic side and
from the Republican side in an effort to
improve our economy, or at least get
this country going in a positive recov-
ery from where we are right now.

Mr. Speaker, for the balance of my
time I would like to talk about missile
defense. I think missile defense has
been mischaracterized in the last
month. There are a number of issues of
missile defense that I want to discuss.

First of all, we will talk about the
anti-ballistic missile treaty. I want to
talk about the capabilities that this
country is going to need for the future,
about the weaknesses that we have,
about the responsibilities and the obli-
gations we have to the next generation
in regards to the defense of this coun-
try.

This country is not the most popular
country in the world. It certainly is
the strongest country in the world, the
strongest country in the history of the
world. This country has done more
than any other country in the history
of the world. This country has some of
the best of everything. But it is all at
risk if we do not continue to defend
ourselves. We have to be on constant
alert that somebody else wants some-
thing we have or somebody else wants
to do harm to us.

I had a group of high school students
in my office, and we began to talk and
we talked about defense. I can tell
Members, the students today are smart
young men and women. They are very
thoughtful, and they look into the fu-
ture. We talked about defense.

I asked them, I said what student do
you think in your school gets in the
least amount of fights. One said the
person who is in the best shape, the
person that is the strongest, the tough-
est. Not the person that picks the
fights, but the person that avoids peo-
ple picking a fight with them. That is
right.

If you have in your class or group of
friends, if you have somebody who is a
black belt in karate, and everybody
knows that and everybody knows if
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they decide to take them on they are
probably going to get their nose bust-
ed, how many people are going to fight
with the person that is a black belt in
karate? But the moment they notice
the person with the black belt in ka-
rate is no longer staying in shape,
when they notice that person is not
practicing, getting overweight, his or
her moves are not what they used to be
and really kind of just becoming lazy,
what happens? Somebody then begins
to take a look, and then the tempta-
tion starts.

Maybe now when they are not prop-
erly defending themselves and not
staying in shape, maybe now is the
time to take that person on; and it is
the same thing with the United States
of America. We are in pretty good
shape right now, but we cannot bank
on the good shape we have been in in
the past. We have to bank on how well
we Kkeep ourselves in shape for the fu-
ture. What do we have in regards to
military apparatus and defense.

I know there are a number of people
out there that say and kind of go on
the theory we should stop military
spending and we should limit defense
spending, and do it in peaceful discus-
sion. We should settle things in peace-
ful ways. And I have interest, in the
last year there seem to be a lot more
people saying violence has no place in
our society.

Well, I am here to tell Members vio-
lence does have a place in society. That
is exactly how we took care of Hitler,
and that is exactly what our police of-
ficers do. But these people are correct
that while violence is sometimes nec-
essary, it ought to be the last remedy
that we use.

Obviously we need to have the ability
to communicate, and communication
is a very important part of a Nation’s
defense. That is why our Secretary of
State, and fortunately we have an ex-
cellent Secretary of State in Colin
Powell, that is why the position is so
critical. That is why we have ambas-
sadorships.

One of the best elements of our de-
fense is communication with other
countries. Talk to people. Have the
ability to negotiate. Have the ability
to try and understand where they are
coming from; but sometimes that fails.
We saw it in the Persian Gulf.
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Despite repeated warnings by the
President, that country failed to com-
municate; and we gave them every
chance, and finally we had to resort to
violence; but as I said, it should be the
last remedy.

When we talk about our country, we
need to talk about something. Let us
look back, for example, in history, in
the sixties and the seventies, about 30
years ago. At that time, as you know,
the Russian empire was in existence,
U.S.S.R., Soviet Union, Communist,
threatening to take over the world,
Krushchev and people like that had
been their previous leaders, talked very
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strongly about the United States was
the number one enemy.

The United States knew that it had
to build up and they did so, and even in
the Kennedy years and so on; and we
had the Cuban missile crisis and so on,
we began to build up.

Somebody came up with an idea that
said, you know, Russia has got a lot of
nuclear missiles and the United States
has a lot of nuclear missiles; maybe
what we ought to do is sign a treaty be-
tween the two, communicate between
the two and a treaty should be what we
call the Anti-ballistic Missile Treaty,
and this is very, very important.

The Anti-ballistic Missile Treaty as
its concept, as its original thought of
the basis of this treaty says that one
country cannot defend itself against
the other countries.

Now, remember, that the Anti-bal-
listic Missile Treaty, often called obvi-
ously ABM, the Anti-ballistic Missile
Treaty. The Anti-ballistic Missile
Treaty which was executed, signed,
only had two parties to it. There are
only two parties that are subject to the
Anti-ballistic Missile Treaty.

Why only two parties in the 1970s?
Because there were only two parties
that were capable of delivering a nu-
clear missile upon the land of another
country, and they were the United
States and the U.S.S.R. That is why
you had two parties.

Well now, today, how many parties
to the Anti-ballistic Missile Treaty?
Well, theoretically only one because
the U.S.S.R. does not exist anymore.
The Communist regime fell. But real-
istically let us say two, still two. Now
remember, back in 1970 there were only
two countries capable of delivering one
missile into another country, only two.
That was in the 1970s.

What is it today? I do not know: 12,
14. There are lots of countries today.
You can start off with China. You can
move to India. You can move to Paki-
stan. You can talk about Israel. You
can talk about Iran. You can talk
about North Korea. You can talk about
South Korea. There are a lot of coun-
tries today who are not subject to this
Anti-ballistic Missile Treaty. So based
on that alone, the treaty needs to be
modified or eliminated.

Let me tell you that when this treaty
was drafted, the thought of it was one
country would not build a defense.
They would agree not to defend them-
selves against missiles. So the United
States agreed not to build a missile de-
fense system. Russia, at the same time,
the U.S.S.R., the Communist regime,
agreed they would not build a missile
defensive system. The theory being
that the United States would not fire
upon Russia because they knew Russia
would retaliate and we would have no
defense because we do not have a mis-
sile defensive system; and obviously it
works the same thing with Russia.

Well, the people that drafted this,
while I disagree with that concept,
that is clearly the basis upon which the
treaty was drafted; and while I do dis-
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agree with that, I can tell you that the
drafters of that document had a lot of
foresight in that they knew that as
time moved on there may be other cir-
cumstances that were unforeseen that
entered the picture.

Therefore, they put within the four
corners of this agreement a clause.
They put a clause in there that said
that this agreement, they could end
the treaty, that the treaty could be ab-
rogated and they called for that. That
is a right of the treaty. It is a basic
right in the treaty.

Now, President Bush has said and the
administration has said that the
United States could very well termi-
nate that treaty because of our best in-
terests and the risks we have against
the best interests of the American peo-
ple. I have noticed that, frankly, some
of the more liberal journalists in the
country have said what do you mean
you are going to abrogate that treaty?
What do you mean you are going to
walk away from the ABM treaty? You
cannot do that.

Read the treaty. Read the treaty. Of
course you can do that. It is a funda-
mental right. It is in the language of
the treaty. Of course you can do that,
because the people who drafted that 32
years ago knew that in 32 years things
might change; and boy, have they
changed.

Who would have ever imagined 32
yvears ago that North Korea could de-
liver a nuclear missile? Who could have
ever imagined the fire power of China
or India or Pakistan or Israel or other
countries in the Middle East or Iran?
And not just with nuclear warheads,
but with biological warheads as well.

Look, we are kidding ourselves, and I
can tell you that as Congressmen we
have an absolutely inherent obligation,
a fiduciary obligation to the American
people to provide the American people
a defense, a military defense against
the aggressiveness of another country.
We are fools, we are kidding ourselves,
if we continue to think that we should
not build a missile defense for this
country.

In Colorado Springs, Colorado, there
is a mountain. It is called Cheyenne
Mountain. Cheyenne Mountain is a
granite monument, a beautiful moun-
tain. Years ago on the inside of that
mountain, they went out and they
bored out the center of that mountain.
They took the granite out of the center
of the mountain, or a portion of it out
of the mountain, and they put in there
the NORAD defense detection. Inside
that mountain, we have the capabili-
ties of detecting within seconds, any-
where in the world, a missile launch.
We can within seconds tell you where
that launch took place, where the tra-
jectory is of that particular missile,
what type of missile we think it is,
what kind of warheads we think it has
on it. We can tell you where its target
is. We can give you the estimated time
of arrival.

So let us say that North Korea
launches a missile, or let us say China
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launches a missile. Let us say that the
target is Oklahoma City, the military
base in Oklahoma City. We have the
capability, we have it today, we have
the most advanced technology in the
history of the world. We can imme-
diately know within a couple of sec-
onds we have got a missile launch, it is
coming out of China, it is headed for
Oklahoma and it is going to hit in 15
minutes. Then what can we do?

All we can do is call Oklahoma. Gov-
ernor, you have got an incoming mis-
sile. Sorry, Governor, we decided not to
provide a missile defense for this coun-
try. Sorry, Governor. We had a lot of
people that said we should live by the
laws of 30 years ago. Sorry, Governor,
we pretended that that threat out
there did not exist, even though in
fact, Governor, we knew it existed. And
sorry, Governor, there is nothing we
can do. You are going to have a missile
hit in about 13 minutes. God bless you.
We will think of you in the future.

That is all we can do today. Presi-
dent Bush has had enough guts to
stand up and several Members of Con-
gress on both sides of the aisle, Demo-
crats and Republicans, have had
enough guts to stand up and say, uh-
oh, we better stop, enough time has
gone by, we better pay attention to our
responsibilities to the American peo-
ple. We need to put in place a missile
defense system.

Missile defense is very complicated.
Obviously, we are going to have to re-
search it. Take a look at how much re-
search it took to fly an airplane. Take
a look at the money we spent on the
space program. Take a look at how
much research there was to figure out
a TV. You do not just go out there and
wave the magic wand and have a per-
fect missile defense system.

Some of my colleagues are saying,
Oh, my gosh, we don’t have one ready
today to go, so we shouldn’t build one.
Is that ludicrous? Is that crazy? We do
not have the technology today, al-
though we do have the technology
today, but we do not have one in place,
so let us not build one because we have
to spend too much time on research.

Give me a break. Of course we have
got to spend time on research. We need
to get a system that is perfected. And
it is going to take some time. But we
have no time to spare. If we start
today, if we give the President the
money that the President has re-
quested to put a missile defense system
in place, it will still be several years
down the road before we can deploy
that missile defense system. In the
meantime, China has built up more,
Iran has built up more, Iraq has built
up more, North Korea; and I can go
right down through the list. Times
have changed.

What do we have to do with a missile
defense system? You, in effect, have
two missiles, two bullets speeding
through the sky. You have got to be
able to connect your missile defense, it
may be a land-based missile, has got to
be able to hit this incoming missile. It
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is like hitting a bullet with a bullet.
They are both traveling at very, very
fast speeds. You have got to be able to
connect them. You cannot just do it
with a land-based missile.

The best place to stop an enemy mis-
sile is where? Where is the best place to
stop an enemy missile? On their
launching pad. Not while it is over New
York City or over the continental
United States, but stop that missile
when they are getting ready to launch
it. How do you do that? You cannot do
it with a land-based missile in the
United States. You have got to do it
with some kind of space technology.
You have got to be able to do it with
laser.

Every peace-loving person in Amer-
ica who is against war, and I guess we
are all against war, but who is anti-
military or is against violence, you
ought to be the strongest proponents
there are for missile defense. Because
what happens if that missile leaves the
launching pad? Think. For example, a
big danger today is not necessarily an
intentional launch of a missile. A big
danger today is somebody pushes a but-
ton by accident.

What if we had an accidental launch
of a missile incoming to the United
States? I mean, if we had the capa-
bility to stop that and we confirmed
that it was an accident, we may have
just stopped the next war. We may
have stopped nuclear oblivion because
of the fact we were able to stop it be-
fore it did harm and determined that it
was an accidental launch.

Today as somebody launches a mis-
sile, let us say that Russia, by acci-
dent, launches a nuclear missile or
launches a nuclear missile with mul-
tiple warheads on it so that the missile
comes into the United States and fires
multiple warheads and hits several dif-
ferent targets. How convinced do you
think the United States is going to be
that that was an accident? What do
you think our response would be? We
could very easily end up with a nuclear
war on our hands. So even those of you
who are big proponents of no violence,
and I hope you are successful in your
efforts, by the way, but realistically I
do not think you will be, but let us say
those of you who are absolutely op-
posed to violence, you ought to be the
strongest proponents there are of a
missile defense system, because the
best way to avoid that violence is to
take away the tool of violence that
they have, and that is a missile that
they could deliver to the United
States.

So you have several different stages
that you want to develop so that you
can take out an incoming enemy mis-
sile or a missile launched by mistake.
One, you want to be able to get it on
the launching pad. Ideally, that is the
best place to do it. If it gets off the
launching pad, you want to be able to,
at any different time, have satellite
laser beam technology that hopefully
can destroy that over the ocean. Then,
finally, if it gets into the United
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States, over into our airspace, you
want to have the capability of not only
satellite laser beam but you also want
to have the capability of ground-based
or some other ship-based type of mis-
sile that could go up and collide with
that missile and take that missile out.

About 2 months ago, we had a suc-
cessful test. They fired a missile and
they fired an intercept missile and we
hit them. That is pretty good. Think
about it. You cannot miss by this far.
You have got to hit. That missile is not
that big around. When you take a look
at the warhead on top of a missile, it is
maybe the width of a car, so you have
got to bring those two cars together
out there going at the kinds of speeds
that they are going at, and they have
got to be able to hit. The test the other
day was a successful test. We were able
to calculate it. So it is a good step.

But I am amazed at the people who,
number one, criticize the President.
He, by the way, is the one whom we
charge with the leadership of this
country. We say to President Bush,
President Bush, you better take a look
at this treaty. Are you protecting this
country? You are in charge of it. You
are the President. You are the guy that
we are holding responsible to make
sure that we can go to work every day
without being concerned about being
dragged into some kind of war or hav-
ing a missile attack against us.
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Yet we tell them on this end, on this
hand we say you are spending too much
money, you are dreaming about missile
technology that may or may not exist.

The fact is, Mr. President, I am proud
of you. We need a missile defense sys-
tem in this country, and we need it,
and we have needed it for some period
of time; a leader of this country, to fi-
nally stand up and say to Russia, look,
Russia, we will even share with you our
capability to defend ourselves, but you
better acknowledge, Russia, that there
are no longer two countries in this
world capable of firing missiles at each
other. That number is in the tens and
twenties, maybe even the high
twenties, of countries capable; and
every month, every year that goes by,
some other nation out there is devel-
oping the capability to deliver a mis-
sile into another country.

We have got finally a President who
has got enough guts to stand up and
say, all right, it is time to get back in
shape. It is time to build a military
missile defense system for the protec-
tion of this country and its allies.

Of interesting note, the Europeans,
as you know, probably the Brits, some
of the strongest allies we have ever
had, good allies out there, they are
standing up for us. They want a missile
defense system. Take a look at the
Italians. The Italians, their Prime Min-
ister, they support this.

So do not be misled by the national
media that may say the Europeans say
that this could throw off the balance of
power, and that the United States is a
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warmonger because they are trying to
deploy a missile defense system. You
watch what happens in Europe. You
watch what the French do and some of
the other people do over in those Euro-
pean countries once we perfect that
technology. They are going to be at our
front door. They are going to be at our
front door with their Xerox machines,
saying, look, can we get a copy of what
you have got, because we too have an
obligation to defend the people of our
country.

As far as I am concerned, I would like
to see every nation in the world have a
defense apparatus so that they could
stop incoming missiles, because I real-
ly, really am concerned, really con-
cerned, about an accidental missile
launch.

Now, some people who are, I guess,
theoretical in the concept of peace,
say, well, everybody should agree not
to fire a missile. Everybody should lay
down their arms. All we have to do is
look at the Middle East. I mean, look,
there are inherent things of human na-
ture, and we better accept them, and
most of us have accepted the fact that
there will always be somebody who is
not willing to lay down their arms, and
as long as one people has their arms,
you better be willing to defend against
it. The United States, because of our
prominence in the world, because we
are such a strong power, will always
have somebody who wants to take us
on, who wants to launch a missile
against the best interests of the citi-
zens of the United States.

Now, we have some appropriation
battles coming up here pretty soon. We
know the basis of our economy. It is re-
quiring that we tighten our belt, like
every other American citizen, that we
manage the Federal budget just like
the American families have to manage
their own home budget, and we have to
take a look at what programs are pri-
ority programs.

The President has made it very clear
that there are a couple of priorities for
him, and when he says ‘“‘for him,” he
speaks of his concept for the country.
In other words, there are a couple of
programs that are of priority for the
Nation.

The first one, education. The Presi-
dent has asked for a considerable in-
crease in appropriations and in reform,
regulation, regarding education; test-
ing, accountability, and more money
for education.

That is pretty hard to argue, al-
though, as you might guess, on our
floor we manage to find argument
about it. But education is one of the
priorities of this President.

The other appropriation he is talking
about is the military. Now, remember,
when we talk about military, in excess
of 70 percent of our military budget
goes for salaries and wages. We have
got to pay these men and women that
are serving this country something
above the poverty level. We have to be
able to provide for them. So we have to
be able to take that into consideration.
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But one of his priorities contained
within that military priority is mili-
tary defense. I am suggesting to my
colleagues, no, I am not suggesting to
my colleagues, I am telling you, the
time has come. We have got to work
with the President on a military mis-
sile defense system. We cannot con-
tinue to waste any more time. We have
an obligation to the next generation,
to my Kkids, to your kids, to your
grandkids, to my grandkids, we have
an obligation to provide a defense ap-
paratus in this Nation so that they do
not live under the threat of an acci-
dental missile launch or an intentional
missile launch against the TUnited
States of America.

We are the ones today that make
those decisions for tomorrow. That is
why we were elected. We were not
elected to sit here and not think about
tomorrow. The President has said to
the TUnited States Congress, think
about education tomorrow. What are
the results tomorrow? And it is the
same thing with our military defense.
Think about tomorrow, because, before
you know it, tomorrow is here, and we
have added many, many more coun-
tries in the world that have that capa-
bility to launch missiles.

Mr. Speaker, let me show this poster.
Take a look at today. I am talking
about nuclear warheads. But do not
forget that on a missile you can also
deliver biological or chemical war-
heads. Take a look. Every spot on this
map is a country that is capable of de-
livering known or probable biological
and chemical programs, and they can
deliver those chemicals with a missile.

Now, remember, in 1970 when that
treaty, the antiballistic missile treaty
was drafted, there were two countries,
the United States and the USSR, there
were only two countries in the world
that had to be concerned about that.
But, because of this expansion, things
have changed.

I want to stress to my colleagues, be-
cause this argument continues to come
up again and again and again, and in
my opinion it has no validity, and that
argument is the proposition that we
cannot build a missile defense system
without violation of the Antiballistic
Missile Treaty, which we have no right
to exit from.

What I am saying here tonight is
that Antiballistic Missile Treaty, for-
tunately, the people who drafted it, as
I mentioned earlier, I disagree with the
concept that the treaty was drafted 30
years ago, but fortunately the people
who drafted that treaty had the fore-
sight to say, gosh, over a period of time
the consequences may change to the
extent that the United States and the
USSR ought to be able to walk away
from this treaty; that the consequences
are of such importance that it justifies
withdrawal from the ABM Treaty.

I think the President is justified in
taking the position that with all of the
countries today that can accidentally
or intentionally launch a missile into
the United States, that the cir-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

cumstances have changed dramatically
enough that the United States has to
take a new approach; that the United
States can no longer afford, can no
longer afford to sit by and pretend that
in our future there will be no missile
attack against the United States.

In fact, it is just the opposite. The
United States must prepare today for
tomorrow and for the future genera-
tions, prepare for the expectation that
in fact a missile at some point or an-
other will be launched against the
United States of America, either inten-
tionally or accidentally.

But once that missile is airborne, it
does not much matter as far as the
consequences of the missile hit. But it
does matter if we are able to stop that
missile, let us say, on its launching
pad; and let us say we are able to deter-
mine it was an accidental launch, that
somebody made a mistake, that some
mechanism, a malfunction, and we
were able to stop a war or we were able
to stop American retribution, which
you know because of our capabilities
would be severe, harsh, and instanta-
neous; that we were able to avoid that
because we had in place a system that
was capable of stopping an attack
against the United States.

So I urge every one of my colleagues,
instead of playing the political rhet-
oric game, which I am beginning to see
emerge up here, against the missile de-
fense system, put that political rhet-
oric aside for the benefit of the future
generations of the United States of
America. Try and put in place a vision
for the future, a future that allows the
people and the population of the United
States, and the friends of the United
States of America, the capability of
making a missile attack a nonissue, be-
cause we have the capability to stop it.

For those of you who want to end vi-
olence or at least do what you can to
minimize violence, you, as I said ear-
lier, should be the strongest pro-
ponents we have for a missile defense
system. So I congratulate the Presi-
dent, I congratulate the administra-
tion, and, frankly, I commend both
Democrats and Republicans on the
House floor that are coming across this
aisle to stand in unison in favor of a
missile defense system for this coun-
try.

Let me just reiterate a couple points
I made earlier. It is appropriate and it
is timely for the United States Con-
gress to put in our rules a rule which
prohibits inappropriate conduct be-
tween a Congressman and an intern.

I spent a good deal of time at the be-
ginning of my remarks explaining why
I have pursued this issue. I spent a
good deal of time pointing out that we
are the only major institution, the U.S.
Congress is the only major institution
in United States that does not have a
prohibition against inappropriate rela-
tionships between a Congressman and
an intern. For example, the teaching
profession, every school in the Nation
prohibits it; the medical profession
prohibits it; the military prohibits it;
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the clergy prohibits it; the legal profes-
sion prohibits it; most major corpora-
tions prohibit it. The United States
Congress ought to follow good example.
It is not precedent breaking. We should
set a good example, follow a good ex-
ample, and put in place a rule that pro-
hibits that type of inappropriate con-
duct.

Finally, as my final remarks, I urge
all of us to stand as a team to address
this economy. This is not a laughing
matter. This is a very serious situa-
tion. We are in a tunnel, we are not out
the other side of it, and there is a train
coming in. We need to stand in unison
to figure out how to get out of that
tunnel. And there is light. We can get
out of the tunnel, but the more bick-
ering and partisanship that we see on
this House floor, the less likely that we
can fulfill our leadership responsibil-
ities and obligations and lead our coun-
try into some type of economic recov-
ery.

———

NEGATIVE IMPACT OF
PRESIDENT’S TAX CUT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
AKIN). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 3, 2001, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want
to respond, if I can, briefly, to some of
the comments that my colleague from
Colorado made with regard to the econ-
omy.

Mr. Speaker, I do realize that we in
Congress all have an obligation, cer-
tainly, to work for economic recovery,
and there is, of course, a great deal of
concern about the economy right now
because of some of the indications we
have had over the last week with re-
gard to the stock market, with regard
to some of the unemployment figures
that have come through.

But, Mr. Speaker, I would be remiss
if I did not point out, and this is really
the gist of my comments this evening,
I do not intend to use the full hour, but
I need to spend a little time reiterating
once again the negative impact of
President Bush’s tax cut, the tax cut
that was supported by the majority of
the Republicans, who are the majority
here in the House of Representatives,
and which I think has had a very nega-
tive impact and certainly over the long
term will have a very negative impact
on the economy. And my fear that it is
going to lead to President Bush sug-
gesting and the Republican majority
suggesting at some point, if it has not
happened already, that we dip into the
Medicare and the Social Security Trust
Funds in order to pay for ongoing ex-
penses with the Congressional budget,
with the Federal budget.

Mr. Speaker, before we had the 4
weeks when we as Members of Congress
were back in our districts during Au-
gust, during the summer, we had been
told over and over again by the Presi-
dent and the Republican Ileadership
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that there was no need to worry about
this tax cut, this huge massive tax cut
that primarily Dbenefited wealthy
Americans, because we could have the
tax cut and we would also be able to
make sure that, even with the tax cut,
that we would have enough money left
over to pay for the national priorities
that President Bush outlined, an edu-
cation bill, a new defense initiative to
make sure that the military was ready
in the event of war, and also a Medi-
care prescription drug benefit. We
could have the tax cut and we would
also be able to have money left over for
those national priorities.

We were also assured by the Presi-
dent and the Republican Ileadership
that even with this massive tax cut
that primarily favored the well-to-do,
that we would have enough money for
Social Security, that we would not dip
into the Social Security and Medicare
Trust Funds.

J 2000

Well, Democrats have been saying for
over a year that none of those things
were true; that the nature of the tax
cut, the fact that it was so big, that
what the President and the Repub-
licans were proposing was so big, that
it would basically make it impossible
to not dip into the Medicare and Social
Security trust funds and that there
would not be any money left for any of
those other priorities.

Well, we are there today. We went
home at the end of July, early August,
we came back, and lo and behold, the
numbers have come back about the
budget and what money is available;
and the Congressional Budget Office,
among other agencies, have told us
that none of those things are true, that
we probably have already dipped into
the Social Security and Medicare trust
funds because of this massive tax cut
that the President insisted on as the
sort of milestone and the main thing
that we wanted to accomplish in the
first year of his Presidency.

Just as some information, Mr. Speak-
er, the Congressional Budget Office,
this is from about a week or so ago,
maybe it is 2 weeks now, the Congres-
sional Budget Office confirmed what
the Democrats have been saying for
over a year, that the Bush tax cut is so
big it forces the government to invade
Social Security and Medicare trust
funds. According to CBO, the govern-
ment will be taking $30 billion from the
Social Security Trust Fund and $170
billion from the Medicare trust fund
over the next 5 years. The President
talked about how in 2001, this fiscal
year, we were going to have the second
biggest surplus in history. But this
year alone, the government is actually
in deficit and must tap Medicare and
Social Security to fund just routine
government operations.

If we listen to what President Bush is
saying, he pretty much has said, well,
we may have to tap into the Social Se-
curity trust fund. He has talked about,
well, maybe if the economy continues
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to deteriorate, that will be necessary.
So I do not think there is any question,
Mr. Speaker, that we are headed down
that road.

It is a scary road because, first of all,
I should point out before I talk about
the negative consequences of this, the
fact of the matter is, it could be a lot
worse than even what the CBO is esti-
mating now, because we have to re-
member that the Congressional Budget
Office, in their making these projec-
tions that I talked about, these are
baseline estimates, which basically as-
sumes that there are no changes in
spending. In other words, the CBO
numbers do not assume that any of the
other things that President Bush has
talked about spending in this budget
are going to happen, and it also as-
sumes that the economy will pretty
much stay the way it is rather than get
any worse. If the economy worsens or if
we tried to implement some of the
things that the President has talked
about, we could dip even further into
the Social Security and Medicare trust
funds.

I know that the gentleman from Col-
orado (Mr. MCINNIS), the gentleman
who just spoke, said he does not really
want to hear about this because after
all, we are supposed to be united and
we are not supposed to be bickering
over who caused this problem. Well, it
is not a coincidence. The Bush tax cut
is the reason. In only 8 months, the
President, President Bush has taken us
from a situation where we had a
healthy surplus that was basically
built up under the 8 years of President
Clinton’s administration and was a
major contributing factor to the fact
that the economy was booming, and in
just 8 months, this fiscal situation has
dramatically reversed itself because of
the policies of President Bush.

Now, I am not saying that I do not
want to help solve the problem, but I
have to lay the blame where the blame
deserves to be placed. Things were
good. The Federal Government was, for
the first time, in surplus in the last 6
years of the Clinton administration.
Now, in 8 months of the Bush adminis-
tration, we are in a deficit once again.

Now, let me talk a little bit if I can,
Mr. Speaker, about the consequences of
this, because there are a lot of different
consequences. There are various as-
pects as to what we are faced with here
in terms of Federal policy and the neg-
ative consequences. I only mention it,
not because I want to dwell on the neg-
ative, but because I want us to under-
stand where we are so that we can do
something about it in the future.

First of all, let me say I do not care
what the other side says about this, the
fact of the matter is that because we
are now in this deficit situation, be-
cause of the Bush tax cut, we have de-
stroyed any opportunity to spend any
money on the national priorities that
the President and others have talked
about.

If we listen to President Bush, he
still talks about his education initia-
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tive and how there is going to be
money now that is going to go back to
the States and local school boards and
to the schools throughout the country
that are going to beef up education.
Let me assure my colleagues that the
money is not there to pay for it. It is
not going to happen. It is not going to
happen unless we take the money from
the Social Security trust fund. So I do
not think it is going to happen.

Number two, the President Kkeeps
talking about his defense priorities.
The gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
MCINNIS) just mentioned a missile de-
fense system. Well, I do not particu-
larly like what the President is talking
about in terms of a missile defense pro-
gram; but whatever he is talking
about: he talks about more money for
the soldiers, he talks about more
money for weapons, he talks about all
of these billions of dollars that are
going to be necessary to put us in a
state of military preparedness. The
money is not going to be there.

Mr. Speaker, these things are not
going to happen. President Bush’s tax
cut destroyed any opportunity to spend
money on education or on defense.
Most of all, because these are the
things that I hear most about from my
constituents, I happen to have a dis-
trict that has a higher proportion of
senior citizens; and when I am home, as
I was this weekend, they still talk to
me about the high cost of prescription
drugs and how they cannot afford it
and how they would like to have Medi-
care include a prescription drugs pro-
gram, which I have been a big sup-
porter of. We have a health care task
force on the Democratic side of the
aisle. We have been working collec-
tively to come up with a prescription
drugs Medicare program, and we have
endorsed several programs on the
Democratic side that President Clinton
talked about what he wanted to do to
provide a prescription drugs program.
Well, President Bush can tell us what-
ever he wants, but the money is not
there, because of his tax cut, to pay for
this Medicare prescription drug pro-

gram.
Mr. Speaker, I doubt that any of
these national priorities that the

President has identified: education, de-
fense, or a prescription drug benefit
under Medicare, will ever happen be-
cause of this tax cut and because of the
situation that we face today.

Now, let me go on and talk a little
more. It is not only that now, because
of the tax cut, the Bush tax cut and the
potential deficit that we do not have
any money to spend on other priorities,
but what is happening now is going to
have a negative impact on the econ-
omy; and the fact of the matter is that
what we do not have a surplus. And we
are in a deficit situation. We hurt the
economy; and we make it very, very
difficult to have any economic recov-
ery. If my colleagues on the Republican
side are telling us that now they want
to focus on what we can do to bring the
economy back, certainly bypassing this
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tax cut and putting us in a deficit situ-
ation, they have made it much, much
harder for us to achieve any economic
recovery.

Now, my colleagues do not have to
take my word for it. Basically, we
know that over the last year or so, the
Federal Reserve has aggressively low-
ered short-term interest rates, but
long-term interest rates have barely
moved. They are still high. It was in-
teresting, because at a July Senate
Banking Committee hearing, we had
Alan Greenspan, the Fed Chairman,
and he very specifically indicated that
the Bush tax cuts impact on the sur-
plus in future years has prevented a de-
cline in long-term interest rates.

The reason, a major reason why the
economy was doing well during the
Clinton era was because when Presi-
dent Clinton created a situation where
there was a Federal surplus, it meant
that the interest rates were low on
their own, even without the Federal
Reserve action; and it basically made
it so that money was available. The
Federal Government was not borrowing
as much and taking money out of the
system for lenders who wanted to use
it to lend money to companies or fac-
tories so that they could build new fac-
tories and come up with new means of
production and create more jobs. That
drain that comes, the drain on the
economy that comes from a Federal
deficit is going to have a terribly nega-
tive impact on the economy and make
it much more difficult for us to recover
because the long-term interest rates
will remain high, because it will be
more difficult to borrow and raise cap-
ital for new production and create new
jobs.

At this Senate Committee on Bank-
ing and Financial Services hearing,
just to again reiterate that what I am
saying is not pie in the sky, we had a
little dialogue between the Federal
Chairman Greenspan and Senator
SCHUMER from New York. And if I
could just repeat this, this was the
Senator, or I do not know if I can use
the word ‘‘Senator,” but a member of
the other body who said, and I quote,
“One thing you mentioned, Mr. Green-
span, you thought that rates hadn’t
come down enough was that the rate of
decline of Treasury debt had not been
as great as we thought. Is that due to
the tax cut?”’ The Senator said. And
Federal Chairman Greenspan said, I
think it is basically due to a series of
things. One, the tax cut.” Senator
SCHUMER says, ‘“‘Right. So the tax cut
did have a negative effect on this?”
And Alan Greenspan says, ‘‘Oh, yes, no
question.”

So the Bush tax cut is not only mak-
ing it difficult to spend any money on
education, defense, Medicare prescrip-
tion drugs, and may kill all of those
things; but in addition, it is having a
negative impact on the economy and it
is going to be very, very difficult to
achieve the kind of economic recovery
that now the President and my Repub-
lican colleagues are saying should be a
priority.
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Lastly, and this I guess is the most
obvious one, but I want to go into it a
little bit. What is happening here now
in terms of us going back into a deficit
and, inevitably, it seems, spending the
money from the Social Security and
the Medicare trust fund, is that the
money is not going to be available in
the Medicare and Social Security trust
funds to pay benefits.

Right now, the seniors that I rep-
resent, Medicare is probably the most
important Federal program that they
have available to them. Social Secu-
rity is the most important program,
because it is just, if not more impor-
tant, because of the fact this they de-
pend on the income from Social Secu-
rity.

Well, right now we are okay. But we
all know that in a few years, there will
not be as much money available for
Medicare and Social Security because
the number of people who will become
seniors, the so-called baby boom gen-
eration of which I am a part, when
they get to be 65, there are going to be
more of them and there is going to be
a need for more money to pay out their
retirement Social Security benefits
and take care of their Medicare and
take care of their health care needs.

So the reason that the Congress a few
years ago started to build up this sur-
plus in the trust funds for Medicare
and Social Security was because they
knew that maybe by 2020 or 2030, 20 or
30 years from now, if not sooner, but
certainly by then, that there would be
a lot more seniors and we would need
more money to build up in this trust
fund to pay out the benefits. Well, if we
now dip into the Medicare and Social
Security trust fund, this so-called sur-
plus, that money is not going to be
there.

Now, what the Democrats have been
doing when Clinton was President was
they recognized this and they said,
okay, let us take a certain percentage
of this surplus and general revenues
that we have and let us dedicate it to-
wards Social Security and Medicare. In
other words, we had a Social Security
and Medicare trust fund that had a sur-
plus on their own, but President Clin-
ton said, let us take money from the
surplus we are building in general reve-
nues from tax revenues and let us
apply that to the Social Security and
Medicare trust funds so that even more
money would be available in 2020 or
2030 when we needed it. Well, that is all
gone. There is nothing now; there is no
general revenue surplus available to
apply it to Social Security and Medi-
care. Instead, we are now taking from
those trust funds to pay for general op-
erations to operate the government.

Mr. Speaker, it is pretty easy to fig-
ure out what is going on here, but the
reality is very dire, because now there
is a serious question about whether or
not the Social Security and Medicare
money will be available for people my
generation when they get to be seniors.
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Now, what I am going to mention
now does not necessarily relate to the
budget and to what the President did
with his tax cut.

But ironically, in the middle of all of
this, at the very time when President
Bush’s tax cut is having this negative
impact and threatening Social Secu-
rity and Medicare, we have the Presi-
dent, President Bush, setting up this
commission, this Social Security com-
mission that over the summer, includ-
ing during the August break, started to
provide all of this information about
how they want to privatize Social Se-
curity. They may want to raise the age
again when one gets Social Security.

There is all this potential tinkering
with the Social Security system that I
think is going to make the situation
even worse, because if we privatize So-
cial Security, or say to people that
they can take a certain amount of
their money outside the system and in-
vest it in the stock market or in some-
thing else, there again, that is taking
money away from the Social Security
system that is not going to be avail-
able for the baby boom generation
when they get to be 65.

Mr. Speaker, we no longer have the
situation which we had under Presi-
dent Clinton and the Democrats where
the general revenue surplus is being ap-
plied to boost up Social Security and
Medicare. We now have a situation
where President Bush’s tax cut is prob-
ably going to make Congress, or maybe
we are already doing it, dip into the
trust funds for Social Security and
Medicare.

At the same time, we have this com-
mission out there that President Bush
is instituting that is proposing to take
even more money out of the Social Se-
curity and Medicare trust funds so that
people can invest money in the stock
market or whatever. I cannot imagine
a worse situation.

Mr. Speaker, I recognize and I agree
with my colleague, my Republican col-
league who spoke before me, the gen-
tleman from Colorado, that I do not
want to just come here and talk about
how bad things are. But if we do not
recognize why they are getting bad,
then we are never going to correct
them.

This Congress has to think about
ways of dealing with the fact that this
tax cut has really hurt the economy,
threatened Social Security, and makes
it impossible for us to invest in other
national priorities such as education,
prescription drugs under Medicare, and
defense needs.

Until we recognize the fact that this
is the cause or a major cause of the
problem, I do not know how we are
going to correct it. I am not going to
just stand here and put my head in the
sand and say this is just happening
through natural causes. This is hap-
pening because of the President and
the Republican leadership’s tax policy.
That is why we are in the situation
that we are in, and we need to recog-
nize it before we can move on.
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Ms. CARSON of Indiana (at the request
of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today on account
of official business.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois (at the request
of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today, September
11 and 12 on account of business in the
district.

Mr. DEUTSCH (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today on account of offi-
cial business.

Mr. STUPAK (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today on account of
family business.

Mr. DOOLITTLE (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today on account of per-
sonal reasons.

Mr. GRrucct (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today on account of his
mother had a heart attack.

Mr. ROYCE (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today and September 11 on
account of personal business.

———

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCNULTY) to revise and
extend his remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. RAMSTAD) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. RAMSTAD, for 5 minutes, today
and September 11.

Mr. ROHRABACHER,
today.

Mr. NUSSLE, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Member (at her own
request) to revise and extend her re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-
utes, today.

for 5 minutes,

———

SENATE CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION REFERRED

A concurrent resolution of the Sen-
ate of the following title was taken
from the Speaker’s table and, under
the rule, referred as follows:

S. Con. Res. 58. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing support for the tenth annual meet-
ing of the Asia Pacific Parliamentary
Forum; to the Committee on International
Relations.

———————

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 18 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, September 11, 2001, at 9 a.m. for
morning hour debates.
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

3518. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Commuted Traveltime Periods: Over-
time Services Relating to Imports and Ex-
ports [Docket No. 00-017-1] received Sep-

tember 6, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

3519. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Oriental Fruit Fly; Designation of
Quarantined Area [Docket No. 01-080-1] re-
ceived September 6, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

35620. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Importation Prohibitions Because of
Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy [Docket
No. 00-121-1] (RIN: 0579-AB26) received Au-
gust 13, 2001, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

35621. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Bromoxynil; Pesticide Toler-
ances for Emergency Exemptions [OPP-
301163; FRL—-6798-2] (RIN: 2070-AB70) received
September 5, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

35622. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Buprofezin; Pesticide Toler-
ances [OPP-301159; FRL-6796-6] received Au-
gust 31, 2001, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

35623. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Pyriproxyfen; Pesticide Tol-
erances for Emergency Exemptions [OPP-
301165; FRL~-6798-6] (RIN: 2070-AB78) received
August 31, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

3524. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Revocation of Unlimited Tol-
erance Exemptions [OPP-301152; FRL-6793-5]
(RIN: 2070-AB78) received August 13, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

3625. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Bifenazate; Pesticide Toler-
ances for Emergency Exemptions [OPP-
3011563; FRL-6793-3] received August 13, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

35626. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—B-D-Glucuronidase from E.
coli and the Genetic Material Necessary for
its Production As a Plant Pesticide Inert In-
gredient; Exemption from the Requirement
of a Tolerance [OPP-301129; FRL-6782-8]
(RIN: 2070-AB78) received August 13, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.
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3627. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—2-Propenoic Acid, Sodium
Salt, Polymer with 2-Propenamide; Toler-
ance Exemption [OPP-301158; FRIL-6794-8]
(RIN: 2070-AB78) received August 13, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

3628. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Defense
Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement;
Reporting Requirements Update [DFARS
Case 2001-D004] received September 5, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

3529. A letter from the Alternative OSD FR
Liaison Officer, Department of Defense,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Compensation of Certain Former Operatives
Incarcerated by the Democratic Republic of
Vietnam (RIN: 0790-AG67) received August
14, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Armed Services.

3530. A letter from the Alternate OSD FR
Liaison Officer, Department of Defense,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Transactions Other Than Contracts, Grants,
or Cooperative Agreements for Prototype
Projects (RIN: 0790-AGT79) received August 14,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Armed Services.

3531. A letter from the Alternate OSD FR
Liaison Office, Department of Defense,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Civilian Health and Medical Program of the
Uniformed Service (CHAMPUS); Prosthetic
Devices (RIN: 7020-AA49) received August 14,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Armed Services.

3532. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program; Assistance
to Private Sector Property Insurers (RIN:
3067-AD23) received August 14, 2001, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Financial Services.

35633. A letter from the General Counsel,
National Credit Union Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Records Preservation Program—re-
ceived September 5, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

35634. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Mary-
land; Revisions to the Control of Iron and
Steel Production Installations [MDO011/108-
3056a; FRI-T7040-8] received September 5,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

3535. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—District of Columbia: Final
Authorization of State Hazardous Waste
Management Program Revision [FRL-7050-9]
received September 5, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

3536. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Mary-
land; Control of VOC Emissions from Marine
Vessels Coating Operations [MD078-3078a;
FRL-7049-3] received August 31, 2001, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

3637. A letter from the Prinicpal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Standards of Performance for
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Electric Utility Steam Generating Units for
Which Construction is Commenced After
September 18, 1978; and Standards of Per-
formance for Industrial—Commercial—Insti-
tutional Steam Generating Units—[FRL-
7033-8] (RIN: 2060-AJ22) received August 13,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

3638. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Guidelines for Direct Imple-
mentation Tribal Cooperative Agreements
(DITCAs) for Fiscal Year 2001—received Au-
gust 13, 2001, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

3639. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Approval and Promulgation
of State Implementation Plans; Wisconsin
[WI42-7306a; FRL-7029-3] received August 13,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

3540. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor to the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—
Amendment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Al-
lotments, FM Broadcast Stations
(Pleasanton, Topeka, Iola, and Emporia,
Kansas) [MM Docket No. 98-9, RM-9216; MM
Docket No. 98-13, RM-9212] received August
30, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

3541. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor to the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—
Amendment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Al-
lotments, FM Broadcast Stations (Hugo, Col-
orado) [MM Docket No. 01-91, RM-10096] re-
ceived August 30, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

3542. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor to Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—
Amendment of Section 73.202(b), FM Table of
Allotments, FM Broadcast Stations (Salem
and Molalla, Oregon) [MM Docket No. 01-59,
RM-10072] (Avon and Fairport, New York)
[MM Docket No. 01-60, RM-10073] received
August 30, 2001, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

3543. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor to Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—
Amendment of Section 73.622(b), Table of Al-
lotments, Digital Television Broadcast Sta-
tions (Missoula, Montana) [MM Docket No.
01-15, RM-10030] received August 30, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

3544. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor to Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—
Amendment of Section 73.622(b), Table of Al-
lotments, Digital Television Broadcast Sta-
tions (Lexington, Kentucky) [MM Docket
No. 01-83, RM-10085] received August 30, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

3545. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor to Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—
Amendment of Section 73.622(b), Table of Al-
lotments, Digital Television Broadcast Sta-
tions (Charlottesville, Virginia) [MM Docket
No. 00-240, RM-9793] received August 30, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.
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3546. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor to Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—
Amendment of Section 73.622(b), Table of Al-
lotments, Digital Television Broadcast Sta-
tions (Kansas City, Missouri) [MM Docket
No. 00-116, RM-9877] received August 30, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

3547. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor to the Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Federal
Communications Commission, transmitting
the Commission’s final rule—Amendment of
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM
Broadcast Stations (Elkhorn City and Coal
Run, Kentucky) [MM Docket No. 00-14, RM-
9753] received August 30, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

3548. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor to the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—
Amendment of Section 73.202(b), FM Table of
Allotments, FM Broadcast Stations (Naches,
Sunnyside, and Benton City, Washington)
[MM Docket No. 01-95, RM-10093] received
August 30, 2001, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

35649. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor to Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—
Amendment of Section 73.622(b), Table of Al-
lotments, Digital Television Broadcast Sta-
tions (Panama City, Florida) [MM Docket
No. 99-318, RM-9745] received August 30, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

35650. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor to the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—
Amendment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Al-
lotments, FM Broadcast Stations (Toccoa
and Sugar Hill, Georgia) [MM Docket No. 98-
162, RM-9263] received August 30, 2001, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

35661. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
transmitting the Commission’s final rule—
Open Access Same-Time Information System
and Standards of Conduct [Docket No. RM95-
9-014] received August 14, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

3652. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Attorney General for Administration, Jus-
tice Management Division, Department of
Justice, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Privacy Act of 1974; Implementation
[AAG/A Order No. 241-2001] received August
13, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Government Reform.

356563. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Attorney General for Administration, Jus-
tice Management Division, Department of
Justice, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Privacy Act of 1974; Implementation
[AAG/A Order No. 242-2001] received August
13, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Government Reform.

3564. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Retirement Thrift Investment
Board, transmitting the Board’s final rule—
Correction of Administrative Errors; Lost
Earnings Attributable to Employing Agency
Errors—received August 21, 2001, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Government Reform.

356565. A letter from the Program Manager,
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms,
Department of the Treasury, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Identification
Markings Placed on Firearms (98R-341P)
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[T.D. ATF-461; Ref: Notice No. 877] (RIN:
1512-AB84) received August 17, 2001, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

3556. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Safety Zone; Sister Bay
MarinaFest, Sister Bay, Wisconsin [CGD09-
01-055] (RIN: 2115-AA97) received August 30,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

3557. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Safety Zone; Maumee
River, Toledo, Ohio [CGD09-01-112] (RIN:
2115-AA97) received August 30, 2001, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

35568. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Safety Zone; Candlelight
on the Water, Port Washington, Wisconsin
[CGD09-01-103] (RIN: 2115-AA97) received Au-
gust 30, 2001, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3659. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Safety Zone; Fireworks
Display, Newport, RI [CGD01-01-100] (RIN:
2115-A A97) received August 30, 2001, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

35660. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Safety Zone: Triathlon,
Ulster Landing, Hudson River, NY [CGD01-
00-248] (RIN: 2115-AA97) received August 30,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

3561. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Safety Zone; Ashley
River, Charleston, SC [CGD07-01-048] (RIN:
2115-AA97) received August 30, 2001, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

3562. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Safety Zone: McArdle
Bridge repairs—Boston, Massachusetts
[CGD1-01-021] (RIN: 2115-AA97) received Au-
gust 30, 2001, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

35663. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Airworthiness Directives; Airbus Model A330
Series Airplanes [Docket No. 2001-NM-70-AD;
Amendment 39-12382; AD 2001-16-13] (RIN:
2120-A A64) received August 30, 2001, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

3564. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Airworthiness Directives; BAe Systems (Op-
erations) Limited Model Avro 146-RJ85A and
146-RJ100A Series Airplanes [Docket No.
2001-NM-223-AD; Amendment 39-12384; AD
2001-16-15] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received August
30, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

3665. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Airworthiness Directives; CFM International
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CFMb56 Series Turbofan Engines [Docket No.
2001-NE-15-AD; Amendment 39-12405; AD
2001-17-14] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received August
30, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

3566. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Special Local Regulations
for Marine Events; Bush River, Abingdon,
Maryland [CGD05-01-047] (RIN: 2115-AE46) re-
ceived August 30, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3567. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Special Local Regulations
for Marine Events; Nanticoke River,
Sharptown, Maryland [CGD05-01-023] (RIN:
2115-AE46) received August 30, 2001, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

3568. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Drawbridge Operating
Regulation; Bayou Boeuf, LA [CGD08-01-026]
received August 30, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3569. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Drawbridge Operating
Regulation; Mississippi River, Iowa and Illi-
nois [CGD08-01-023] (RIN: 2115-AE47) received
August 30, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3570. A letter from the Senior Transpor-
tation Analyst, FAA, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Antidrug and Alcohol Misuse Pre-
vention Programs for Personnel Engaged in
Specified Aviation Activities [Docket No.
FAA-2000-8431; Amendment No. 121-285]
(RIN: 2120-AH15) received August 14, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

3571. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—FY02 Wetland Program De-
velopment Grants Guidelines [FRL-7047-9]
received August 31, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3572. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator for Satellite and Information Serv-
ices, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration, transmitting the Administra-
tion’s final rule—Office of Research and Ap-
plications Ocean Remote Sensing Program
Notice of Financial Assistance [Docket No.
000616179-1190-02] (RIN: 0648-ZA90) received
August 20, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Science.

3573. A letter from the General Counsel,
National Science Foundation, transmitting
the Foundations’s final rule—Antarctic Non-
Governmental Expeditions (RIN: 3145-AA36)
received August 21, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Science.

3574. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Weighted Average
Interest Rate Update—received August 18,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

————
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
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for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. HYDE: Committee on International
Relations. H.R. 2646. A bill to provide for the
continuation of agricultural programs
through fiscal year 2011; with an amendment
(Rept. 107-191 Pt. 3). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. HANSEN: Committee on Resources.
H.R. 2187. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to make receipts collected from
mineral leasing activities on certain naval
oil shale reserves available to cover environ-
mental restoration, waste management, and
environmental compliance costs incurred by
the United States with respect to the re-
serves; with an amendment (Rept. 107-202 Pt.
1).

Mr. BOEHNER: Committee on Education
and the Workforce. H.R. 1900. A bill to amend
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 1974 to provide quality pre-
vention programs and accountability pro-
grams relating to juvenile delinquency, and
for other purposes; with an amendment
(Rept. 107-203). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union,
and ordered to be printed.

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XII the
Committee on Energy and Commerce
discharged from further consideration.
H.R. 2187 referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union and ordered to be printed.

———

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED
BILL

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XII the
following action was taken by the
Speaker:

[The following action occurred on September 7,
2001]

H.R. 2646. Referral to the Committee on
International Relations extended for a period
ending not later than September 10, 2001.

[Submitted on September 10, 2001]

H.R. 2187. Referral to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce extended for a period
ending not later than September 10, 2001.

———

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia:

H.R. 2868. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide for appropriate over-
time pay for National Weather Service fore-
casters performing essential services during
severe weather events, and to limit Sunday
premium pay for employees of the National
Weather Service to hours of service actually
performed on Sunday; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

By Mr. GILLMOR (for himself, Mr.
PALLONE, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. DINGELL,
Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. TOwNS, Mr. BOEH-
LERT, and Mr. GREEN of Texas):

H.R. 2869. A bill to provide certain relief
for small businesses from liability under the
Comprehension Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, and
to amend such Act to promote the cleanup
and reuse of brownfields, to provide financial
assistance for brownfields revitalization, to
enhance State response programs, and for
other purposes.; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
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ture, for a period to be subsequently deter-

mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-

sideration of such provisions as fall within

the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.
By Ms. BALDWIN:

H.R. 2870. A Dbill to extend for 6 additional
months the period for which chapter 12 of
title 11 of the United States Code is reen-
acted.; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BEREUTER:

H.R. 2871. A Dbill to reauthorize the Export-
Import Bank of the United States, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services.

By Ms. DELAURO:

H.R. 2872. A bill to designate the western
breakwater for the project for navigation,
New Haven Harbor, Connecticut, as the
‘““‘Charles Hervey Townshend Breakwater‘; to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. HERGER (for himself and Mr.
CARDIN):

H.R. 2873. A Dbill to extend and amend the
program entitled Promoting Safe and Stable
Families under title IV-B, subpart 2 of the
Social Security Act, and to provide new au-
thority to support programs for mentoring
children of incarcerated parents; to amend
the Foster Care Independent Living program
under title IV-E of that Act to provide for
educational and training vouchers for youths
aging out of foster care, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. MALONEY of New York (for
herself, Mr. HORN, Mr. LATOURETTE,
Ms. WOOLSEY, and Ms. ESH0O0):

H.R. 2874. A bill to make grants to train
sexual assault nurse examiners, law enforce-
ment personnel, and first responders in the
handling of sexual assault cases, to establish
minimum standards for forensic evidence
collection kits, to carry out DNA analyses of
samples from crime scenes, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. PAUL:

H.R. 2875. A bill to provide that the inferior
courts of the United States do not have ju-
risdiction to hear abortion-related cases; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. REHBERG:

H.R. 2876. A bill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located in
Harlem, Montana, as the ‘“Francis
Bardanouve United States Post Office
Building‘‘; to the Committee on Government
Reform.

By Mr. SAXTON (for himself, Mr.
ADERHOLT, Mr. PLATTS, and Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey):

H. Con. Res. 222. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress regarding the
inherent right of self-defense; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

By Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN:

H. Res. 235. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives regard-
ing the establishment of a National Words
Can Heal Day; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

———

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

190. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the General Assembly of the State of Illi-
nois, relative to House Joint Resolution No.
13 memorializing the United States Congress
to urge the United States Postal Service to
reconsider the issuance of a Purple Heart
Stamp to honor those veterans who received
the Order of the Purple Heart for Military
Merit defending their country during times
of conflict; to the Committee on Government
Reform.
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191. Also,a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Louisiana, relative to House
Concurrent Resolution No. 164 memorializing
the United States Congress and the governor
of Louisana and the Texas Legislature to ac-
tively support routing I-69 through west
DeSoto Parish, Louisana and Shelby County,
Texas; to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure.

192. Also,a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Rhode Island, relative to Senate
Resolution 01-S 0855 memorializing the
United States Congress to amend title ten,
United States Code relating to the com-
pensation of retired military, permitting
concurrent receipt of military retired pay
and Veterans’ Administration compensation,
including dependents allowances; jointly to
the Committees on Armed Services and Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

—————

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 36: Mr. HEFLEY.

H.R. 75: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN.

H.R. 190: Mr. BARR of Georgia.

H.R. 218: Mr. LEWIS of California and Mr.
MATHESON.

H.R. 239: Mr. WEXLER, Mr. EHRLICH, and
Mr. SMITH of new Jersey.

H.R. 303: Mr. MEEKS of New York and Mr.
TAUZIN.

H.R. 325: Mr. SANDLIN.

H.R. 326: Mr. ToM DAVIS of Virginia.

H.R. 394: Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma and Mr.
GORDON.

H.R. 458: Mr. BAKER.

H.R. 536: Mr. KELLER and Mr. FOLEY.

H.R. 638: Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 6566: Mr. CALVERT.

H.R. 668: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington and
Mrs. NAPOLITANO.

H.R. 689: Ms. ESHOO.

H.R. 699: Mr. DEAL of Georgia.

H.R. 709: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.

H.R. 746: Mr. CANTOR and Mr. WOLF.
H.R. 751: Mr. CALVERT and Mr. ENGLISH.
H.R. 803: Mr. KILDEE.

H.R. 808: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia.
H.R. 826: Mr. HERGER and Mr. MANZULLO.
H.R. 876: Ms. LOFGREN.

H.R. 978: Ms. RIVERS, Mr. MCNULTY, Ms.
LEE, and Mr. BOUCHER.

H.R. 1032: Mr. BLUMENAUER and Mr.
PASCRELL.

H.R. 1073: Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. SOUDER, Mr.
SHOWS, and Mr. BENTSEN.

H.R. 1109: Mr. FORBES, Mr. WELDON of Flor-
ida, Mr. WAMP, Mr. CRANE, and Mr. ROYCE.

H.R. 1136: Mr. GREENWOOD.

H.R. 1187: Mr. DEUTSCH and Ms. PELOSI.

H.R. 1198: Mr. LucAs of Kentucky, Mr. PE-
TERSON of Minnesota, Mr. HERGER, and Mr.
ROGERS of Kentucky.

H.R. 1254: Ms. LOFGREN.

H.R. 1265: Mr. ABERCROMBIE and Mr. LAN-
TOS.

H.R. 1296: Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. COMBEST, and
Mr. FORBES.

H.R. 1318: Ms. BERKLEY.

H.R. 1377: Mr. KERNS.

H.R. 1436: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. MAR-
KEY, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. BISHOP,
Mr. BAcA, Mr. HINOJOSA, and Mr. SMITH of
Washington.

H.R. 1506: Mr. REYNOLDS.

H.R. 1522: Mr. GONZALEZ.

H.R. 1555: Mr. COOKSEY.

H.R. 1556: Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. SHERWOOD,
and Mr. HALL of Ohio.

H.R. 1602: Mr. CULBERSON and Mr. BEREU-
TER.

H.R. 1605: Mr. BoyD, Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon,
and Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN.
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H.R. 1669:

H.R. 1671:

H.R. 1672:

H.R. 1690:

H.R. 1700:
SCHIFF.

H.R. 1703: Mr. WATKINS, Mr. LARSON of Con-
necticut, Mr. RUSH, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms.
BERKLEY, Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr.
CAPUANO, Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr.
HONDA, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. PHELPS, Mrs. DAVIS
of California, Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, Ms.
MCKINNEY, and Mr. FILNER.

H.R. 1713: Mr. WEINER and Mr. INSLEE.

H.R. 1723: Mr. BAcA and Mr. MCINTYRE.

H.R. 1749: Mr. FORBES.

H.R. 1770: Mr. FLETCHER.

H.R. 1786: Mr. STUPAK, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr.
BONIOR, Mr. QUINN, Mr. DEFAZIO, and Mr.
EHLERS.

H.R. 1795: Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. FLETCHER,
Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. BACHUS, and Mr. WATTS of
Oklahoma.

H.R. 1810: Mr. ISRAEL.

H.R. 1896: Ms. SOLIS.

H.R. 1900: Mr. CASTLE.

H.R. 1935: Mr. LEVIN, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr.
FRANK, and Mr. GILLMOR.

H.R. 1948: Mr. PASTOR.

H.R. 1956: Mr. PALLONE, Mr. SCHAFFER, and
Mr. SHAYS.

H.R. 1979:

H.R. 1983:

H.R. 2081:

H.R. 2082:

H.R. 2087:

H.R. 2088: Mr. RYUN of Kansas.

H.R. 2125: Mr. WALSH, Mr. WELDON of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. FLETCHER, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN,
Mr. SNYDER, and Mr. CLEMENT.

H.R. 2135: Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. LIPINSKI, and
Ms. MCKINNEY.

H.R. 2136: Mrs. THURMAN, Ms. WOOLSEY,
Mrs. MALONEY of New York, and Ms. MCKIN-
NEY.

H.R. 2145: Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. NADLER, and
Mr. ENGLISH.

H.R. 2166: Mr. FILNER and Ms. DELAURO.

H.R. 2167: Mr. BLUMENAUER and Mr.
PASCRELL.

H.R. 2173: Mr. WOLF, Mr. MicA, Mr. MCNUL-
TY, Mr. HINCHEY, and Mr. CARSON of Okla-
homa.

H.R. 2227: Mr.

H.R. 2265: Mr. SCHAFFER.

H.R. 2276: Mr. FILNER.

H.R. 2294: Mr. COYNE, Mr. TIERNEY, and Mr.
FRANK.

H.R. 2341: Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr. BRADY
of Texas, Mr. EHRLICH, and Mr. LEWIS of Ken-
tucky.

H.R. 2352: Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. KUCINICH, and
Mr. HINCHEY.

H.R. 2354: Mr. NETHERCUTT and Mr.
NOLDS.

H.R. 2357: Mr. WoLF, Mr. ENGLISH and Mr.
SCHAFFER.

H.R. 2390: Mr. BARR of Georgia and Mr.
WICKER.

H.R. 2487: Mr. RUSH.

H.R. 2521: Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. MCKINNEY,
Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. CALVERT,
and Mr. FROST.

H.R. 2531: Ms.

H.R. 2588: Mr.

H.R. 2604: Mr.

H.R. 2609: Mr.

H.R. 2610: Mr.

H.R. 2612: Mr.

H.R. 2619: Mr. SCHIFF.

H.R. 2622: Ms. WOOLSEY and Mr. DOYLE.

H.R. 2638: Mr. FARR of California, Mr.
BROWN of Ohio, Mr. DOOLEY of California, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr.
WELLER, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. TURNER, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. CALVERT, and Mr. HONDA.

H.R. 2641: Mr. FILNER and Mr. HINCHEY.

H.R. 2659: Mr. MCGOVERN and Mr.
RODRIGUEZ.

Mr. FRANK.

Mr. WYNN.

Mr. LEACH and Mrs. MORELLA.
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.

Mrs. DAVIS of California and Mr.

Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Ms.

SKELTON.

ToM DAVIS of Virginia.
BERKLEY.
ABERCROMBIE.
BALDWIN.

JONES of North Carolina.

REY-

KAPTUR.

BOEHLERT and Mr. BONIOR.
FRANK.

REYNOLDS.

CROWLEY.

SABO and Mr. EDWARDS.

September 10, 2001

H.R. 2663: Mr. MCGOVERN.

H.R. 2675: Mr. FLETCHER.

H.R. 2688: Ms. LOFGREN.

H.R. 2690: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
UNDERWOOD, Mr. LUTHER, Mr. TAYLOR of
North Carolina, Mr. PI1TTs, Mr. BONIOR, Mr.
SABO, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, and Ms.
BROWN of Florida.

H.R. 2718: Mr. HoLT and Mr. NADLER.

H.R. 2725: Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Mr.
TIERNEY, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. CRENSHAW, Mr.
OLVER, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr. SAND-
ERS, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. SCHAFFER, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. NADLER,
and Mr. MASCARA.

H.R. 2765: Mrs. CLAYTON, Ms. McCOLLUM,
Mr. PASCRELL, and Mr. MEEKS of New York.

H.R. 2779: Ms. LOFGREN, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali-
fornia, Ms. NORTON, Mr. FRANK, and Mr.
CAPUANO.

H.R. 2787: Mr. FrROST, Mr. LANGEVIN, and
Ms. BROWN of Florida.

H.R. 2795: Mr. BERRY.

H.R. 2805: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mrs.
Jo ANN DAVIS of Virginia, and Mr. ENGLISH.

H.R. 2806: Mr. ENGLISH.

H.R. 2812: Mr. SABO.

H.R. 2817: Mr. LucAs of Kentucky, Mrs.
KELLY, Mr. SCHROCK, and Mr. LAMPSON.

H. Con. Res. 30: Mr. PENCE and Mr.
LOBIONDO.

H. Con. Res. 33: Mr. FORBES.

H. Con. Res. 46: Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr.
PLATTS, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. CANTOR, Ms.
VELAZQUEZ, Mr. INSLEE, and Mr. GREEN of
Texas.

H. Con. Res.
NORTHUP.

H. Con. Res. 177: Mrs. EMERSON.

H. Con. Res. 180: Mr. BALDAcCCI, Mr. DOYLE,
and Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut.

H. Con. Res. 188: Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. KEN-
NEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. DEUTSCH, Ms.
LOFGREN, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr. TIERNEY,
Mr. OLVER, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mrs. NORTHUP,
Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. LucAs of Kentucky,
Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. PRICE
of North Carolina, Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. ISSA,
Mr. ETHERIDGE, Ms. SLAUGHTER, and Mr.
BARR of Georgia.

H. Con. Res. 191: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr.
MCGOVERN, and Mr. FROST.

H. Con. Res. 220: Mr. DEAL of Georgia.

H. Res. 128: Mr. STRICKLAND and Mr. GOR-
DON.

102: Mr. GORDON and Mrs.

————

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 1983: Mr. SCHROCK.

H.R. 2269: Mr. PASCRELL.

———

DISCHARGE PETITIONS—
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS

The following Members added their
names to the following discharge peti-
tions:

Petition 3 by Mr. TURNER on House Reso-
lution 203: Wayne T. Gilchrest and Maxine
Waters.

————

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 2586
OFFERED BY MR. BEREUTER

AMENDMENT NoO. 2: At the end of subtitle B
of title V (page  , after line ), insert
the following new section:
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SEC. 520. PREPARATION FOR, PARTICIPATION IN,
AND CONDUCT OF ATHLETIC COM-
PETITIONS BY THE NATIONAL
GUARD AND MEMBERS OF THE NA-
TIONAL GUARD.

(a) EXPANSION OF EXISTING AUTHORITY.—
Subsection (a) of section 504 of title 32,
United States Code, is amended by striking
paragraph (3) and inserting the following
new paragraph:

¢“(3) prepare for and participate in a quali-
fying athletic competition or a small arms
competition.”.

(b) COMPETITIONS IN CONJUNCTION WITH
TRAINING.—Such section is further amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

¢‘(c) CONDUCT OF AND PARTICIPATION IN COM-
PETITIONS IN CONJUNCTION WITH TRAINING.—
(1) Members and units of the National Guard
may conduct and compete in a qualifying
athletic competition or a small arms com-
petition in conjunction with training re-
quired under this chapter in any case in
which—

‘“(A) the conduct of or participation in the
competition does not adversely affect the
quality of that training or otherwise inter-
fere with the ability of a member or unit of
the National Guard to perform the military
functions of the member or unit;

‘“(B) National Guard personnel will en-
hance their military skills as a result of con-
ducting or participating in the competition;
and

‘(C) the conduct of or participation in the
competition will not result in a significant
increase in the cost of the training.

‘(2) Facilities and equipment of the Na-
tional Guard, including military property
and vehicles described in section 508(c) of
this title, may be used in connection with
the conduct of or participation in a quali-
fying athletic competition or a small arms
competition under paragraph (1).”.

(c) OTHER MATTERS.—Such section is fur-
ther amended by adding after subsection (c),
as added by subsection (b) of this section, the
following new subsections:

“(d) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Subject to
such limitations as may be enacted in appro-
priations Acts, amounts appropriated for the
National Guard may be used to cover—

‘(1) the costs of conducting or partici-
pating in a qualifying athletic competition
or a small arms competition under sub-
section (¢); and

‘“(2) the expenses of members of the Na-
tional Guard under subsection (a)(3), includ-
ing expenses of attendance and participation
fees, travel, per diem, clothing, equipment,
and related expenses.

““(e) QUALIFYING ATHLETIC COMPETITION DE-
FINED.—In this section, the term ‘qualifying
athletic competition’ means a competition
in athletic events that require skills rel-
evant to military duties or involve aspects of
physical fitness that are evaluated by the
armed forces in determining whether a mem-
ber of the National Guard is fit for military
duty.”.

(d) STYLISTIC AMENDMENTS.—Such section
is further amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘AUTHOR-
IZED ACTIVITIES.—’ after ‘‘(a)’’; and

(2) in subsection (b), by inserting ‘‘AUTHOR-
1ZED LOCATIONS.— after “‘(b)”.

(e) CONFORMING AND CLERICAL AMEND-
MENTS.—(1) The heading of such section is
amended to read as follows:

“§504. National Guard schools; small arms

competitions; athletic competitions”.

(2) The item relating to section 504 in the
table of sections at the beginning of chapter
5 of that title is amended to read as follows:
¢“5604. National Guard schools; small arms

competitions; athletic competi-
tions.”.
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H.R. 2586
OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS
AMENDMENT No. 3: At the end of subtitle E
of title X (page 307, after line 20), insert the
following new section:

SEC. . SENSE OF CONGRESS ON IMPLEMENTA-
TION OF FUEL EFFICIENCY RE-
FORMS IN DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE.
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) The Federal Government is the largest
single energy user in the United States, and
the Department of Defense is the largest en-
ergy user among all Federal agencies.

(2) The Department of Defense consumed
595,000,000,000,000 BTUs of petroleum in fiscal
yvear 1999, while all other Federal agencies
combined consumed 56,000,000,000,000 BTUs of
petroleum.

(3) The total cost of petroleum to the De-
partment of Defense amounted to
$3,600,000,000 in fiscal year 2000.

(4) Increased fuel efficiency would reduce
the cost of delivering fuel to military units
during operations and training and allow a
corresponding percentage of defense dollars
to be reallocated to logistic shortages and
other readiness needs.

(5) Increased fuel efficiency would decrease
the time needed to assemble military units,
would increase unit flexibility, and would
allow units to remain in the field for a
longer period of time.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the Secretary of Defense
should work to implement fuel efficiency re-
forms, as recommended by the Defense
Science Board report, which allow for invest-
ment decisions based on the true cost of de-
livered fuel, strengthen the linkage between
warfighting capability and fuel logistics re-
quirements, provide high-level leadership en-
couraging fuel efficiency, target fuel effi-
ciency improvements through science and
technology investment, and include fuel effi-
ciency in requirements and acquisition proc-
esses.

H.R. 2586
OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS

AMENDMENT NO. 4: At the end of subtitle A
of title III (page 46, after line 23), insert the
following new section:

SEC. 305. REPAIR, RESTORATION, AND PRESER-
VATION OF LAFAYETTE ESCADRILLE
MEMORIAL, MARNES LA-COGUETTE,
FRANCE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress
lowing:

(1) The Lafayette Escadrille, an aviation
squadron within the French Lafayette Fly-
ing Corps, was formed April 16, 1916.

(2) The Lafayette Escadrille consisted of
aviators from the United States who volun-
teered to fight for the people of France dur-
ing World War I.

(3) 265 volunteers from the United States
served in the Lafayette Flying Corps, com-
pleting 3,000 combat sorties and amassing
nearly 200 victories.

(4) The Lafayette Escadrille won 4 Legions
of Honor, 7 Medailles Militaires, and 31 cita-
tions, each with a Croix de Guerre.

(5) In 1918, command of the Lafayette Esca-
drille was transferred to the United States,
where the Lafayette Escadrille became the
combat air force of the United States.

(6) In 1921, a Franco-American committee
was organized to locate a final resting place
for the 68 United States aviators who lost
their lives flying for France during World
War I.

(7) The Lafayette Escadrille Memorial was
dedicated on July 4, 1928, in honor of all
United States aviators who flew for France
during World War I.

(8) The Lafayette Escadrille Memorial
Foundation, located in the United States and

finds the fol-
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in France, was founded by Nelson Cromwell
in 1930 and endowed with a $1,500,000 trust for
the maintenance and upkeep of the Lafay-
ette Escadrille Memorial.

(9) Environmental conditions have contrib-
uted to structural damage to, and the overall
degradation of, the Lafayette Escadrille Me-
morial, preventing the holding of memorial
services inside the crypt.

(10) The French Government has pledged
funds to support a restoration of the Lafay-
ette Escadrille Memorial.

(11) The United States should continue to
honor the sacrifices made by all Americans
who have served our Nation and our allies.

(b) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Of the total
amount authorized to be appropriated under
section 301(5) for operation and maintenance
for Defense-wide activities, $2,000,000 shall be
available to the Secretary of the Air Force
only for the purpose of making a grant to
the Lafayette Escadrille Memorial Founda-
tion, Inc., to be used solely to perform the
repair, restoration, and preservation of the
structure, plaza, and surrounding grounds of
the Lafayette Escadrille Memorial in Marnes
La-Coguette, France. The grant funds shall
be used solely for costs associated with such
repair, restoration, and preservation, and
none of the funds may be used for remunera-
tion of any entity or individual associated
with fund raising for the project.

H.R. 2586
OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS

AMENDMENT NoO. 5: At the end of subtitle A
of title III (page 46, after line 23), insert the
following new section:

SEC. 305. REPAIR, RESTORATION, AND PRESER-
VATION OF LAFAYETTE ESCADRILLE
MEMORIAL, MARNES LA-COGUETTE,
FRANCE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress
lowing:

(1) The Lafayette HEscadrille, an aviation
squadron within the French Lafayette Fly-
ing Corps, was formed April 16, 1916.

(2) The Lafayette Escadrille consisted of
aviators from the United States who volun-
teered to fight for the people of France dur-
ing World War I.

(3) 265 volunteers from the United States
served in the Lafayette Flying Corps, com-
pleting 3,000 combat sorties and amassing
nearly 200 victories.

(4) The Lafayette Escadrille won 4 Legions
of Honor, 7 Medailles Militaires, and 31 cita-
tions, each with a Croix de Guerre.

(5) In 1918, command of the Lafayette Esca-
drille was transferred to the United States,
where the Lafayette Escadrille became the
combat air force of the United States.

(6) In 1921, a Franco-American committee
was organized to locate a final resting place
for the 68 United States aviators who lost
their lives flying for France during World
War I.

(7) The Lafayette Escadrille Memorial was
dedicated on July 4, 1928, in honor of all
United States aviators who flew for France
during World War I.

(8) The Lafayette Escadrille Memorial
Foundation, located in the United States and
in France, was founded by Nelson Cromwell
in 1930 and endowed with a $1,500,000 trust for
the maintenance and upkeep of the Lafay-
ette Escadrille Memorial.

(9) Environmental conditions have contrib-
uted to structural damage to, and the overall
degradation of, the Lafayette Escadrille Me-
morial, preventing the holding of memorial
services inside the crypt.

(10) The French Government has pledged
funds to support a restoration of the Lafay-
ette Escadrille Memorial.

(11) The United States should continue to
honor the sacrifices made by all Americans
who have served our Nation and our allies.

finds the fol-
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(b) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Of the total
amount authorized to be appropriated under
section 301(5) for operation and maintenance
for Defense-wide activities, $2,000,000 shall be
available to the Secretary of the Air Force
only for the purpose of making a grant to
the Lafayette Escadrille Memorial Founda-
tion, Inc., to be used solely to perform the
repair, restoration, and preservation of the
structure, plaza, and surrounding grounds of
the Lafayette Escadrille Memorial in Marnes
La-Coguette, France. The grant funds shall
be used solely for costs associated with such
repair, restoration, and preservation, and
none of the funds may be used for remunera-
tion of any entity or individual associated
with fund raising for the project.

(c) CORRESPONDING REDUCTION IN FUNDS.—
The amount provided in section 301(5) for
funding the Office of the Secretary of De-
fense is hereby reduced by $2,000,000.

H.R. 2586
OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS

AMENDMENT NoO. 6: At the end of subtitle A
of title III (page 46, after line 23), insert the
following new section:

SEC. 305. REPAIR, RESTORATION, AND PRESER-
VATION OF LAFAYETTE ESCADRILLE
MEMORIAL, MARNES LA-COGUETTE,
FRANCE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress
lowing:

(1) The Lafayette Escadrille, an aviation
squadron within the French Lafayette Fly-
ing Corps, was formed April 16, 1916.

(2) The Lafayette Escadrille consisted of
aviators from the United States who volun-
teered to fight for the people of France dur-
ing World War I.

(3) 2656 volunteers from the United States
served in the Lafayette Flying Corps, com-
pleting 3,000 combat sorties and amassing
nearly 200 victories.

(4) The Lafayette Escadrille won 4 Legions
of Honor, 7 Medailles Militaires, and 31 cita-
tions, each with a Croix de Guerre.

(5) In 1918, command of the Lafayette Esca-
drille was transferred to the United States,
where the Lafayette Escadrille became the
combat air force of the United States.

(6) In 1921, a Franco-American committee
was organized to locate a final resting place
for the 68 United States aviators who lost
their lives flying for France during World
War I.

finds the fol-
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(7) The Lafayette Escadrille Memorial was
dedicated on July 4, 1928, in honor of all
United States aviators who flew for France
during World War 1.

(8) The Lafayette Escadrille Memorial
Foundation, located in the United States and
in France, was founded by Nelson Cromwell
in 1930 and endowed with a $1,500,000 trust for
the maintenance and upkeep of the Lafay-
ette Escadrille Memorial.

(9) Environmental conditions have contrib-
uted to structural damage to, and the overall
degradation of, the Lafayette Escadrille Me-
morial, preventing the holding of memorial
services inside the crypt.

(10) The French Government has pledged
funds to support a restoration of the Lafay-
ette Escadrille Memorial.

(11) The United States should continue to
honor the sacrifices made by all Americans
who have served our Nation and our allies.

(b) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Of the total
amount authorized to be appropriated under
section 301(5) for operation and maintenance
for Defense-wide activities, $2,000,000 shall be
available to the Secretary of the Air Force
only for the purpose of making a grant to
the Lafayette Escadrille Memorial Founda-
tion, Inc., to be used solely to perform the
repair, restoration, and preservation of the
structure, plaza, and surrounding grounds of
the Lafayette Escadrille Memorial in Marnes
La-Coguette, France. The grant funds shall
be used solely for costs associated with such
repair, restoration, and preservation, and
none of the funds may be used for remunera-
tion of any entity or individual associated
with fund raising for the project.

(c) CORRESPONDING REDUCTION IN FUNDS.—
The amount provided in section 301(5) for
funding the Washington Headquarters Serv-
ices is hereby reduced by $2,000,000.

H.R. 2586
OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS

AMENDMENT NoO. 7: At the end of subtitle E
of title X (page 307, after line 20), insert the
following new section:

SEC. . SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING CON-
TINUED UNITED STATES COMMIT-
MENT TO RESTORING LAFAYETTE
ESCADRILLE MEMORIAL, MARNES
LA-COGUETTE, FRANCE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds
lowing:

(1) The Lafayette Escadrille, an aviation
squadron within the French Lafayette Fly-
ing Corps, was formed April 16, 1916.

the fol-
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(2) The Lafayette Escadrille consisted of
aviators from the United States who volun-
teered to fight for the people of France dur-
ing World War I.

(3) 265 volunteers from the United States
served in the Lafayette Flying Corps, com-
pleting 3,000 combat sorties and amassing
nearly 200 victories.

(4) The Lafayette Escadrille won 4 Legions
of Honor, 7 Medailles Militaires, and 31 cita-
tions, each with a Croix de Guerre.

(5) In 1918, command of the Lafayette Esca-
drille was transferred to the United States,
where the Lafayette Escadrille became the
combat air force of the United States.

(6) In 1921, a Franco-American committee
was organized to locate a final resting place
for the 68 United States aviators who lost
their lives flying for France during World
War I.

(7) The Lafayette Escadrille Memorial was
dedicated on July 4, 1928, in honor of all
United States aviators who flew for France
during World War I.

(8) The Lafayette Escadrille Memorial
Foundation, located in the United States and
in France, was founded by Nelson Cromwell
in 1930 and endowed with a $1,500,000 trust for
the maintenance and upkeep of the Lafay-
ette Escadrille Memorial.

(9) Environmental conditions have contrib-
uted to structural damage to, and the overall
degradation of, the Lafayette Escadrille Me-
morial, preventing the holding of memorial
services inside the crypt.

(10) The French Government has pledged
funds to support a restoration of the Lafay-
ette Escadrille Memorial.

(11) The Lafayette Escadrille Memorial
should be restored to its original beauty to
honor all the United States aviators who
flew for France during World War I and to
demonstrate the respect of the United States
for the sacrifices made by all Americans who
have served our Nation and our allies.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the United States should con-
tinue to honor its commitment to the United
States aviators who lost their lives flying for
France during World War I by appropriating
sufficient funds to restore the Lafayette Es-
cadrille Memorial in Marnes La-Coguette,
France.
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The Senate met at 11 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. BYRD].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Father, thank You for the privilege
to pray to You at the beginning of this
work week in the United States Sen-
ate. Gratefully, we remember the his-
toric event which made possible one of
America’s most enduring traditions.
On September 7, 1774, the first prayer
in Congress was prayed when the Con-
tinental Congress convened. We praise
You that this declaration of depend-
ence on You led to the Declaration of
Independence twenty-two months
later. We reflect on the many times
throughout our Nation’s history that
prayer broke deadlocks, opened the
way to greater unity, and brought light
in our darkest times. As we celebrate
the power of prayer in years past, deep-
en our individual and corporate prayers
for this Senate and our Nation. Help us
to say those crucial words, ‘“‘One Na-
tion Under God’”’ with new trust in You
this morning.

Dear God, bless America. Guide this
Senate to lead this Nation to greater
trust in You. We need a profound spir-
itual awakening once again. Forgive
our Nation’s humanistic secularism,
materialism, and insensitivity to the
problems of poverty, racism, and injus-
tice. Lower Your plumb line of right-
eousness on every facet of our society
and reveal what is out of plumb for
what You desire for America. May our
prayers draw us to Your heart. We
want this prayer to begin a continuous
conversation with You throughout this
day. Help us to listen, discern Your
will, and obey with faithfulness. You
are our Lord and Saviour. Amen.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The President pro tempore led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

Senate

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, leadership time is
reserved.

———

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business not to extend beyond
the hour of 12 noon with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 10
minutes each.

Also under the previous order, the
time until 11:30 a.m. will be under the
control of the Senator from Wyoming,
Mr. THOMAS, or his designee. Under the
previous order, the time until 12 noon
will be under the control of the Sen-
ator from Illinois, Mr. DURBIN, or his
designee.

———
RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Nevada, Mr. REID, is rec-
ognized.

——
STATUS OF THE COMMERCE,
STATE, JUSTICE APPROPRIA-
TIONS BILL

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I spoke Fri-
day afternoon with Senator HOLLINGS,
who will manage the Commerce, State,
Justice appropriations bill. He indi-
cated that he and Senator GREGG are
ready to go to work. They will be on
the floor at noon today. There are a
number of amendments, but we don’t
think there will be a lot of amend-
ments. We need to move this bill very
quickly. As soon as we finish, we have
seven more appropriations bills to

complete as soon as possible, with the
fiscal year coming to a close at the end
of this month.

The majority leader has indicated
that he will have a vote between 5 and
5:30 tonight. Senator HOLLINGS under-
stands that. So Members should expect
a vote tonight between 5 and 5:30.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Wyoming, Mr. THOMAS, is
recognized.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I yield
the first 15 minutes to my friend, the
Senator from Idaho.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Idaho is recognized for
not to exceed 15 minutes.

————

THE LAST OF THE “SLUDGE”
FROM THE CLINTON ADMINIS-
TRATION

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I am on
the floor of the Senate today to speak
to an issue that is right in Washington
D.C., in our midst. It is something that
I think few of us realize, but it has
begun to get the attention of the
American public. We have seen several
news articles on it in the last month.

Mr. President, the Bush administra-
tion inherited an environmental mess
from previous administrations over the
past good number of years. As I have
said, it is right here in the backyard of
Washington, DC. The Washington Aq-
ueduct, which is operated by the Army
Corps of Engineers, is in violation of
the Endangered Species Act and the
Clean Water Act. Millions of pounds of
sludge, laced with alum, are created
when the Potomac River water is
treated for drinking water for the
Washington, D.C. and Northern Vir-
ginia area.

I have a picture of the release of the
aqueduct into the Potomac River.
Rather than send the sludge to a land-
fill, as other cities are required to do,
it is dumped back into the Potomac
River. Strangely enough, Mr. Presi-
dent, it is dumped into the river at

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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night. Why? I suspect so that the pub-
lic will not see it or ask the question:
What is it? Therefore, it is dumped
through the Chesapeake and the Ohio
Canal National Historic Park.

The Corps claims that to alter this
process so that it functions like other
water treatment facilities will take
years to plan, to build, and to become
operational. The only problem is that
they have been saying that now for
decades.

The Corps has stated that if it were
prohibited from dumping millions of
pounds of toxic sludge into the river to
protect an endangered species would
create a security crisis. What would
the crisis be? Well, it would deprive the
White House, the Congress, the courts,
and the Pentagon of adequate drinking
water.

Mr. President, I have to be honest.
That kind of an argument and that sit-
uation outrages me. I believe that no
one should be above the law, including
the Nation’s Capital. Of all the places
that I thought we would never hear the
phrase, ‘‘not in my backyard,”” we are
hearing it repeatedly said right here in
Washington by the Army Corps of En-
gineers. A situation of this nature
would never have occurred in the West
because the Endangered Species Act
would have trumped all of the other
needs first. In fact, a community would
be taxed beyond its capacity to finance
a new facility and that facility would
be ordered to be built by a court. There
would be no arbitrary frustration of
national security or that we simply
can’t get there in a timely fashion.

Let me give you an example in
McCall, ID. The drinking water source
from the community is cleaner than
the standards of the Safe Water Drink-
ing Act. However, the community has
been struggling for the last decade to
finance a new drinking water system in
order to comply with Federal regula-
tions.

I strongly feel that no one entity
should operate as if it was above the
law and especially in our Nation’s Cap-
ital. If changes need to be made to the
Washington Aqueduct, then the Corps
should be taking steps to work with
the affected communities to establish a
new plan. That is what is expected of
all of the communities in my State, in
the West, and across the Nation, and no
less should be expected by our Nation’s
Capital.

A new discharge permit would re-
quire the current illegal discharge to
cease, and that, of course, is the prob-
lem. This new permit has not been
issued because there is a concern by
local residents who do not want the
dump trucks hauling the sludge
through their community; thus, a re-
sulting belief that ratepayers would
prefer that the sludge be dumped into
the river rather than pay for the cost
of the facilities to treat it. At least
that appears to be the attitude at this
moment.

I have a hard time believing that the
residents of any community would
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want to pollute the water of their com-
munity and especially through the
middle of a national park. However,
this is the typical response of ‘“‘not in
my backyard.”” We now affectionately
call it NIMBY or being ‘“‘NIMBYfied.”

Clearly, in this instance, Washington
is silent in its NIMBYism. The situa-
tion, I repeat, would not be tolerated in
the West because a Federal court would
order a community to stand down and
be responsible under the regulations of
the law.

According to the Army Corps, the
volume of chemically treated sludge
discharged into the primary, if not the
only, spawning habitat of the endan-
gered shortnose sturgeon is large
enough to require 15 dump truckloads a
day to haul it away from the area.

This chart is a picture taken at dawn
of the sludge pouring into the river.
While it is hard to see, in the distance
lies the natural quality of the water.
This is the chemical sludge that pours
into the Potomac River during the
night. Of course, this is a picture that
is not very handsome, and I am sure
the Army Corps of Engineers would not
like to have it dramatized, but in re-
ality, this is exactly what goes on. This
dumping represents 15 truckloads of
material that should be hauled away
on a daily basis.

It has been concluded that a single
enormous discharge that includes sev-
eral million pounds of solids, often
done under the cover of night, as I have
mentioned, or in inclement weather,
may contain the equivalent of a sig-
nificant amount of the total annual
discharge of phosphorous and nitrogen
by the city’s sewer treatment facili-
ties. This gives you the magnitude of
the problem with which we are dealing.

In the mid-1990’s, area residents man-
aged to get the Congress to require
that Federal agencies give special at-
tention to the concerns of the local
residents when the facility was reper-
mitted and thwarted the EPA’s
issuance of a new permit that would
have halted the dumping. In other
words, there was an effort at one point,
but local citizens and, quietly, the EPA
in the mid-90’S winked and nodded and
said—‘‘Not In Our Backyard.” This is
the Nation’s Capital and it would cre-
ate a national security problem, and so
you are permitted. No new permit,
though, has been issued since the old
one expired. They just let it roll on.
The expired permit has no limits on
the total suspended solids, alum, and
iron, discharged by the aqueduct. No
other city in the Nation would get
away with that, nor would there be a
wink and a nod. The aqueduct dis-
charges under continuation of the old
permit pending issuance of a new one.

The Department of Justice contends
this is not a violation of the ESA to
dump millions of pounds of chemically
treated sludge into the primary spawn-
ing habitat of an endangered species
that may be present at the exact loca-
tion of the dumping in the Potomac
River.
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None of this is going on in the Co-
lumbia and Snake Rivers, and yet we
have five listed endangered species of
salmon there. That water must be
maintained in a near or pristine qual-
ity, and we have all kinds of activities
going on up and down the stretch of the
rivers to improve the water quality,
but not in Washington and not for the
shortnose sturgeon.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
and the National Marine Fisheries
Service have stated that the discharge
may also result in chemo-sensory dis-
ruption and EPA documents state that
the discharges may result in what we
call bio-accumulation of harmful
chemicals. I am getting a little more
technical than is necessary.

This picture is worth a thousand
more words than I can express about
the situation that is going on.

The National Marine Fisheries Serv-
ice is allowing the project to proceed
on the basis that the fish has not been
verified in the upper tidals of the Poto-
mac. Yet the regional director of the
National Marine Fisheries Service
stated more than 2 years ago that stud-
ies funded by the Corps that were crit-
ical to the analysis of the sturgeon sta-
tus in the Potomac would commence
that spring.

It was determined that the fish are in
the river. Only four species have been
verified, not counting reports of stur-
geon caught by sports fishermen. In
fact, at one time, sturgeon was so
abundant in the river, along with other
fish, that it created a commercial fish-
ery. George Washington took advan-
tage of that commercial fishery with
his own fleet of fishing boats. In fact, I
am oftentimes told, and I have even
looked at the transcripts from Mount
Vernon, that one of the most lucrative
parts of the Mount Vernon operation
was fishing in the Potomac. We know
that cannot happen nor would it hap-
pen today.

The National Marine Fisheries Serv-
ice has concluded that the fish is
present in the general area because
commercial fishermen turned in the
sturgeon they happened to catch in
their nets in response to a reward pro-
gram for another species of sturgeon
that was known to be in the area.

The bottom line is, there are threat-
ened and endangered fish in the Poto-
mac River, and yet the Army Corps has
done nothing in response to the need to
cooperate.

In my State of Idaho, or any other
State in the Nation, this is a practice
that would not be tolerated, and that is
why I have come to the floor today. We
pass laws, you and I, Mr. President, and
the administration writes the regula-
tions to administer those laws. The En-
dangered Species Act over the last
three decades has been touted by some
to be the most progressive environ-
mental law in our Nation, and clearly
it has saved species of threatened and
endangered plants, animals, fish.

My State has been largely reshaped
by it. Federal land use plans in my



September 10, 2001

State are much more prescriptive
today and controlled by the very issue
of the Endangered Species Act. But
here, by a wink and by a nod, nothing
happens. It is a river that you and I,
Mr. President, for years have worked
to pass legislation that would progres-
sively clean it up and improve it, mov-
ing it back toward a time when it was
a viable fishery on the east coast. But
with the millions of pounds of sludge
dumped daily into this river in the
dark of night under a permit that has
not been reissued since 1994—really,
how long do we allow something like
this to go on? How long do we allow the
Army Corps of Engineers to continue
to operate because it is in our best in-
terest in the Nation’s Capital, the city
that ought to lead by example but can
get away with a direct violation of the
law or by ignoring the enforcement of
the law?

I do not think that should be the
case. That is why I stand in the Cham-
ber to dramatize this issue and to
speak more clearly to it. While I be-
lieve the Endangered Species Act needs
to be reformed, there is not any way I
could write it to reform it that would
justify this, nor would I try. Nor would
any Senator vote for that kind of a re-
form.

Yes, we would expect the Endangered
Species Act to be more practical in its
application, and, yes, we would want a
more cooperative relationship with
local communities of interest, but
never would we ever tolerate the kind
of an aggressive act that goes on in
Washington on a daily basis, as I have
said, oftentimes in the dark of night by
this city and by our own agency, the
Army Corps of Engineers, which is pri-
marily responsible for the water treat-
ment of this city.

The application of the Endangered
Species Act, as we see it, is good for
the country and good for the West. It
ought to be the same act and it ought
to be enforced in the same way in our
Nation’s Capital. This is simply not
being done.

I am in the Chamber to speak to that
issue and to recognize I have been in-
volved with others in trying to bring
about the conformity of the enforce-
ment of the Endangered Species Act as
we rebuild the Woodrow Wilson Bridge.
This is one of many issues where there
seems to be this attitude, well, if it is
the Government doing it, somehow the
Government can get away with it, and
if it is in or near our Nation’s Capital,
where national security and the impor-
tance of the Congress are involved,
then surely we can wink and nod and
we can let the law be bypassed.

I think not, Mr. President, and I
think you agree with me.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Wyoming, Mr. Thomas.

———
PLANNING THE SENATE AGENDA

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, we
enter into our second week of this fall’s
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session after the recess, and we are
faced with much to do. I think that is
not unusual. It is often the case things
pile up towards the end of the session,
of course, but it seems to me we have
a great many items to consider.

There are 13 appropriations bills to
be passed in order to have this Govern-
ment operate in the next fiscal year.
The fiscal year begins October 1, which
is only 3 weeks away. In the course of
those 3 weeks, there are several days
which, for various reasons—the Jewish
holidays, and so on—there will not be
votes. So we have really a relatively
short time.

Obviously, what we will be doing is
passing a continuing resolution before
this is over, but nevertheless we have a
great deal to do. None of these bills has
yvet gone to the President. Some of
them have been passed in both Houses
and are waiting now on the conference
committees.

To be sure, it is difficult. It is always
difficult. This year we are seeing some
more difficulties because of the change
in conditions with regard to the sur-
plus, because of the difficulty I think
we are finding now in staying within
the budget we passed some time ago.
Nevertheless, those are the items be-
fore us.

It does not seem to me perhaps that
we are moving ahead quite as rapidly
as we might. It does not seem to me we
have a very well designed plan to ac-
complish these things within a certain
period of time.

I understand it is very difficult to
bring together a group of this kind
with different views and properly argue
those views. On the other hand, the
role of leadership is to have a plan. It
is the role of leadership to cause things
to happen. Even though they are dif-
ficult issues, they must be done. Unfor-
tunately, as I noticed particularly this
weekend on public media, and so on,
rather than seeking to find a plan to
move forward, we seem to be spending
more time blaming one another, par-
ticularly the President and the admin-
istration, for the difficulties in which
we find ourselves.

We can have different points of view
about whether that is valid or whether
it is not, but even if it is, the fact is we
have things to do and we should be
moving ahead with the plan to do
them. Instead of that, we seem to be
spending more of our time complaining
about the administration’s plan. The
fact is, we do have indeed the second
largest surplus in our history. We also
have a budget that we passed that is
about a 4-percent increase, which is a
fairly low increase, which is what we
need compared to what we have spent
in the past several years. Our challenge
is to stay within the budget we passed
and to continue to move forward in
doing that.

We hear a great deal of complaint
about tax relief—too much tax relief.
As a matter of fact, we are in the proc-
ess of passing that relief back to the
people who own the money, and that is
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as it should be, I believe, particularly
as we find ourselves in a time with a
very slowing economy. What else is
more important than to return more
money to the taxpayers if we indeed
have a surplus? And we are doing that.

The question, of course, is one of not
reaching into Social Security, which I
happen to agree with, although we
have done that for how many years and
those dollars are accounted for in the
Social Security fund, even though for
years they have been spent for other
things without a great deal of com-
plaint, I might add.

However, I do not think that is really
the issue. The issue is holding down
spending to comply with the budget
that we passed. It seems to me that
ought to be our challenge.

There is, of course, in my view, no
real threat to the beneficiaries of So-
cial Security. Those obligations are
there. They are going to be there. We
have paid down more debt because of
the surpluses over the last several
years than in years past. So what we
really need to do is address ourselves
to the issues we have before us. The
turndown in the economy, of course, is
the thing most of us are very con-
cerned about, all of us, whether we are
here, whether we are in Casper, WY, or
wherever, and to do what we can to
seek to play the Government’s role in
doing what we can to change that.

A reduction in taxes, the return of
taxes, is designed to help do that.
Hopefully, it will. We are not through
with that yet. We are in the process
with, I believe, seven reductions in the
last year in interest rates designed
hopefully to stimulate the economy.
We need to do that.

Limiting our spending in the budget
is another aspect we are seeking to
help pick up and strengthen the econ-
omy. There are some other things we
ought to be doing. We ought to be
doing something with giving the Presi-
dent the opportunity to have trade
agreements that are then brought to
the Senate for approval. They are all
brought to the Senate for approval, but
the world economy and our involve-
ment in trade, particularly in agri-
culture, in which I am involved, was
the difficulty in the Asian currency a
year ago which brought a good deal of
problems to our economy. SO we are a
part of that, of course.

There are a number of things we can
do, and I cannot think of anything
more important for us to talk about
collectively than what is appropriate
for the Government in helping to
strengthen this economy.

Yesterday, again on the TV, there
were some questions about that: Oh,
no, it is up to the President to do that.
I do not agree with that. Of course, the
President is the one who brings up the
suggestions to the Senate. The Presi-
dent is not in control of the Senate,
and the Senate has some responsibil-
ities to take leadership as well. The
idea of saying it all began since this
President became President is not true.
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It has been here for a year, and then to
say it is up to the President, I do not
agree with that.

Each of us in this body has some re-
sponsibility to give thought to what we
can do to help strengthen this econ-
omy, which everyone in this country
wants us to do.

In addition to that, of course, it
seems to me we ought to be moving on
an energy bill. This is very important
to us, not only to the economy, but we
are going to see some more impacts of
it, of course, in the winter. We can do
that. We started to work on pharma-
ceuticals. The budget contains oppor-
tunity for that. We can do that. Edu-
cation has been passed by both Houses
of Congress and still remains in con-
ference.

I know many in the leadership on
both sides are very anxious to work to-
gether and show evidence of working
together and want to work together. 1
certainly encourage that be done so we
can do what we are here to do, which is
to solve the problems before the coun-
try, the legitimate problems for the
Federal Government.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Nevada.

————
THE BUDGET

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I say to my
friend from Wyoming, it is true we
have the second largest surplus in the
history of this country; however, it is
all Social Security money.

The administration keeps talking
about this huge surplus. They never
give a caveat, saying, yes, we have the
second largest surplus, but the reason
we have that is because in 1983, the
Congress, with Thomas “Tip”’ O’Neill,
Claude Pepper, Senator BYRD, and
President Reagan, got together and
said, let’s forward fund Social Secu-
rity. In fact, Social Security has been
forward funded, recognizing the baby
boomers would have to receive large
sums of money up front. So when the
baby boomers come, there will be
money. If we did nothing with Social
Security, everyone would draw 100 per-
cent of their benefits until about the
year 2030. After 2030, if we did nothing,
they would still draw 75 to 80 percent
of benefits. The debate is to make sure
after the year 2030 Social Security re-
cipients receive all their benefits.

For Members to say President Bush
is such a great guy, he has the second
largest surplus in the history of the
country, is disingenuous. It is not fac-
tual. The surplus is as a result of So-
cial Security.

My friend from Wyoming said we
should move forward. We have been
trying to move forward. We would have
already completed the appropriations
bills but we have been prevented from
moving forward on them. When we fin-
ished the legislation last week that we
worked so hard to complete, the Export
Administration legislation—which, by
the way, was held up strictly by people
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from the Republican camp, totally, for
weeks and weeks, and months, and
more than a year; we were finally able
to get to that legislation after being
held up for several days—after we fin-
ished that bill we wanted to go to Com-
merce-State-Justice but they would
not let us. There was an objection to a
motion to proceed.

Members can come to the floor all
they want to talk about what is going
on, but Members should state the facts.
The facts are, we have been trying to
move forward. If it had been up to us,
we would have completed all the appro-
priations bills.

The economy is in trouble. Whether
we like it or not, the President of the
United States is seen to be the person
directing the economy of the country.
Basically, that is true.

Over the weekend, the press reported
all over America a conversation be-
tween Speaker HASTERT and the Presi-
dent of the United States, George W.
Bush. I quote Speaker HASTERT: A year
from now is when it matters. He is
talking to the President about the
terms of the economy. A year from now
is when it matters.

Let’s see, a year from now is real
close to midterm elections. Is that
what they are talking about? Of course
it is.

President Bush responds: “It’s my
timeframe, to0o.” So we have the
Speaker and the President saying they
are not concerned about the economy
now, but they are concerned about
what happens a year from now. That is
too bad. We have to be concerned about
the economy today, not a year from
now. We have an economy that is in
real trouble. That is a fact. Rarely do
all economists agree on everything, but
when it comes to the current state of
our economy, there is uniform agree-
ment that things are getting worse in-
stead of better.

As a result of the 1993 Budget Deficit
Reduction Act, which was a very dif-
ficult vote, President Clinton gave us
that budget. It was a tough vote for all
Members. In the House of Representa-
tives, without a single Republican
vote, it passed by one vote. Courageous
people lost their seats in the House of
Representatives. The hero that I look
to is MARIA CANTWELL. She served one
term in the House of Representatives.
She knew if she voted for that Budget
Deficit Reduction Act it would hurt
her in reelection, and it did, but she did
the right thing and now is a Member of
the Senate. Not all people were as for-
tunate as MARIA CANTWELL. Some lost
and their political careers ended.

In the Senate of the United States,
the vote was a tie and the Vice Presi-
dent of the United States came over
and sat where the Presiding Officer is
now sitting and cast a tie-breaking
vote to allow that budget deficit plan
to go forward. As a result, we had 7
years of really good times in this coun-
try. The votes were tough. We reduced
unemployment by over 300,000 people,
excluding the military. We had the
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lowest inflation, lowest employment in
more than 40 years, created 25 million
new jobs, reduced the deficit from $300
billion a year to surpluses.

Now, with this great budget we have
been given by George W. Bush, we are
in trouble already. Everyone acknowl-
edges that we don’t have the money for
these tremendous tax cuts in the fu-
ture. It has put a real damper on our
economy.

Since the passage of the President’s
budget, we have witnessed a steady de-
cline in the number of economic indi-
cators. Each week there is a new eco-
nomic indicator indicating we are in
trouble. Majority Leader DASCHLE said
this weekend, when you take a U-turn
on economic policy, you can expect a
U-turn in the direction of the economy.

That is what we have. The problems
we face because of the President’s
budget deserve immediate attention.

My friend from Wyoming said it is
really not the President. It is the
President. He got us into this mess. He
needs to give us a blueprint for trying
to get out of this mess. We are going to
go ahead and do the country’s business
and work our way through the appro-
priations bills the best we can. We have
a one-vote majority. That makes it
tough in the Senate. We need some
leadership from the President of the
United States, other than saying ‘‘a
year from now is when it matters.”

It matters right now. The current
state of the economy is one of people
losing jobs; the surplus has already dis-
appeared. We are going back to the
days of deficits already. And the fact
that the ranking member of the Budget
Committee, my friend from New Mex-
ico, Senator DOMENICI, was quoted in
the press, saying maybe we should
spend Social Security surpluses.

To show the disarray on the other
side, we have some who are calling for
more tax reductions to solve the prob-
lems of this economy and to reduce the
capital gains taxes. The thing we are
now hearing is the Republicans are
fighting among themselves as to
whether that is a good deal.

The President of the United States
today, as we speak, is in Florida talk-
ing about the need to pass an education
bill. The first thing the Democrats did
upon taking power in the Senate was
pass the education bill. We did that.
Senator DASCHLE could have brought
up all kinds of other legislation, but
the majority leader placed education
on the agenda. And we worked our way
through that and passed it. There were
some battles as to whether we should
do this or that, but it was passed.
There was compromise. Legislation is
about the art of compromise.

For the President of the United
States to be in Florida saying, ‘‘Pass
my education bill,”” which is now in
conference, takes money, dollars, not
to just go around talking about what a
great bill we have.

I can remember when I was not as
educated in ‘‘things Washington,” and
I would read in the newspapers that
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someone in the Nevada delegation
issued a statement that some bill had
passed. Oh, I thought, good times are
here. Little did I know that what you
needed was an appropriation to go
along with that authorization. I do not
think the President of the TUnited
States is being fair to the American
public by not recognizing that you
need to do more than authorize; you
need to appropriate. And he will not
help us with that. So to go down to
Florida today and have a big
cheerleading session with students
about “I am the guy who is going to
help you with education” when he is
unwilling to help us finance education
is wrong.

I don’t know how many more people
have to lose their jobs, lose their cars,
lose their homes. How many will it
take before we have the President tell-
ing us we need a new budget? The old
budget will not work. The economy
will not be fixed by hastily arranged
press conferences such as we had last
week when they found there was a 4.9-
percent unemployment rate. There was
a quick press conference held, and all
the congressional leadership ran to the
White House, and that is where they
came up with this brilliant statement;
it doesn’t matter what is happening
now; what we need to look at is what
going to happen a year from now.

We need to work with the President
in righting this problem, but we need
some direction from the White House.

————

STEM CELL RESEARCH

Mr. REID. Mr. President, 3 years ago
a young man by the name of Steve
Rigazio, president and chief operating
officer for the largest utility in Ne-
vada, Nevada Power—a fine, fine young
man—was diagnosed with Lou Gehrig’s
disease. It is a devastating illness that
affects the nerve cells in the spinal
cord and causes muscles to wither and
die very quickly. He has lived longer
than people expected. The normal time
from the time of diagnosis, when you
are told you have this disease, until
the time you die, is 18 months. He has
lived 3 years. He no longer works. He
finally had to give up his job.

Because Lou Gehrig’s disease attacks
the body but leaves the mind intact,
this vibrant man has had to watch his
body deteriorate around him. He is a
man of great courage, and I hope he
lives much longer than people expect.
He deserves it.

I have had visiting me for a number
of years now two beautiful little girls
from Las Vegas. They are twins. They
are now 12 years old. One of the twins,
Mollie Singer, has struggled with juve-
nile diabetes since she was 4 years old.
She has had thousands of pricks of her
skin—thousands. She is a beautiful lit-
tle girl who believes that we in Wash-
ington can help her not have to take
all these shots. As do the million
Americans who suffer from this illness,
Mollie fears that her kidneys will fail,
she will get some Kkind of infection and
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have one of her limbs amputated or
even lose her sight as a result of this
diabetes.

There is something that gives Mollie
and Steve hope, and that is stem cell
research. It gives hope to tens of mil-
lions of Americans and their families
who, like Steve Rigazio and Mollie
Singer, suffer from Lou Gehrig’s dis-
ease, diabetes, or Alzheimer’s, Parkin-
son’s, lupus, heart disease, spinal cord
injuries, and other illnesses. Since
stem cells can transform into nearly
all the different tissues that make up
the human body, they can replace de-
fective or missing cells. Scientists are
really very optimistic that one day
stem cells will be used to replace defec-
tive cells in children with juvenile dia-
betes or even to create rejection-free
organs.

Knowing that stem cells may have
the power to save and improve lives, we
cannot deny researchers the tools they
need to fully realize the potential of
stem cells. If we fail to seize promising
research opportunities, we will fail
millions of Americans and their fami-
lies and people all over the world.

Early last month, President Bush an-
nounced he would limit Government
funding for research to the stem cell
lines that already existed at the time
of his announcement. This was obvi-
ously a political compromise. I am
pleased that the President left the door
open for Federal funding of stem cell
research in some capacity, but I am
very concerned that he has not opened
the door far enough to allow scientists
to fully realize the life-saving potential
of stem cells.

Last week, Secretary Thompson an-
nounced that no more than 25 of the 64
stem cell lines the National Institutes
of Health listed as falling under the
President’s criteria are fully developed.
We still do not know whether the re-
maining 40 stem cell lines would be
useful to science. What we do know
about the 25 viable stem cell lines that
fall under the President’s guidelines is
very troubling. Why? Most, if not all,
of the existing stem cell lines have
been mixed with mouse cells. As a re-
sult, these cells could transfer deadly
animal viruses to people, human
beings.

It is also unclear whether these cells
will be suitable for transplanting into
people. Just last week, Dr. Douglas
Melton, a professor of molecular and
cellular biology at Harvard, testified
that cells derived from mice ‘‘have
proven unreliable over time for re-
search, either dying out or growing
into diseased forms.”

Even though scientists are working
on ways to grow human embryonic cell
lines without using mouse cells, they
will not be eligible for Federal research
money because they will be created
after President Bush’s arbitrary Au-
gust 12 deadline. Last week the admin-
istration confirmed it would not recon-
sider this deadline, even if it were later
discovered that none of these cell lines
was suitable for long-term research.
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If we fail to fund research for the new
stem lines that are created without
mouse cells, foreign scientists will still
conduct research on stem cell lines
that fall outside his guidelines. This re-
search is going to go forward.
Shouldn’t it go forward under the
greatest scientific umbrella in the his-
tory of the world, the National Insti-
tutes of Health? The answer is yes,
that is where it should go forward, not
in the little communities throughout
the world that are trying to get a step
up on the United States. This research
is going to go forward. Let’s do it the
right way.

As a result of the guidelines of the
President, we will not have the ability
to provide any oversight of this re-
search, if it is done overseas, to ensure
that it is conducted by ethical means.
Not only will we risk losing our most
talented scientists to foreign countries,
but we also jeopardize our potential as
a nation to remain a world leader in
stem cell research.

Over the course of the next several
months, scientists will continue to de-
termine whether President Bush’s pol-
icy will allow stem cell research to ad-
vance at a reasonable pace. As we con-
tinue to evaluate the President’s fund-
ing guidelines, we need to keep in mind
that millions of Americans who suffer
from devastating illnesses do not have
the luxury of time—Steve Rigazio as
an example. We cannot continue to
dangle the hope of cure or the promise
of scientific breakthrough before these
patients and their families without
adequately supporting research to
allow scientists to achieve these very
important discoveries.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
LEAHY). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

—————

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

————

DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE,
JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDI-
CIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2002

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
proceed to the consideration of H.R.
2500, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (H.R. 2500) making appropriations
for the Departments of Commerce, Justice,
and State, the Judiciary, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from South Caro-
lina, the chairman of the Commerce
Committee, is recognized.
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AMENDMENT NO. 1533

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask the
clerk to report it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
HoLLINGS], for himself and Mr. GREGG, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1533.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I ask unanimous
consent reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD under ‘‘Amendments
Submitted.”’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the amendment is
considered adopted.

The amendment (No. 15633) was agreed
to.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I am
pleased to present to the Senate the
fiscal year 2002 State, Justice, Com-
merce, the Judiciary, and related agen-
cies appropriations bill. This bill was
accepted unanimously by the full com-
mittee in July. As in past years, this
has been an extremely bi-partisan ef-
fort on the part of the members and
staff of this subcommittee. In par-
ticular, I would like to thank the rank-
ing member, Senator GREGG, for his
dedication to producing a fair and well
rounded bill. He has chaired this sub-
committee in a distinguished fashion
during the past 4 years. He knows this
bill through and through and his assist-
ance during the change over has been
greatly appreciated. Also, I want to
recognize the hard work of my sub-
committee staff; my majority clerk,
Lila Helms, Jill Shapiro Long, Luke
Nachbar, and Dereck Orr; as well as the
minority clerk, Jim Morhard along
with Kevin Linskey, Katherine
Hennesey, and Nancy Perkins.

This is my 31st year on the CJS Sub-
committee, and this is the 25th annual
appropriations bill for CJS that I have
been privileged to present to the Sen-
ate either as chairman, or as ranking
member of the subcommittee. I am
still amazed at the range of important
issues that this bill addresses.

Funds appropriated under this bill di-
rectly affect the daily lives of all
Americans.

Under CJS, the Nation’s primary and
secondary schools are made safer by
providing grants for the hiring of
school resource officers to ensure that
our children can grow and learn in a
protected environment. This bill pro-
vides funds to protect all americans by
increasing the number of police officers
walking the Nation’s streets, providing
additional funds to fight the growing
problem of illegal drug use, guarding
consumers from fraud, guarding chil-
dren from internet predators and pro-
tecting Americans from acts of ter-
rorism here at home and abroad.

People throughout this country ben-
efit from weather forecasting services
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funded through this bill, whether they
are farmers receiving information nec-
essary to effectively manage their
crops, or families receiving lifesaving
emergency bulletins regarding torna-
does, floods, torrential rains, and hur-
ricanes.

Small communities benefit from the
economic development programs fund-
ed in this bill. Nearly 1,500,000 small
businesses benefit from the free SBA
assistance provided in this bill. All
American businesses and their employ-
ees benefit from the funding provided
to enforce our trade laws and to pre-
vent illegal, often dangerous products,
from being dumped on our markets.

This appropriations bill provides
funds to improve technology in a host
of areas; funding is provided for devel-
oping cutting edge environmental sat-
ellites, for developing cutting edge in-
dustrial technologies that keep us com-
petitive, and for developing basic com-
munications tools for State and local
law enforcement so that they can do
their jobs more safely and effectively.

In all, the CJS bill totals $41.5 billion
in budget authority, which is $719.9
million above the President’s request.
There are four specific accounts that
benefit from the increased funding
above the President’s request. They are
MARAD, COPS Universal Hiring Pro-
gram, NIST’s Advanced Technology
Program, and the Small Business Ad-
ministration.

First, the President’s budget pro-
posed to move MARAD into the De-
partment of Defense. The sub-
committee received letters from over
one-third of the senate indicating oppo-
sition to such a move. The committee
bill reflects that request and provides
$98.7 million for the Maritime Security
Program and $100 million for the Title
XI Loan Guarantee Program.

Second, the President’s budget pro-
posed to fund only the school resource
officer component of the COPS Pro-
gram. The committee bill before the
Senate today fully supports the School
Resource Officers Program, but also re-
stores the Universal Hiring Program.
The committee bill provides $190 mil-
lion for the Universal Hiring and Cops
More Program.

Third, the President’s request pro-
posed to zero out the Advanced Tech-
nology Program. The committee bill
restores this program and provides the
same level of funding, $60.7 million, for
new awards as was provided last year.
As a result, the bill includes $190 mil-
lion above the President’s request for
the ATP Program.

Finally, the President’s request pro-
posed to move SBA from a service
agency to a fee for service agency. In
order to correct this misguided under-
standing of the services SBA provides
this country’s more than 1,500,000 small
businesses, the committee bill provides
an additional $231 million above the
President’s request to restore funding
for all the proposed taxes contained in
the President’s request.

In addition to restoring the funding
for Priority National Programs, the
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Commerce, Justice, State appropria-
tions bill also focuses on replacing the
aging information technology and
other core infrastructure needs of the
Departments of Justice, Commerce,
and State.

As I said before, this is a well round-
ed bill with a number of important ac-
counts. I would like to take a few more
minutes to go over some of the specific
funding highlights from the CJS bill
the committee is bringing before the
Senate today.

Once again, the FBI’'s Preliminary
Annual Uniform Crime Report released
this past May demonstrates how well
these programs are working. According
to the FBI’s report, in 2000, serious
crime has leveled to mark a decline of
T-percent from 1998, and marking 9 con-
secutive years of decline. This con-
tinues to be the longest running crime
decline on record. Bipartisan efforts to
fund DOJ’s crime fighting initiatives
have impacted this reduction in crime
during the past 10 years.

The bill provides $3.47 billion for the
FBI, which is $216 million above last
year’s funding level. To meet the FBI’s
training, resources, and equipment
needs, the bill provides $142 million for
the FBI’'s Computer Modernization
Program, trilogy; $6.8 million to im-
prove intercept capabilities; $7 million
for counter-encryption resources; $12
million for forensic research; $4 million
for four mitochondrial DNA forensic
labs; and $32 million for an annex for
the engineering research facility,
which develops and fields cutting edge
technology in support of case agents.

To highlight the changing mission of
the FBI, the bill provides a new budget
structure. Three old criminal divisions
were combined into two, and new divi-
sions for cybercrime and counterter-
rorism were created. The new structure
provides the Bureau with more flexi-
bility and should improve the Bureau’s
responsiveness to changing patterns of
crime and headquarters’ support of the
field. The bill also directs the FBI to
re-engineer its workforce by hiring and
training specialists that are tech-
nically-trained agents and electronics
engineers and technicians.

The bill provides $1.5 billion for DEA,
$8.8 million above the budget request.
Increased funds are provided for tech-
nology and infrastructure improve-
ments, including an additional $30 mil-
lion for DEA’s computer network, fire-
bird, and an additional $13 million for
DEA’s laboratory operations for foren-
sic support.

To combat drugs that are reaching
our streets and our children, the bill
provides $52.8 million to fight meth-
amphetamine and encourages the DEA
to increase efforts to combat heroin
and emerging drugs such as oxycontin
and MDMA, also known as ecstacy. The
bill also directs DEA to renew its ef-
forts to work with Mexico to combat
drug trafficking and corruption under
the country’s new President Vicente
Fox.
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For the INS, the bill includes $5.5 bil-
lion, $2.1 billion of which is derived
from fees. This funding provides the
necessary resources to address border
enforcement and benefits processing.
For border enforcement, the bill pro-
vides $75 million for 570 additional Bor-
der Patrol Agents, $25 million for 348
additional land border inspectors, and
$67.5 million for additional inspectors
and support staff.

To better equip and house these
agents and inspectors, the bill provides
$91 million for border vehicles, $22 mil-
lion for border equipment, such as
search lights, goggles and infrared
scopes, $40.5 million to modernize in-
spection technology; and $205 million
for Border patrol and detention facility
construction and rehabilitation.

For INS’ other hat, benefits proc-
essing, the bill provides $67 million ad-
ditional funds to address the backlog
and accelerate the processing times.

This bill includes $3.07 billion for the
Office of Justice Programs, which is
$259.8 above the amount requested by
the President. This bill provides for the
funding of a number of important law
enforcement programs.

The committee has provided $2.08 bil-
lion for State and Local Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Grants. Within this
amount; $400 million is for the Local
Law Enforcement Block Grant Pro-
gram; $390.5 million is for Violence
Against Women Act—VAWA—pro-
grams, including programs to assist
disabled female victims, programs to
reduce violence against women on col-
lege campuses, and efforts to address
domestic and child abuse in rural
areas; and $2656 million is provided for
the State Criminal Alien Assistance
Program which reimburses States for
the incarceration costs of criminal
aliens.

Within the amount provided for the
Office of Justice Programs, a total of
$328.5 million has also been rec-
ommended for juvenile justice pro-
grams. These funds will go towards
programs aimed at reducing delin-
quency among at-risk youth; assisting
States in enforcing underage drinking
laws; and enhancing school safety by
providing youth with positive role
models through structured mentoring
programs, training for teachers and
families so that they can recognize
troubled youth, and training to stu-
dents on conflict resolution and vio-
lence reduction.

This bill includes $1.019 billion for
the COPS office in new budget author-
ity, which is $164.7 billion above the
President’s request. As in prior years,
the Senate has provided $180 million
for the Cops-in-Schools Program to
fund up to 1,500 additional school re-
sources officers in FY02, which will
make a total of 6,100 school resource
officers funded since Senator GREGG
and I created this program in 1998.

This committee also remains com-
mitted to providing grant funds for the
hiring of local law enforcement officers
through the COPS Universal Hiring
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Program. Although the President did
not seek funding for this program in
FYO02, the committee has provided $190
million to continue to hire officers, as
well as to provide much needed com-
munications technology to the Nations
law enforcement community.

Within the COPS budget, the com-
mittee has also increased funding for
programs authorized by the Crime
Identification and Technology Act,
CITA. In FYO02, $150.9 million is pro-
vided for programs that will improve
the retention of, and access to, crimi-
nal records nationwide, improve the fo-
rensic capabilities of State and local
forensic labs, and reduce the backlog of
crime scene and convicted offender
DNA evidence.

And finally, the committee has pro-
vided $48.3 million within COPS to con-
tinue the COPS methamphetamine ini-
tiative. These funds will provide for the
clean-up of meth production sites
which pose serious health risks to law
enforcement and the surrounding pub-
lic. Funds will also be provided to
State and local law enforcement to ac-
quire training and equipment to safely
and effectively dismantle existing
meth labs.

For the Department of Commerce in
fiscal year 2002, the committee has fo-
cused on the separate but equally im-
portant goals of improving depart-
mental infrastructure and promoting
the advancement of technology. The
Nation is blessed with an outstanding
group of individuals who go to work
every day, across the Nation, for the
Department of Commerce. Thirty-
seven thousand people work in agencies
as diverse as the Economic Develop-
ment Administration, the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, and the Bureau of the Census.
They are highly-trained experts who
are responsible for a huge array of crit-
ical programs. These people help mi-
nority businesses and small manufac-
turers flourish, run trade missions to
open foreign markets to American
goods, forecast hurricanes, estimate
the Nation’s gross domestic product,
set standards and measurements recog-
nized and used world-wide, fly sat-
ellites, manage the Nation’s fisheries,
conduct censuses, and process patents.
These missions of the Department of
Commerce are the glue that holds to-
gether the U.S. economy, both domes-
tically and abroad.

There is no doubt as to the impor-
tance of the missions under the pur-
view of the Department of Commerce.
There is, however, a crisis looming in
terms of the infrastructure available to
the employees who work there. In
many cases, Mr. President, these peo-
ple are going to work in World War II-
era buildings that are literally crum-
bling around them. We saw this last
year in Suitland where we had leaks in
the roof, lead in the water, and asbes-
tos in the air systems and we provided
funding for new buildings. The average
age of the NOAA fleet of research ves-
sels is close to 30 years old. Employees
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in Department of Commerce bureaus
are working with antiquated computer
systems that often do not speak to the
outside world.

The bill we have before us begins to
turn the tide on infrastructure needs.
In all cases, the bill funds the Presi-
dent’s request for capital upgrades.
This includes new information tech-
nology systems at the Minority Busi-
ness Development Agency, the Bureau
of the Census, the Economic Develop-
ment Agency, and the Office of Eco-
nomic and Statistical Analysis. The
bill includes a $76 million increase for
the next generation of polar-orbiting
satellites. It also includes a new radio
spectrum measurement system at the
National Telecommunications and In-
formation Administration.

In other cases, this bill jump-starts
capital projects that were not re-
quested by the President when they
should have been. For example, funding
is included to begin work on upgrading
the Boulder, CO, campus of the Na-
tional Institute of Standards and Tech-
nology. We also encourage the United
States Patent and Trademark Office to
reflect on its infrastructure needs and
to report back on what we can do to
help in the future.

In terms of NOAA, the bill includes
funding for 2 new research vessels and
funds to refurbish 6 others. In addition,
funding is included for needed repairs
at the Beaufort, Oxford, and Kasitsna
Coastal Laboratories. Sufficient fund-
ing is provided to begin construction
on regional National Marine Fisheries
Service Buildings in Hawaii and in
Alaska. The bill provides funding to
start building visitor facilities at Na-
tional Marine Sanctuaries.

Mr. President, the funding provided
in this bill for these purposes is a
down-payment on the future of a ro-
bust Department of Commerce. I be-
lieve that the people at the Depart-
ment are its greatest asset and that
these targeted funds will allow those
people to better do their jobs for dec-
ades to come.

In terms of advancing technology, in
addition to the satellite programs, re-
search vessels, radio spectrum manage-
ment systems and other programs that
I mentioned earlier, the bill provides
$696.5 million for the National Institute
for Standards and Technology—NIST.
This amount aggressively funds sci-
entific and technical research and serv-
ices that are carried out in the NIST
Laboratories in Gaithersburg and in
Boulder. The bill provides the current
year funding level of $60.7 for new ATP
awards. The ATP is an industry-led,
competitive, and cost-shared program
to help the U.S. develop the next gen-
eration of breakthrough technologies
in advance of its foreign competitors.
ATP contracts encourage companies to
undertake initial high-risk research
that promises significant widespread
economic benefits. Over one-half of the
ATP awards go to small companies. To
date, Mr. President, 41 ATP competi-
tions have been held; 4,435 proposals
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have been submitted involving 7,343
participants; 526 awards have been
issued involving 1,167 participants, and
248 ATP projects have been completed.
Of the 526 awards, 173 are joint ven-
tures, and 353 are single applicants.
Fify-nine percent of the projects are
led by small businesses and 71 percent
of the single applicant projects are led
by small business. More than 150 dif-
ferent universities are involved in 280
ATP projects and over 100 new tech-
nologies have been commercialized as
products or services. Companies have
identified nearly 1,400 potential appli-
cations of ATP research.

Is ATP a success? The answer clearly
is ‘“‘yes.” The Advanced Technology
Program has been extensively re-
viewed. Since its inception, there have
been 52 studies on the efficacy and mer-
its of the program. These assessments
reveal that the ATP does not fund
projects that otherwise would have
been financed in the private sector.
Rather, the ATP facilitates so-called
‘“Valley of Death’ projects that private
capital markets are unable to fund. In
June 2001, the National Academy of
Sciences’ National Research Council
completed its comprehensive review of
the ATP. It found that the ATP is an
effective Federal partnership that is
funding new technologies that can con-
tribute to important societal goals.
They also found that ‘‘the ATP could
use more funding effectively and effi-
ciently.” A March 1999 study found
that future returns from just 3 of the 50
completed ATP projects—improving
automobile manufacturing processes,
reducing the cost of blood and immune
cell production, and using a new mate-
rial for prosthesis devices—would pay
for all projects funded to date by the
ATP. Measurement and evaluation
have been part of the ATP since its be-
ginning. What the analysis shows time
and time again is that the ATP is stim-
ulating collaboration, accelerating the
development of high-risk technologies,
and paying off for the Nation.

The bill includes a total of $7.6 bil-
lion for the Department of State and
related agencies, an increase of $617
million above last year’s funding level
of $7.0 billion. Within the State Depart-
ment account, $1.1 billion has been pro-
vided for worldwide security upgrades
of State Department facilities. Addi-
tionally, the bill provides $773 million
to continue our Nation’s international
peacekeeping activities.

During the past several years, the
worldwide security accounts and the
peacekeeping account have accounted
for the majority of increases in the De-
partment’s budget while the day-to-day
operations have been neglected. As a
result, many of the Department’s qual-
ity of life initiatives and the Depart-
ment’s other infrastructure needs—
communications, transportation, office
equipment—have suffered. The funding
provided in this bill fully funds all cur-
rent services for the Department of
State. In addition, this bill funds all
quality of life initiatives such as: addi-
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tional language, security, leadership
and management training; monetary
incentives to attract employees to
hardship posts; incentives to allow
civil service employees to compete for
2-year overseas assignments; and re-
placement of obsolete furniture and
motor vehicles.

As with the other departments fund-
ed through this bill, full funding is pro-
vided for information technology up-
grades. The worldwide web has become
essential to the conduct of foreign pol-
icy. Yet, very few overseas posts have
that capability. The funding provided
in this bill fully supports Secretary
Powell’s decision to place information
technology among the Department’s
top priorities and fully funds the De-
partment’s efforts to provide internet
access to all State Department
desktops by January 2003.

Let me conclude by saying again this
is a solid piece of legislation that ad-
dresses issues that affect the daily
lives of all Americans. It is a good bill
that balances the needs on many di-
verse missions, and the interests of
members from both parties. Every
year, we face difficulties with respect
to limited funding and multiple, some-
times competing, priorities. This year
was no different. And, as in past years,
the CJS Subcommittee made those de-
cisions in a bipartisan and judicious
manner. This could not have happened
without the assistance of Senator
GREGG and the endless hours of work
that both my and his staff put into
drafting the bill before the Senate
today. With the help of my colleagues,
I look forward to swift passage of this
vital legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the bill brought forward by
the Senator from South Carolina. I
thank Senator HOLLINGS for the tre-
mendous courtesy and teamwork ap-
proach he has taken on this bill rel-
ative to the Republican side of the
aisle. I especially thank his staff, led
by Lila Helms, for their efforts to
make sure we had an approach that in-
volved all the different players on the
committee.

This has been a bill which Senator
BYRD, during the full committee mark-
up, described as the ‘‘most bipartisan
bill in his memory.”” We are very proud
of that. I think it is very much a re-
flection of the leadership of Senator
HoLLINGS and the approach he has
taken. So I express my deep and sin-
cere thanks to him.

Senator HOLLINGS has outlined pret-
ty specifically the areas this bill funds
and some of the initiatives in the bill.
Let me talk about a couple, however,
that I would like to highlight myself.

First, the appropriation level on this
bill is significant, $41.5 billion, which is
over the President’s request by a fair
amount—about one-half billion dollars.
It is my hope—and I have discussed
this with Senator HOLLINGS—as we
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move through the process that we can
come a little closer to the President’s
request. I note, however, that the bill
is within our budget resolution and the
allocation given to this committee. So
as a practical matter it does not in any
way negatively impact the budget. It is
a rather responsible bill. The reason it
spends these dollars is because it has
significant agencies that it funds.

The Department of Justice is, of
course, a critical agency; the Depart-
ment of State; Department of Com-
merce; Judiciary; FTC; FCC; and the
SEC. These are all agencies that play a
huge role in the deliverance of quality
Government in our country. It is our
obligation to strongly support them.

One area on which we have focused a
considerable amount of time in the
committee has been the issue of ter-
rorism and our preparation for ter-
rorism as a government. Earlier in the
year, we had a joint hearing that in-
volved a large number of Senators par-
ticipating, at which hearing we had
present and testifying all the major
agencies that impact terrorism within
the Federal Government—I believe the
number is 42, or maybe 46. I myself
even lost count, even though I stay
fairly attentive to this issue. We heard
from the leaders of each agency. We
heard from the Secretary of State, the
head of FEMA, the Attorney General,
of course, and down the line. We heard
from leaders within our communities
and agencies. We heard from the Dep-
uty Secretary of Defense.

The conclusion, which was clear and
regrettably unalterable, is that there
are simply too many people trying to
cook this pie, too many people trying
to stir the stew, and, as a practical
matter, the coordination necessary in
order to deliver a thoughtful and effec-
tive response to the threat of terrorism
is not that strong.

Terrorism can be divided into three
basic areas of responsibilities, the first
being intelligence, both domestic and
international; the second being inter-
diction, again domestic and inter-
national; and the third being con-
sequence management should an event
occur.

In all these areas, there is a signifi-
cant overlap of responsibility and, as a
result, through this hearing and many
other hearings we have held, we have
come to the conclusion that we have to
become more focused within especially
the Justice Department, which has a
huge role in this area, but within other
agencies which naturally fold into the
Justice Department.

We have suggested in this bill that
we create a Deputy Attorney General
who would serve as a national go-to
person on the issues relating to domes-
tic terrorism. This individual would ob-
viously work in tandem with a lot of
other major players, including FEMA,
but as a practical matter at least we
would have one central place where we
could begin and where people could
look to more response to terrorism. It
would be a central place where not
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only the response would occur but the
responsibility would occur and there-
fore we would have accountability,
which is absolutely critical and which
today does not exist.

This bill creates that position and
funds it, along with funding a signifi-
cant increase in the counterterrorism
activity at a variety of levels which are
critically important to our efforts to
address this issue.

I do not want to sound too pessi-
mistic about our efforts in this area.
Compared to 4 or 5 years ago when we
began this initiative, we are way down
the positive road. We have, in effect, up
and running a first responder program
in a number of communities across this
country, and we are moving aggres-
sively across the country to bring crit-
ical areas up to speed.

We have an effective intelligence ef-
fort and effective interdiction effort,
but we still have a long way to go. If
you put it on a continuum time of a
person, it is as if this person were born
5 years ago and we were now in mid-
adolescence, in our late teens, moving,
however, aggressively into a more ma-
ture approach to the issue.

Another area I think needs to be
highlighted, on which I congratulate
the chairman, as I have with counter-
terrorism, is the issue of NOAA. NOAA
is absolutely a critical agency for us. It
is one of the premier agencies in our
Nation in addressing the question of
scientific excellence. I was just watch-
ing the weather today and mnoticed
there is a hurricane off the northern
part of our east coast. It is going to be
pushed off the coast in New England
because of the weather patterns.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Hopefully it will not
hit New Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. Hopefully it will not hit
New Hampshire.

Because of NOAA, we can predict
where a hurricane will go with a great
deal more accuracy. Certainly, States
such as South Carolina and those that
are located along the hurricane trough
have taken full advantage of it.

This agency goes way beyond the
issues of atmospherics. It goes into
quality of water, ocean activity, ma-
rine fisheries, and we have made a huge
commitment in this area in this bill.

Environmental conservation is ex-
traordinarily important as part of the
NOAA initiative in this bill, and, as the
chairman was reciting, we have put a
large amount of dollars into it, espe-
cially in the Coastal Zone Management
Program and the National Estuarine
Research Reserve.

The committee recognizes that 90
percent of the commerce in this coun-
try enters through our ports, and our
nautical charts are grossly outdated.
This year we address this problem by
aggressively increasing funding for
mapping and charting, electronic navi-
gational charts, shoreline mapping, the
survey backlog, and securing addi-
tional hydrographic ships.

Because of the critical importance of
fishing to our economy and our cul-
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tural history, the committee is funding
a new $54 million fishery research ves-
sel, as was mentioned by the chairman
—this 1is absolutely critical—along
with making a significant effort to pro-
tect and preserve the right whale popu-
lation which is very important to my
part of the country.

Given the current concerns regarding
our national energy policy, the com-
mittee is providing funds through
NOAA again to examine an extension
of the U.S. claim to the mineral conti-
nental shelf, implementation of a re-
gional temperature forecasting system
to better project electricity demands,
and to develop an air quality fore-
casting system to minimize the impact
of powerplant emissions on air quality.

The committee funded the following
programs: Coastal Zone Management
grants at $656 million, $5 million over
last year’s level; National Sea Grant
College Program at $56 million, the
same level as the budget request; the
National Weather Service’s Local
Warnings and Forecasts Program at $80
million; the National Polar Orbiting
Environmental Satellite System at
$156 million. This is a recognition by
this committee of the significance and
importance of NOAA and the role it
plays in maintaining the quality of our
science in this country but, more im-
portantly, the quality of the life of our
citizenry.

As was mentioned by the chairman of
the committee, we have made a strong
commitment to the judiciary which
has its own unique problems, and we
continue to work hard, especially in
the area of pay. I personally believe we
should do something aggressively in
the area of paying our judges. I suspect
the Chair also feels this way, as he is
the fellow responsible for these judges.
The fact is, it is very hard to attract
into the judiciary high-quality individ-
uals who might have young children or
especially families whose Kkids are
about to head off to college under the
present pay scale, and something needs
to be done. We are trying to address
that in this bill.

Again, as was mentioned by the
chairman, the State Department has
been aggressively addressed. I am
happy to report, as the chairman has
alluded, that the arrears situation is
much improved, thanks to the good
work of our former Ambassador to the
U.N., Richard Holbrooke. Mr.
Holbrooke accomplished what many
said could not be done: He successfully
negotiated a new U.S. assessment rate
both for the regular budget and the
peacekeeping account so that the bur-
den is more fairly distributed.

For me, the renegotiation of the as-
sessment scale is a perfect example of
how the United States can use its large
contribution to the U.N. as a leverage
to demand fairness, accountability, and
reform. Our ‘‘tough love’ policy vis-a-
vis the U.N., the basis of the Helms-
Biden legislation, is successful because
it is premised on good intentions and
high expectations.
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I also want to mention that funds
have been made available in this bill
for information technology in the total
of $210 million. As the chairman of this
committee mentioned, for the last 4
years I have been extremely supportive
of this attempt to try to upgrade the
IT capabilities of the State Depart-
ment. I have been disappointed, how-
ever, by the lack of progress made by
the Department in this area.

The only goal the State Department
has achieved is providing e-mail capa-
bility to all Department desktops.
Most desktops still do not have Web ac-
cess. The networks of various TU.S.
agencies operating overseas have not
been integrated, and the classified sys-
tem needs to be overhauled.

I am encouraged by Secretary Pow-
ell’s recognition of IT as one of the De-
partment’s top priorities. The fiscal
year 2002 mark fully funds IT, and I
congratulate Senator HOLLINGS for his
commitment in this area. Hopefully,
the Department will make good use of
these funds.

Lastly, I want to mention something
that is especially important to me per-
sonally, and that is the bill’s effort to
eliminate the illegal diamond trade
that has fueled the violent conflict in
African nations such as Sierra Leone,
Congo, and Angola.

Nowhere has the effect of this illicit
diamond trade been more graphic than
in Sierra Leone. As early as 1991, a
criminal gang called the Revolutionary
United Front, or RUF, began taking
control of many of the Sierra Leone di-
amond mines. Since then, RUF has
used profits from the sale of diamonds
to terrorize civilians for no other rea-
son than to expand their influence. The
RUF is notorious for its use of forced
amputations, murder, and rape in wag-
ing its war of terrorism. I assure you,
there will be no end to the violence un-
less we address this problem at its
root. As long as the RUF can profit
from the sale of conflict diamonds, the
butchery will continue.

What is needed is a ban on the impor-
tation into the United States of dia-
monds from countries that fail to ob-
serve an effective diamond control sys-
tem. Clearly, this will involve substan-
tial commitment on the part of the Af-
rica’s diamond-producing countries.
But the onus cannot fall entirely on
them. It is equally the responsibility of
diamond-importing countries to do all
we can to ensure we are not facili-
tating the trade in conflict diamonds.

In the past, we have been unable or
unwilling to act even while effective
preventive measures, measures such as
the ones I have introduced today and
which Senator HOLLINGS has been kind
enough to include in this bill, are at
our fingertips. There are things we can
do to make the situation in Africa bet-
ter. The key is to act. We have a
chance to save lives, to promote peace,
merely by changing the way we do
business. This bill goes a long way in
addressing the appalling events cur-
rently taking place in much of West
Africa.
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Again, I thank Senator HOLLINGS for
his commitment in this area and his
willingness to support this effort and
be a leader on it. In conclusion, I also
thank Senator HOLLINGS, and espe-
cially his staff, for all they have done
to make this a bipartisan bill and a bill
which I can enthusiastically support.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

AMENDMENT NO. 1535

Mr. HOLLINGS. I send to the desk a
managers’ package of technical amend-
ments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
HoLLINGS], for himself, and Mr. GREGG, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1535.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I ask unanimous
consent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 91, line 15, before the ‘‘.”, insert
the following: ‘‘, of which $13,000,000 shall re-
main available until expended for capital im-
provements at the U.S. Merchant Marine
Academy’’.

On page 18, line 20, before the ‘‘:”’, insert
the following: *‘, of which $11,554,000 shall be
available only for the activation of the facil-
ity at Atwater, California, and of which
$13,323,000 shall be available only for the ac-
tivation of the facility at Honolulu, Hawaii’’.

On page 53, line 23, strike ‘‘$54,255,000 and
insert ‘‘$23,890,000".

On page 55, starting on line 4, and finishing
on line 5, strike ‘“‘provided under this head-
ing in previous years’” and insert in lieu
thereof ‘‘in excess of $22,000,000°".

On page 53, starting on line 16 and con-
tinuing through line 18, strike ‘‘for expenses
necessary to carry out ‘“NOAA Operations,
Research and Facilities sub-category’’’ and
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘for conservation ac-
tivities defined”.

On page 58, starting on line 7 and ending on
line 8, strike ‘‘the “NOAA Procurement, Ac-
quisition, and Construction sub-category’”’
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘conservation ac-
tivities defined”.

On page 58, line 10, after ‘‘amended’’, insert
“including funds for”’.

On page 58, strike all after ‘‘expended’ on
line 12 through ‘‘limits’’ on line 16.

On page 58, line 16, after ‘‘That’’, insert the
following: ‘‘, notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law,”’.

On page 58, line 17, strike ‘‘for’’ and insert
in lieu thereof ‘‘used to initiate”.

On page 58, line 18, insert before the ‘‘:”’°,
the following: ‘‘, for which there shall be no
matching requirement’’.

On page 59, starting on line 2 and ending on
line 3, strike ‘““““NOAA Pacific Coastal Salm-
on Recovery sub-category’”’ and insert in
lieu thereof ‘‘conservation activities de-
fined”.

On page 59, line 5, after the second *‘,”, in-
sert the following: ‘‘including funds for’’.

On page 59, line 9, strike all after ‘‘ex-
pended’”’ through ‘“‘limits’’ on line 13.

On page 65, line 13, after ‘‘funds’, insert
the following: *‘, functions, or personnel’’.

On page 66, line 5, strike ‘‘$40,000,000" and
insert “7,000,000’.

On page 66, line 7, before the *‘;”’, insert the
following: ‘“‘or support for the Commerce Ad-
ministrative Management System Support
Center”.
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On page 66, line 8, after the ‘“(B)”, strike
‘“‘not more than $15,000,000’" and insert in lieu
thereof ‘“None’.

On page 67, after line 15, insert the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(f) The Office of Management and Budget
shall issue a quarterly Apportionment and
Reapportionment Schedule, and a Standard
Form 133, for the Working Capital Fund and
the ‘‘Advances and Reimbursements” ac-
count based upon the report required by sub-
section (d)(1).”.

On page 75, after line 11, insert the fol-
lowing new section:

“SEC. 306. Pursuant to section 140 of Public
Law 97-92, Justices and judges of the United
States are authorized during fiscal year 2002,
to receive a salary adjustment in accordance
with 28 U.S.C. 461: Provided, That $8,625,000 is
appropriated for salary adjustments pursu-
ant to this section and such funds shall be
transferred to and merged with appropria-
tions in title III of this Act.”.

On page 42, line 21, strike ¢‘$49,386,000’ and
insert ‘‘$51,440,000"".

Strike section 107 and renumber sections
108-111 as ‘“107-110".

On page 102, line 20, strike ‘$3,750,000,000"
and insert ‘$4,500,000,000, as provided under
section 20(h)(1)(B)(ii) of the Small Business
Act”.

On page 103, line 1, after ‘‘loans’, insert
“for debentures and participating securi-
ties”.

On page 103, line 3, strike ‘‘$4,100,000"’, and
insert ‘‘the levels established by section
200(h)(1)(C) of the Small Business Act’’.

On page 105, line 5, before the ‘,”’, insert
the following: ‘‘, to remain available until
expended”’.

On page 104, line 24, strike ‘‘$14,850,000 and
insert $6,225,000".

On page 10, line 18, strike ‘‘$724,682,000”’ and
insert ‘‘$712,682,000”.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, in
this managers’ package, I have listed
some two dozen technical amendments
clarifying the funding level for the
Merchant Marine Academy; another
technical amendment clarifying the
funding level for the Prison Activa-
tions; a technical amendment clari-
fying the funding level for NOAA Exec-
utive Administration, going right on
down the list.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this description of the man-
agers’ package be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follow:

MANAGER’S PACKAGE

1. Hollings technical amendment [clari-
fying the funding level for the Merchant Ma-
rine Academy].

2. Hollings technical amendment [clari-
fying the funding level for prison activa-
tions].

3. Hollings technical amendment [clari-
fying the funding level for NOAA executive
administration].

4. Hollings technical amendment [clari-
fying the amount of NOAA’s prior year
deobligations].

5. Hollings technical amendment [clari-
fying language on conservation activities].

6. Hollings technical amendment [clari-
fying language on conservation activities].

7. Hollings technical amendment [clari-
fying the definition of the Coastal and Estu-
arine Land Conservation Program].

8. Hollings technical amendment [striking
extraneous language].

9. Hollings technical amendment [clari-
fying the availability of funds for the Coast-
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al and Estuarine Land Conservation Pro-
gram].

10. Hollings technical amendment [clari-
fying the availability of funds for the Coast-
al and Estuarine Land Conservation Pro-
gram].

11. Hollings technical amendment [clari-
fying the availability of funds for the Coast-
al and Estuarine Land Conservation Pro-
gram].

12. Hollings technical amendment [clari-
fying language on conservation activities].

13. Hollings technical amendment [clari-
fying language on conservation activities].

14. Hollings technical amendment [striking
extraneous language].

15. Hollings technical amendment [clarifies
the use of the Commerce Working Capital
Fund].

16. Hollings technical amendment [clarifies
the uses of the Commerce Working Capital
Fund].

17. Hollings technical amendment [clarifies
the uses of the Commerce Working Capital
Fund].

18. Hollings technical amendment [clarifies
the uses of the Commerce Working Capital
Fund].

19. Hollings technical amendment [clarifies
the uses of the Commerce Working Capital
Fund].

20. Hollings amendment [providing a cost
of living adjustment for justices and judges].

21. Hollings for Byrd amendment [adjust-
ing the funding level of the International
Trade Commission].

22. Hollings for Durbin/Lieberman amend-
ment [eliminating an extraneous section].

23. Hollings for Kerry/Bond amendment
[improving SBA’s loan authority].

24. Hollings for Kerry/Bond amendment
[improving SBA’s loan authority].

25. Hollings for Kerry/Bond amendment
[improving SBA’s loan authority].

26. Gregg for Murkowski amendment [to
clarify the availability of funds to the U.S.-
Canada Alaska Rail Commission].

27. Hollings technical amendment
[prioritizing spending].
28. Hollings technical amendment

[prioritizing spending].

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin-
guished Chair, and I urge the adoption
of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
any further debate on the amendment?

If not, the question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 15635.

The amendment (No. 15635) was agreed
to.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to reconsider was laid
upon the table.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. LIN-
COLN) Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1536

Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, I send
an amendment to the desk to the pend-
ing legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.
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The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. CRAIG] for
himself, Mr. MILLER, Mr. HELMS, Mr. SMITH
of New Hampshire, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. CRAPO,
Mr. LoTT, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr.
BENNETT, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. KYL, Mr. BOND,
and Mr. INHOFE, proposes an amendment
numbered 1536.

Mr. CRAIG. I ask unanimous consent
the reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To prohibit the availability of

funds for cooperation with, or assistance or

other support to, the International Crimi-
nal Court or the Preparatory Commission)

At the end of title VI, add the following:

SEC. 623. (a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes
the following findings:

(1) On July 17, 1998, the United Nations
Diplomatic Conference of Plenipotentiaries
on the Establishment of an International
Criminal Court, meeting in Rome, Italy,
adopted the ‘“Rome Statute of the Inter-
national Criminal Court”. The United States
voted against final adoption of the Rome
Statute.

(2) As of April 30, 2001, 139 countries had
signed the Rome Statute and 30 had ratified
it. Pursuant to Article 126 of the Rome Stat-
ute, the Statute will enter into force on the
first day of the month after the 60th day fol-
lowing the date on which the 60th country
deposits an instrument ratifying the Stat-
ute.

(3) Any American prosecuted by the Inter-
national Criminal Court will, under the
Rome Statute, be denied procedural protec-
tions to which all Americans are entitled
under the Bill of Rights to the United States
Constitution, such as the right to trial by
jury.

(4) Members of the Armed Forces of the
United States deserve the full protection of
the United States Constitution wherever
they are stationed or deployed around the
world to protect the vital national interests
of the United States. The United States Gov-
ernment has an obligation to protect the
members of its Armed Forces, to the max-
imum extent possible, against criminal pros-
ecutions carried out by United Nations offi-
cials under procedures that deny them their
constitutional rights.

(5) In addition to exposing members of the
Armed Forces of the United States to the
risk of international criminal prosecution,
the Rome Statute creates a risk that the
President and other senior elected and ap-
pointed officials of the United States Gov-
ernment may be prosecuted by the Inter-
national Criminal Court for national secu-
rity decisions involving such matters as re-
sponding to acts of terrorism, preventing the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction,
and deterring aggression.

(6) The claimed jurisdiction of the Inter-
national Criminal Court over citizens of a
country that is not a state party to the
Rome Statute is a threat to the sovereignty
of the United States under the Constitution
of the United States.

(b) PROHIBITION.—None of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available by this
Act shall be available for cooperation with,
or assistance or other support to, the Inter-
national Criminal Court or the Preparatory
Commission. This subsection shall not be
construed to apply to any other entity out-
side the Rome treaty.

Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, at this
time I ask for the yeas and nays on the
amendment.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There appears to be
a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1537 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1536

Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, I now
submit a second-degree amendment to
the amendment, which I think is at the
desk as I speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. CRAIG] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1537 to
amendment numbered 1536.

Mr. CRAIG. I ask unanimous consent
the reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To prohibit the availability of

funds for cooperation with, or assistance or

other support to, the International Crimi-
nal Court or the Preparatory Commission)

Strike line 2 and all that follows, and in-
sert the following:

SEC. 623. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act shall
be available for cooperation with, or assist-
ance or other support to, the International
Criminal Court or the Preparatory Commis-
sion. This subsection shall not be construed
to apply to any other entity outside the
Rome treaty.

Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, I take
this time to address with my col-
leagues a matter that I believe has the
most grave consequence on our na-
tional sovereignty.

I also submit for the RECORD three
articles that pertain to this issue that
I think are fundamentally important
for my colleagues to have and under-
stand. One of those happens to be an
op-ed of mine that appeared in the
Washington Posts in August, another
one from John Bolton, and another one
from Mr. Lee Casey. I ask unanimous
consent they be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, August 22, 2001]
(By Larry E. Craig)

At its founding, the mission of the United
Nations, as stated in its charter, was ‘‘to
save succeeding generations from the
scourge of war.” It made no claim to super-
sede the sovereignty of its member states.
Article 2 says that the United Nations ‘‘is
based on the principle of the sovereign equal-
ity of all its Members,” and it may not ‘‘in-
tervene in matters which are essentially
within the domestic jurisdiction of any
state.”

Since then, the United Nations has turned
the principle of national sovereignty on its
head. Through a host of conventions, trea-
ties and conferences, it has intruded into
regulation of resources and the economy (for
example, treaties on ‘‘biological diversity,”
marine resources and climate change) and
family life (conventions on parent-child rela-
tions and women in society). It has de-
manded that countries institute racial
quotas and laws against hate crimes and
speech. Recently the United Nations tried to
undermine Americans’ constitutional right
to keep and bear arms (with proposed re-
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strictions on the international sale of small
arms).

Fortunately, many of these have been dead
on arrival in the U.S. Senate, successive
presidents have refused to endorse others,
and in any case the United Nations had little
power of enforcement. But in 1998, one mech-
anism of global government came to life
with the so-called ‘‘Rome Statute’ estab-
lishing a permanent International Criminal
Court. Once this treaty is ratified by 60
countries, the United Nations will wield judi-
cial power over every individual human
being—even over citizens of countries that
haven’t joined the court.

While the court’s stated mission is dealing
with war crimes and crimes against human-
ity—which, because there is no appeal from
its decisions, only the court will have the
right to define—its mandate could be broad-
ened later. Based on existing U.N. tribunals
for Yugoslavia and Rwanda, which are mod-
els for the International Criminal court, de-
fendants will have none of the due process
rights afforded by the U.S. Constitution,
such as trial by jury, confrontation of wit-
nesses or a speedy and public trial.

President Clinton signed the Rome treaty
last year, citing U.S. support for existing
U.N. war crimes tribunals. Many suppose the
court will target only a Slobodan Milosevic
or the perpetrators of massacres in Rwanda,
or dictators like Iraq’s Saddam Hussein. But
who knows? To some people, Augusto
Pinochet is the man who saved Chile from
communism; to others he is a murderer. Who
should judge him—the United Nations or the
Chilean people?

In dozens of countries, governments use
brutal force against insurgents. Should the
United Nations decide whether leaders in
Turkey or India should be put in the defend-
ants’ dock, and then commit the United
States to bring them there? How about Rus-
sia’s Vladimir Putin, for Chechnya? Or
Israel’s Ariel Sharon? Can we trust the
United Nations with that decision?

The court’s critics rightly cite the danger
to U.S. military personnel deployed abroad.
Since even one death can be a war crime, a
U.S. soldier could be indicated just for doing
his duty. But the International Criminal
Court also would apply to acts ‘‘committed”’
by any American here at home. The Euro-
pean Union and U.S. domestic opponents
consider the death penalty ‘‘discriminatory”
and ‘“‘inhumane.” Could an American gov-
ernor face indictment by the court for
“‘crimes against humanity” for signing a
death warrant?

Milosevic was delivered to a U.N. court
(largely at U.S. insistence) for offenses oc-
curring entirely within his own country.
Some say the Milosevic precedent doesn’t
threaten Americans, because the U.S. Con-
stitution protects them. But for Milosevic,
we demanded that the Yugoslav Constitution
be trashed and the United Nations’ authority
prevail. Why should the International Crimi-
nal Court treat our Constitution any better?

Instead of trying to ‘‘fix’’ the Rome treaty,
the United States must recognize that it is a
fundamental threat to American sov-
ereignty. The State Department’s participa-
tion in the court’s preparatory commission
is counterproductive. We need to make it
clear that we consider the court an illegit-
imate body, that the United States will
never join it and that we will never accept
its ‘‘jurisdiction’” over any U.S. citizen or
help to impose it on other countries.

[From the Washington Post, January 4, 2001]
UNSIGN THAT TREATY
(By John R. Bolton)

President Clinton’s last-minute decision to
authorize U.S. signing of the treaty creating
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an International Criminal Court (ICC) is as
injurious as it is disingenuous. The president
himself says that he will not submit the
Rome Statute to the Senate for ratification
because of flaws that have existed since the
treaty was adopted in Rome in 1998. Instead,
he argues that our signature will allow the
United States to continue to affect the de-
velopment of the court as it comes into ex-
istence.

Signing the Rome Statute is wrong in sev-
eral respects.

First, the Clinton administration has
never understood that the ICC’s problems are
inherent in its concept, not minor details to
be worked out over time. These flaws result
from deep misunderstandings of the appro-
priate role of force, diplomacy and multilat-
eral institutions in international affairs. Not
a shred of evidence; not one; indicates that
the ICC will deter the truly hard men of his-
tory from committing war crimes or crimes
against humanity. To the contrary, there is
every reason to believe that the ICC will
shortly join the International Court of Jus-
tice as an object of international ridicule
and politicized futility. Moreover, inter-
national miscreants can be dealt with in nu-
merous other ways, as Serbia may now be
proving with Slobodan Milosevic.

Second, the ICC’s supporters have an
unstated agenda, resting, at bottom, on the
desire to assert the primacy of international
institutions over nation-states. One such na-
tion-state is particularly troubling in this
view, and that is the United States, where
devotion to its ancient constitutional struc-
tures and independence repeatedly brings it
into conflict with the higher thinking of the
advocates of ‘‘global governance.” Con-
straining and limiting the United States is
thus a high priority. The reality for the
United States is that over time, the Rome
Statute may risk great harm to our national
interests. It is, in fact, a stealth approach to
eroding our constitutionalism and under-
mining the independence and flexibility that
our military forces need to defend our inter-
ests around the world.

Third, the administration’s approach is a
thinly disguised effort to block passage of
the American Servicemembers’ Protection
Act, introduced last year in Congress. This
bill, if adopted, would unequivocally make it
plain that the United States had no interests
in accepting or cooperating with the ICC.
Sponsored by Sen. Jesse Helms and Rep.
Tom DelLay, the proposal has garnered im-
pressive political support, including from
former secretaries of State Henry Kissinger,
George Shultz, James Baker and Lawrence
Eagleburger, Secretary of Defense-designate
Donald Rumsfeld and former secretary
Caspar Weinberger and former national secu-
rity advisers Zbigniew Brzezinski, Brent
Scowcroft and Richard Allen.

So what will signing the Rome Statute do?
The president is undoubtedly thinking of Ar-
ticle 18 of the Vienna Convention, which re-
quires signatories to a treaty, before ratifi-
cation, not to undertake any actions that
would frustrate its objectives. President
Clinton has used this provision before. After
the Senate defeated the Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty, the administration cited Article
18 (rather than the president’s constitutional
authority as commander in chief) to justify
a continued moratorium on underground nu-
clear testing. Obviously, the pending anti-
ICC bill would divorce the United States
from the court and violate Article 18, or so
we will soon hear.

Relying on Article 18, which cannot sen-
sibly apply to our government of separated
powers, is wrong in many respects, not least
that the United States has never even rati-
fied this Vienna convention. Ironically, how-
ever, President Clinton’s ‘‘midnight deci-
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sion” to sign the Rome Statute provides
guidance to solve the problem he has need-
lessly created, and others as well.

After appropriate consideration, the new
administration should straightforwardly an-
nounce that it is unsigning the Rome Stat-
ute. President Clinton himself stated that he
will not submit the treaty to the Senate, so
this is a purely executive decision. What one
president may legitimately (if unwisely) do,
another may legitimately (and prudently)
undo. The incoming administration seems
prepared to take similar actions in domestic
policy, and it should not hesitate to do so
internationally as well.

Not only would an unsigning decision
make the U.S. position on the ICC clear be-
yond dispute, it would also open the possi-
bility of subsequently unsigning numerous
other unratified treaties. It would be a
strong signal of a distinctly American inter-
nationalism.

The writer, a senior vice president of the
American Enterprise Institute, was assistant
secretary of state for international organiza-
tion affairs in the first Bush administration.

[From the Washington Legal Foundation,

May 18, 2001]
THE INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL COURT:
UNDEMOCRATIC AND UNCONSTITUTIONAL

(By Lee A. Casey)

Lee A. Casey is a partner in the Washington,
D.C. office of the law firm Baker & Hostetler.
He served in the Department of Justice’s Office
of Legal Counsel and Office of Legal Policy dur-
ing the Reagan and George H.W. Bush adminis-
trations. Mr. Casey writes and speaks fre-
quently on international law and constitutional
issues.

The 1998 Rome Treaty, which would estab-
lish a permanent International Criminal
Court (““ICC”), creates a number of unprece-
dented challenges for the United States. The
ICC will have the power to investigate and
prosecute a series of international criminal
offenses, such as ‘‘crimes against humanity,”’
heretofore enforceable only in mnational
courts, or in ad hoc tribunals of very limited
application. If the U.S. ratifies this treaty,
the ICC would have the authority to try and
punish American nationals for alleged of-
fenses committed abroad, or in the United
States, and that court will be entirely unac-
countable for its actions. The ICC would, in
fact, be in a position to punish individual
American officials for the foreign policy and
military actions of the United States, and
would not offer even the minimum guaran-
tees of the Bill of Rights to any of the de-
fendants before it.

President Clinton made a serious mistake
when he signed the Rome Treaty in the wan-
ing days of his Administration. The ICC trea-
ty regime is inconsistent with the most basic
political and legal principles of the United
States, and U.S. ratification of this treaty
would, in fact, be unconstitutional. Presi-
dent Bush should move forward and with-
draw the Clinton signature.

United States Participation in the ICC
Treaty Regime Would Threaten American
Democracy. The United States was founded
on the basic principle that the American
people have a right to govern themselves.
The elected officials of the United States, as
well as its military and the citizenry at
large, are ultimately responsible to the legal
and political institutions established by our
federal and state constitutions, which exer-
cise the sovereignty of the American people.
The Rome Treaty would erect an institution,
in the form of the ICC, that would claim au-
thority superior to that of the federal gov-
ernment and the states, and superior to the
American electorate itself. This court would
assert the ultimate authority to determine
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whether the elected officials of the United
States, as well as ordinary American citi-
zens, have acted lawfully on any particular
occasion. In this, the Rome Treaty is fun-
damentally inconsistent with the first tenet
of American republicanism—that anyone
who exercises power must be responsible for
its use to those subject to that power. The
governors must be accountable to the gov-
erned.

Moreover, the ICC would be a powerful
tool, for both our adversaries and our allies,
to be used against the United States when
states that have ratified the Rome Treaty
disagree with U.S. foreign and military pol-
icy decisions. The offenses within the ICC’s
jurisdiction, although they are ‘‘defined’ in
the Rome Statute, are remarkably flexible
in their application. As was acknowledged by
the Prosecutor’s office of the UN Inter-
national Criminal Tribunal for the Former
Yugoslavia (‘““ICTY’’), which is widely recog-
nized as the model for the ICC, whether any
particular action violates international hu-
manitarian norms is almost always a debat-
able matter and: ‘‘[t]Jhe answers to these
questions are not simple. It may be nec-
essary to resolve them on a case by case
basis, and the answers may differ depending
on the background and values of the deci-
sion-maker.”” See Final Report to the Pros-
ecutor by the Committee Established to Re-
view NATO Bombing Campaign Against the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, para. 50
(June 13, 2000).

The ‘“values’” of the ICC’s prosecutor and
judges are unlikely to be those of the United
States. The Rome Treaty has been embraced
by many states with legal and political tra-
ditions dramatically different from our own.
This includes states such as Algeria, Cam-
bodia, Haiti, Iran, Nigeria, Sudan, Syria and
Yemen, all of which have been implicated in
torture or extra-judicial killings, or both.
Even our closest allies, including European
states following the civil law system, begin
with very different assumptions about the
power of the courts and the right of the ac-
cused. Nevertheless, if it is permitted to be
established, the ICC will claim the power to
try individual Americans, including U.S.
service personnel and officials acting fully in
accordance with U.S. law and interests. The
court itself would be the final arbiter of its
own power, and there would be no appeal
from its decisions.

United States Ratification of the Rome
Treaty Would Be Unconstitutional. Not sur-
prisingly, U.S. ratification of the Rome
Treaty would be unconstitutional. By ratify-
ing that agreement, the United States would
become a full participant in the ICC treaty
regime, affirmatively vesting in the court ju-
risdiction over its nationals. At the same
time, the ICC would not provide the rights
guaranteed to all Americans by the Bill of
Rights. There would be no jury trials in the
ICC, which would follow the Continental ‘‘in-
quisitorial”’ system rather than the Common
Law ‘‘adversarial” system. Moreover, that
court would not guarantee Americans the
rights to confront hostile witnesses, to a
speedy and public trial, and against ‘‘double
jeopardy.”

For example, the Sixth Amendment guar-
antees a criminal defendant the right to
‘“‘confront’ all hostile witnesses, and, there-
fore, the right to exclude from evidence most
“‘hearsay’ evidence. This right is not pre-
served on the international level. In the
ICTY, a court that, like the ICC, theoreti-
cally guarantees the right of the confronta-
tion, both anonymous witnesses and vir-
tually unlimited hearsay evidence have been
permitted in criminal trials. Similarly, al-
though, like the ICC, the ICTY theoretically
preserves the right to a speedy and public
trial, defendants often wait years in prison
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for a trial, large portions of which are con-
ducted in secret. In addition, although the
Constitution’s guarantee against ‘‘double
jeopardy’ prevents the prosecution in a
criminal case form appealing a judgment of
acquittal, acquittals in the ICC would be
freely appealable by the prosecution, as they
are now in the ICTY—where the Prosecutor
has appealed every judgment of acquittal.

ICC supporters incorrectly suggest that
U.S. participation would not be unconstitu-
tional because that court would not be ‘‘a
court of the United States,” to which the
Constitution applies, and invariably point to
extradition cases, where the Supreme Court
has ruled that Americans may be extradited
to face trial overseas in courts without the
guarantees of the Bill of Rights. In fact, and
unlike the situation in an ordinary extra-
dition case, if the U.S. ratified the Rome
Treaty, it would be a full participant in the
ICC and its governing structures, and any
prosecution brought by the ICC would be as
much on behalf of the U.S. as any other state
party.

Although the Supreme Court has not di-
rectly faced such a case, it has suggested
that, where a prosecution by a foreign court
is, at least in part, undertaken on behalf of
the United States, for example, where ‘‘the
United States and its allies had enacted sub-
stantially similar criminal codes aimed at
prosecuting offenses of international char-
acter . . .” then the Bill of Rights would
have to apply ‘‘simply because that prosecu-
tion [would not be] fairly characterized as
distinctly ‘foreign.’ The point would be that
the prosecution was as much on behalf of the
United States as of the prosecuting na-
tion. . .”” United States v. Balsys, 5256 U.S.
666 (1998). This would, of course, be exactly
the case with the ICC. Since the full and un-
diluted guarantees of the Bill of Rights
would not be available in the ICC, the United
States cannot, constitutionally, ratify the
ICC Treaty.

In addition, by ratifying the Rome Treaty,
the United States would vest the ICC with
jurisdiction over offenses committed en-
tirely within its territory. The Supreme
Court has, however, made clear that crimi-
nal offenses committed in the United States,
and otherwise within the judicial power of
the United States, must be tried in Article
III courts, with the full panoply of the Bill of
Rights. As the Court explained in the land-
mark Civil War cases of Ex parte Milligan
(1866), 71 U.S. 2 (1866) reversing a civilian’s
conviction by a military tribunal, ‘‘[e]very
trial involves the exercise of judicial power,”
and courts not properly established under
Article III can exercise ‘‘no part of the judi-
cial power of the country.” Thus, since the
ICC would not guarantee all of the protec-
tions of the Bill of Rights, and because it
would not be an ‘‘Article III” court, the
United States cannot vest that institution
with any judicial authority over its nation-
als or its territory.

Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, last
December, President Clinton deposited
his signature to the Rome treaty,
thereby making the TUnited States
party to the creation of a permanent
International Criminal Court with un-
limited jurisdiction. Once created, this
court will have the right to prosecute
U.S. citizens without any of the guar-
antees or protections provided by the
Constitution. This will also affect our
ability to protect men and women of
our uniformed services and meet our
military commitments to our allies.

President Clinton even acknowledged
as he deposited his signature that the
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Rome treaty had, in his own words,
“‘significant flaws’’ and would not send
it to the Senate for ratification.

In his confirmation hearing testi-
mony, Secretary Powell made it clear
that the administration would not send
this treaty to the Senate for ratifica-
tion. However, in my opinion and the
opinion of others, this is not enough.
Once the 60th country ratifies the trea-
ty, the United States and her citizens
will become subject to the jurisdiction
of the ICC, regardless of Senate ap-
proval under the treaty’s own terms.
This is precisely why we cannot simply
allow the treaty to just be confirmed
and collect dust. I believe it is incum-
bent upon all of us to try to bring, in
essence, the treaty down.

U.S. Armed Forces operating over-
seas in peacekeeping operations could
conceivably be prosecuted by the ICC
for protecting the vital interests of the
United States. In other words, the Sen-
ate of the United States could support
our men and women going to war in a
foreign nation only to have an inter-
national court rule them as criminals
against the state or, in essence, crimi-
nals against the world.

Furthermore, Americans prosecuted
by the ICC will not be guaranteed any
of the procedural protections to which
all Americans are entitled under the
Bill of Rights. I can recite those for us.
We have heard them all of our lives:
The rights such as the right to a trial
by jury or the right to a jury of one’s
own peers and the right to question
one’s accusers—that is just to name a
few of the very rights that we now
walk away from for our citizens if we
do not stand up boldly and say the
International Criminal Court should,
in fact, not become an arm of the
United Nations.

Currently, the Rome treaty already
has 139 signatories, and over half of the
necessary countries have already rati-
fied it. In short, the ICC will soon be-
come a reality unless we act now. The
question is whether the United States
will oppose it—and we have already op-
posed Kyoto, Biodiversity, CTBT, and
other bad treaties—or whether we will
simply acquiesce to it. The answer to
that question is not only one of pro-
tecting our service personnel; it is also
one of principle. Are we fundamentally
committed to the sovereign rule of the
domestic law of our country under the
U.S. Constitution as opposed to global
justice under the U.N. auspices? I think
that is a question on which this amend-
ment comes right to the point. And are
we fundamentally committed to help-
ing other countries establish and main-
tain their own constitutions and their
own rule of law?

The consequence of allowing this
court to come to fruition stretches far
beyond the threat of prosecution of
American military personnel. It will
also put some of our closest allies in di-
rect jeopardy, as we have seen in the
example of the World Conference on
Racism that we have heard about over
the last good many months. We have
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seen that action taken by the United
Nations and its institutions are not al-
ways impartial in their findings. In
fact, at the World Conference Against
Racism, language was adopted hostile
to Israel, and it is not limited to the
text regarding Zionism. Reference to it
has attracted much attention in light
of the 1975 U.N. General Assembly Res-
olution 3379, which passed in November
of 1975, which condemned Zionism in
similar though not identical terms, as
‘‘a threat to world peace and security,”’
a ‘‘racist and imperialist ideology,”’
and as ‘‘a form of racism and racial dis-
crimination.”

Largely due to American efforts, the
General Assembly finally revoked Res-
olution 3379 in 1991 with a substantial
vote.

Ironically, some nations that took
part in the World Conference Against
Racism, and who were supporters of
language denouncing Zionism as rac-
ism, are currently still practicing slav-
ery and the trafficking of human
beings. As a result of this controversy
over Zionism, one could easily see the
International Criminal Court become
nothing more than another U.N. forum
for anti-Semitism where the same
players that caused the United States
and Israel to walk out on the World
Conference on Racism would reappear.
The result could be the extradition and
prosecution of Prime Minister Ariel
Sharon on charges of crimes against
humanity for taking actions to protect
the citizens of Israel against terrorism
within the sovereign boundaries of his
own nation. Another document con-
nected to the Durban conference
charges Israel with ‘‘genocide’ and
“‘crimes against humanity’—judicial
terms that directly setting the stage
for a future prosecution in an inter-
national criminal court.

I will be the first to admit that
atrocities are being committed in some
parts of the world, and that the per-
petrators of such atrocities must be
brought to justice. And whenever pos-
sible the United States should serve as
a facilitator for that justice to take
place, and always be a shining city on
a hill, a supreme example for all na-
tions, particularly those with fledgling
democracies and judicial systems. But
the answer to that problem is not to
create a permanent International
Criminal Court with supra-national ju-
risdiction capable of undermining
democratic governments, Constitu-
tions, and judicial systems, just be-
cause the court is not satisfied with
the outcome of a domestic ruling.
Rather we should work hard to
strengthen the rule of law within for-
eign countries, by helping them to es-
tablish their own impartial courts ca-
pable of ensuring justice for all.

When the United Nations was found-
ed in 1945, its primary mission, as stat-
ed in the preamble of the U.N. Charter,
was ‘‘to save succeeding generations
from the scourge of war, which twice in
our lifetime has brought untold sorrow
to mankind.” Initially composed only
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of countries that had been allied
against the Axis, it soon became seen
as a dispute resolution forum for all
countries.

In principle at least, the United Na-
tions initially made no claim to super-
sede the sovereignty of its member
states. Even its own Charter, Article 2,
says that the U.N. ‘‘is based on the
principle of the sovereign equality of
all its Members,” and it may not ‘‘in-
tervene in matters which are essen-
tially within the domestic jurisdiction
of any state.”

That is what its charter says. Let’s
remember what it has done in the last
few years.

Even in the U.N.’s premiere judicial
body, the International Court of Jus-
tice, the principle of state sovereignty
was maintained, with the Court only
having limited jurisdiction in disputes
between nations. It had no authority
over individual citizens of those na-
tions.

Unfortunately, in recent years the
U.N. has turned the principle of na-
tional sovereignty on its head.
Through a proliferating host of conven-
tions, treaties, conferences, commis-
sions, and initiatives, the U.N. has
intruded into virtually every aspect of
human life once thought to be the ex-
clusive preserve of national govern-
ments, not to mention private citizens.
These include efforts to regulate re-
sources and the economy, for example
treaties on ‘‘biological diversity,” the
use of marine resources, and climate
change. They include claims over fam-
ily life, such as conventions on parent-
child relations and the role of women
in society. They include, under the
guise of anti-racism, demands that
countries institute quotas and hate
crimes and hate speech laws.

While all of these on the surface ap-
pear to be good, and in many instances
many of us would support them, we
must stop short in saying that the U.N.
has the right to bring them down on
any nation and tread on that nation’s
sovereignty.

Recently, under the pretext of fight-
ing illicit trafficking in weapons, the
U.N. has even set its sight on under-
mining American’s constitutional right
to keep and bear arms under the second
amendment.

Thankfully, many of these initiatives
have been dead-on-arrival in the Sen-
ate, and successive Presidents have re-
fused to endorse others. Moreover, de-
spite the U.N.’s evolution toward gov-
ernmental authority it had little to en-
force its will. Ideas for global taxation
and a standing U.N. army have so far
gained little ground.

But one key mechanism of global
government began to be realized in 1998
with the adoption of the so-called
“Rome Statute’ establishing a perma-
nent International Criminal Court
(ICC). Once this dangerous treaty is
ratified by 60 countries, the ICC will
come into existence. For the first time,
the U.N. will wield a judicial power not
just over nations, but directly over
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every individual human being. It will
even claim authority over citizens of
countries whose governments have re-
fused to join the ICC. While the ICC’s
stated mission is dealing with war
crimes and crimes against humanity—
which, since there is no appeal from its
decisions, only the ICC will have the
right to define—nothing prevents the
U.N. from broadening its mandate
later. Defendants will have none of the
due process rights afforded by the U.S.
Constitution, a speedy and public trial,
protection against double jeopardy, or
protection against self-incrimination,
and others previously mentioned. As
with other U.N. panels, it can be ex-
pected that it will include ‘‘justices”
from countries notorious for their
human rights abuses.

It is tempting for many to suppose
the ICC will only target the likes of a
Slobodan Milosevic or the perpetrators
of massacres in Rwanda, or maybe
rogue state dictators like Iraq’s
Saddan Hussein, Libya’s Muammar Qa-
dhafi, or Cuba’s Fidel Castro. But who
can be sure that will be their only tar-
get? To some people, former Chilean
Dictator Augusto Pinochet is a patriot
who saved his country from a com-
munist coup.

Again, in the eyes of the beholder,
what is he? There are different opin-
ions and different attitudes. Who has
responsibility? I would suggest that
the U.N. should not be allowed to be
the judge, or that the U.N. should not
be allowed to be the court. Ultimately,
the people of Chile; in this case,
Pinochet. They were the people who
made the decisions. They were the
judges.

In dozens of countries governments
enjoy brutal force to suppress violent
insurgencies. Should we empower the
U.N. to decide whether the military au-
thorities in Algeria, Turkey, Mac-
edonia, Sri Lanka, China, and India
should be put in the defendants’ dock,
and then commit the United States to
employ sanctions or even military
force to bring them there? How about
Russia’s Vladimir Putin for his war in
Chechnya? Or Israel’s Ariel Sharon for
his war against the Palestinian
intifada? Are we ready to trust the
U.N. to tell us who should be pros-
ecuted and who shouldn’t? Critics of
the ICC rightfully cite the danger it
presents to the safety of U.S. military
personnel. What will be the con-
sequences for U.S. national defense and
our alliance obligations? Since the
death of even one person can qualify as
a war crime or even genocide in the
ICC, how can we be sure a U.S. soldier
serving abroad will not be indicted for
what we see as just doing their duty?

The ICC applies not just to soldiers,
and not just to acts committed abroad;
it also would apply to acts ‘‘com-
mitted”” by any American here at
home.

Let me suggest, Is this a stretch of
my imagination? It is not. Statements
are broad. The argument of authority
within the Rome treaty is broad.
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Even today, our friends in the Euro-
pean Union join domestic critics in
branding the death penalty in the
United States as ‘‘discriminatory’ and
“inhumane.” My guess is some of our
colleagues would agree with that, while
others would not.

Who can guarantee that an American
Governor might not face an indictment
by the ICC for ‘‘crimes against human-
ity for signing a death warrant, or
that someday, under some foreign
judge’s idea of ‘‘arms trafficking,” a
U.N. court will not demand the extra-
dition of a private American citizen for
selling a gun to his neighbor?

It has been suggested that
Milosevic’s extradition does not set an
ICC precedent threatening U.S. citizens
because they will be protected by the
U.S. Constitution. But why? In the
Milosevic case, we demanded that the
newly established Yugoslav Constitu-
tion be trashed for the authority of the
United Nations. We are not defending a
constitutional right at that point; we
are simply saying that an inter-
national body has a higher authority.
Once the ICC is up and running, why
should we assume that our Constitu-
tion would not be thrown in the trash
as well as that of Yugoslavia? Nothing
in the treaty requires them to respect
us and to respect our Constitution and
our citizens’ rights.

Trying to ‘“fix”’ the Rome treaty’s
flaws so we can live with it is like zip-
ping a silk purse out of a sow’s ear or
putting lipstick on that little piggy.
Instead of mistakenly trying to fix the
Rome treaty’s flaws, the United States
must recognize that the ICC is a funda-
mental threat to American sovereignty
and civil liberty, and that no deal, nor
any compromise, is possible. We need
to make it clear that we consider the
ICC an illegitimate body, that the
United States will never become part
of it, and that we will never accept its
jurisdiction over any U.S. citizen or
help to impose it on other countries.
President Bush has flatly rejected the
Kyoto global warming convention. It is
no less urgent that we act as forth-
rightly on the ICC.

According to the administration, the
State Department is already engaging
in what we call low-level participation
in the ICC Preparatory Commission.
Why are we helping to establish an in-
stitution that is created by a treaty
that the administration has stated
they will not send to the Senate for
ratification? Any kind of participation
that would lend legitimacy to the
Rome treaty would be a mistake and
would send a wrong message to our
friends in the international commu-
nity.

That is why during my recent meet-
ing with Secretary Powell, and in my
own op-ed that was published on Au-
gust 22 in the Washington Post, I have
encouraged the administration to re-
move our signature from the Rome
treaty and to discontinue assistance to
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the International Criminal Court’s Pre-
paratory Commission. Such a state-
ment of policy would send a clear sig-
nal to those countries that are cur-
rently wrestling with the issue of rati-
fication that the United States does
not support the creation of the Court.
This clear signal has already been sent
by the House of Representatives earlier
this year when they passed an amend-
ment, with overwhelming bipartisan
support, to the State authorization bill
that prohibits cooperation with the
International Criminal Court.

To complement the administration’s
efforts, and the efforts of the House of
Representatives, I am offering this
first- and second-degree amendment to
Commerce-State-Justice, and the Judi-
ciary appropriations bill that would
prohibit funding to the International
Criminal Court and its Preparatory
Commission. I have discussed this issue
with Senator HELMS. He and many oth-
ers have indicated their strong support
for the proposal.

When we stand to cast a vote on
these amendments, we literally are
voting about American sovereignty.
My guess is, when the dust settles and
the stories are written and this amend-
ment is analyzed, that is exactly how
it will be viewed. It is a vote to protect
the men and women of our Armed
Forces—without question—and a vote
to protect our allies that have become
subject to the Court.

I will be darned if American sov-
ereignty and the U.S. Constitution be-
come subject to an International
Criminal Court on my watch. And I
would hope all of my colleagues would
agree.

The creation of an international
court is not a foregone conclusion. We
can intervene. We can state a position.
We can ask that we step back and with-
draw our signatures from this critical
action and say to all the world that we
will not support an International
Criminal Court’s ratification, and we
would ask other nations in the world to
act accordingly.

Madam President, at this time I
know of no others in this Chamber who
wish to debate this issue, so I ask
unanimous consent to temporarily set
aside my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CRAIG. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

AMENDMENT NO. 1538

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire.
Madam President, on behalf of Sen-
ators HARKIN, WARNER, INHOFE, COCH-
RAN, and myself, I send an amendment
to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
SMITH], for himself, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. WAR-
NER, Mr. INHOFE, and Mr. COCHRAN, proposes
an amendment numbered 1538.

Mr. SMITH Of New Hampshire.
Madam President, I ask unanimous
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consent reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide protection to American
Servicemen who were used in World War II
as slave labor)

At the appropriate place, add the fol-
lowing:
SEC. . None of the funds made available in

this Act may be used by the Department of
Justice or the Department of State to file a
motion in any court opposing a civil action
against any Japanese person or corporation
for compensation or reparations in which the
plaintiff alleges that, as an American pris-
oner of war during World War II, he or she
was used as slave or forced labor.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire.
Madam President, there are many
things that happen in war of which,
when we look back, many of us on both
sides of the aisle are not always proud.
But I want to point out that sometimes
things happen that must be corrected
just because it is the right thing to do.
This amendment I am offering is likely
to be mischaracterized. There will be a
lot of things said about what my
amendment does not do. I want to
make sure everybody understands what
my amendment does. This concerns
something that happened during World
War II. I want to refer to it before I go
to the actual context of the amend-
ment.

There is an article written by Peter
Maas I want printed in the RECORD
which is entitled “They Should Have
Their Day In Court.” I ask unanimous
consent a copy of that article be print-
ed in the RECORD. It is a Parade maga-
zine article.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From Parade Magazine, June 17, 2001]
THEY SHOULD HAVE THEIR DAY IN COURT
(By Peter Mass)

Tears suddenly fill Lester Tenney’s eyes.
“I’'m sorry,” he says. ‘“It’s been a long time,
but it’s still very hard sometimes to talk
about.” All I can do is nod dumbly. Words
fail me as I listen to the horror he is describ-
ing.

On April 9, 1942, Tenney, a 21-year-old Illi-
nois National Guardsman, was one of 12,000
American soldiers who surrendered to the
Japanese at the tip of Bataan Peninsula,
which juts into Manila Bay in the Phil-
ippines. I11-equipped, ill-trained, disease-rid-
den, they had fought ferociously for nearly
five months against overwhelming odds, with
no possibility of help, until they ran out of
food, medical supplies and ammunition.

As prisoners of war, Tenney among them,
they were taken to a prison camp by the
Japanese army on what became infamous as
the nine-day, b55-mile-long Bataan Death
March, during which 1000 of them perished.
The atrocities they suffered have to some ex-
tent been revealed. But what happened after-
ward—when they were forced into inhuman
slave labor for some of Japan’s biggest cor-
porations—remains largely unknown. These
corporations, many of which have become
global giants, include such familiar names as
Mitsubishi, Mitsui, Kawasaki and Nippon
Steel.

Through interviews with former POWs and
examinations of government records and
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court documents, I learned that in 1999
Tenney had filed a lawsuit for reparations in
a California state court. His suit was fol-
lowed by a number of others by veterans who
had suffered a similar fate. The Japanese
corporations, instead of confronting their
dark past, went into deep denial. Rep-
resented by American law firms, they main-
tained that, by treaty, they didn’t owe any-
body anything—not even an apology.

Surprisingly, the U.S. government stepped
in on behalf of the Japanese and not only
had these lawsuits moved to federal jurisdic-
tion but also succeeded in getting them dis-
missed by Vaughn R. Walker, a federal judge
in the Northern District of California. In his
ruling, Judge Walker declared in essence
that the fact that we had won the war was
enough of a payoff. His exact words were
“The immeasurable bounty of life for them-
selves [the POWs] and their posterity in a
free society services the debt.” In applauding
the judge’s decision, an attorney for Nippon
Steel was quoted as saying, “It’s definitely a
correct ruling.” She did not dwell on what
these men had gone through.

What befell Lester Tenney as a POW was
by no means unique. He got an inkling of
what was to come on that April day in 1942
when he surrendered and one of his captors
smashed in his nose with the butt end of a
rifle. Forced to stumble along a road of
crushed rock and loose sand, the men—
wracked with malaria, jaundice and dys-
entery—were given no water. Occasionally,
they would pass a well. Anyone who paused
to scoop up a handful of water was more
likely than not bayoneted or shot to death.
The same fate awaited most POWs who could
no longer walk. “If you stopped,” Tenney re-
calls, ‘‘they killed you.”

As Tenney staggered forward, he saw a
Japanese officer astride a horse, wielding a
samurai sword and chortling as he tried,
often successfully, to decapitate POWs. Dur-
ing a rare respite, one prisoner was so dis-
oriented that he could not get up. A rifle
butt knocked him senseless. Two of his fel-
low POWs, were ordered to dig a shallow
trench, put him in it and bury him while he
was still alive. They refused. One of them
immediately had his head blown off with a
pistol shot. Two more POWs were then or-
dered to dig two trenches—one for the dead
POW, the other for the original prisoner,
who had begun to moan. Tenney heard him
continue to moan as he was being covered
with dirt.

Tenney was one of 500 POWs packed into a
50-by-50-foot hold of a Japan-bound freighter.
The overhead hatches were kept closed ex-
cept when buckets of rice and water were
lowered twice daily. Each morning, four
POWSs were allowed topside to hoist up buck-
ets of bodily wastes and the corpses of any-
one who had died during the night, which
were tossed overboard.

In Japan, the prisoners were sent to a coal
mine about 35 miles from a city they had
never heard of, called Nagasaki. The mine
was owned by the Mitsui conglomerate,
which is today one of the world’s biggest cor-
porations. You see the truck containers it
builds on every highway in America. The
mine was so dangerous that Japanese miners
refused to work in it.

The Geneva Convention of 1929 specified
that the POWs of any nation ‘‘shall at all
times be humanely treated and protected”
and explicitly forbade forced labor. Japan,
however, never ratified the treaty. That was
how it justified putting POWs to work dur-
ing World War II, freeing up able-bodied Jap-
anese men for military service.

Lester Tenney and his fellow POW slave la-
borers worked 12-hour shifts. Their diet, pri-
marily rice, amounted to less than 600 cal-
ories a day. This was subsequently reduced
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to about 400 calories. When he was taken
prisoner, Tenney weighed 185 pounds. When
he was liberated in 1945, he weighed 97
pounds.

Vicious beatings by Mitsui overseers at the
mine were constant. Tenney’s worst moment
came when two overseers decided he wasn’t
working fast enough and went at him with a
pickax and a shovel. His nose was broken
again. So was his left shoulder. The business
end of the ax pierced his side, just missing
his hip bone but causing enough internal
damage to leave him with a permanent limp.

Frank Bigelow was a Navy seaman on the
island fortress of Corregodor in Manila Bay.
It was lost about a month after Bataan fell,
so Bigelow escaped the Death March. But he
ended up in the same Mitsui coal mine as
Tenney. He was in the deepest hard-rock
part of the mine when a boulder toppled onto
his leg, snapping both the tibia and fibula
bones 6 inches below the knee. A POW Army
doctor, Thomas Hewlett, was refused plaster
of Paris for a cast. Hewlett tried to con-
struct a makeshift splint, but it didn’t work.
Bigelow’s leg began to swell and become pu-
trid. Tissue-destroying gangrene had set in.

With four men holding Bigelow down, Hew-
lett performed an amputation without anes-
thesia, using a razor and a hacksaw blade.
Bigelow recalls: ‘I said, ‘Doc, do you have
any whiskey you could give me?’ and he said,
‘If T had any. I'd be drinking it myself.””” To
keep the gangrenous toxins from spreading,
Hewlett packed the amputation with one
item readily available in the prison camp—
maggots. Bigelow still can’t comprehend how
he withstood the excruciating pain. ‘“You
don’t know what you can do ’till you do it,”
he says.

Another seaman, George Cobb, was aboard
the submarine Sealion in Manila Bay when it
was sunk in an air attack three days after
Pearl Harbor. Cobb was shipped to a copper
mine in northern Japan owned by the
Mitsubishi corporate empire. Clad only in
gunnysacklike garments, the POWs had to
trudge to the mine through 10-foot-snow-
drifts in bitter winter cold. Of 10 captured
Sealion crewmen. Cobb is the sole survivor.
“I try not to remember anything,”” he says.
“I want it to be a four-year blank.”

One day in August 1945, Lester Tenney and
his fellow POWs saw a huge, mushroom-
shaped cloud billowing from Nagasaki. None
of them, of course, knew it was the atom
bomb that would end the war. They found
out on Aug. 15 that Japan has surrendered
when they were given Red Cross food pack-
ages for the first time during their long cap-
tivity. They then found a nearby warehouse
crammed with similar packages and medical
supplies that had never been distributed.
They also would learn that the Japanese
high command had a master plan to extermi-
nate all the POW slave laborers, presumably
to cover up their horrific ordeal.

After the POWs returned home, they were
given U.S. government forms to sign that
bound them not to speak publicly about
what had been done to them. America was in
a geopolitical battle with the Soviet Union
and, later, Red China for the hearts and
minds of the postwar Japanese and did not
want to do anything that might prove offen-
sive to our recent enemy. The State Depart-
ment’s chief policy adviser to Gen. Douglas
MacArthur, who headed up the occupation of
Japan, rhetorically asked: ‘“Is it believed
that a Communist Japan is in the best inter-
ests of the United States?”’

But Tenney, possibly because of his ex-
tended hospitalization, never got one of
those forms. In 1946 he wrote a letter to the
State Department citing his experience and
requesting guidance on how to mount claims
against those who had beaten, tortured and
enslaved him. The State Department replied
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that it was looking into the matter and ad-
vised him not to retain an attorney.

Hearing nothing further, Tenney, a high
school dropout, decided to get on with his
life. He eventually earned a Ph.D. in finance
and taught at both San Diego State Univer-
sity and Arizona State University. Mean-
while, the U.S. and Japan finalized a peace
treaty in 1951.

Two years ago, Tenney read that the U.S.
government not only had successfully
worked on behalf of Holocaust victims in Eu-
rope but also was brokering an agreement
with Germany to compensate those forced
into slave labor during the Nazi regime. It
was then that he filed his own lawsuit
against Mitsui.

The U.S. State Department and Justice
Department intervened for the Japanses cor-
porate defendants on the basis of the 1951
treaty, a clause of which purports to waive
all future restitution claims. But the treaty
contains another clause, which the U.S. gov-
ernment to date has chosen to ignore, stat-
ing that all bets would be off if other nations
got the Japanese to agree to more favorable
terms than our treaty. Eleven nations—in-
cluding the then Soviet Union, Vietnam and
the Philippines—got such terms.

There is still hope for the surviving POWs,
their widows and heirs. Last March, two
California Congressmen, Republican Dana
Rohrabacher and Democrat Mike Honda, co-
sponsored a bill (H.R. 1198) calling for justice
for the POWs.

Notably, Honda is a Japanese-American
who, as an infant, was interned by the U.S.
with his mother and father during World War
II. The U.S. has since paid each surviving in-
ternee $20,000 in restitution and, perhaps
more important, acknowledged that the in-
ternment was wrong. ‘I believe,”” Honda told
me, ‘‘that these POWs not only fought for
their country but survived, and now they are
trying to survive our judicial system. They
should have their day in court.”

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire.
Madam President, I think most of us
are familiar with or have heard discus-
sions about the Bataan Death March.
That was a terrible experience for a lot
of American GIs. But I think what hap-
pened after the Bataan Death March,
to some of those same people, and oth-
ers, is particularly outrageous.

I want to refer to a couple of para-
graphs from this article because it cer-
tainly sums up why they should have
their day in court and what exactly we
are talking about with regard to these
American GIs and POWs. Let me read a
couple of paragraphs.

On April 9, 1942, a gentleman by the
name of Lester Tenney, one of 12,000
POWs, American soldiers, surrendered
to the Japanese at the tip of Bataan
Peninsula. They were taken to a prison
camp by the Japanese Army on what
became infamous as the 9-day, 55-mile-
long Bataan Death March during which
1,000 of them perished. I will not go
into all of the details, but a few details
will show why a day in court is justi-
fied and is important. The atrocities
they suffered—some have been re-
vealed; some have not—and what hap-
pened afterward, where they were
forced into slave labor camps for some
of Japan’s biggest corporations, re-
mains largely unknown. Frankly, until
I got involved in this a few months ago,
I didn’t know some of this had hap-
pened.
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Many of these corporations have be-
come global giants today, including
some names that would certainly get
one’s attention: Mitsubishi, Matsui,
Kawasaki, and Nippon, to name just a
few.

Through interviews with former
POWSs, we have come to learn a lot. But
to my amazement, the United States
Government stepped in on behalf of the
Japanese and not only had lawsuits
thrown out to get reparations for what
happened—they moved to Federal ju-
risdiction—but also succeeded in get-
ting them dismissed. I found that par-
ticularly outrageous. This is all point-
ed out by Mr. Maas in his article.

I want to quote one paragraph as to
what happened during that march and
then go into a little bit about what
happened after the Bataan Death
March:

What befell Lester Tenney as a POW was
by no means unique. He got an inkling of
what was to come on that April day in 1942
when he surrendered and one of his captors
smashed his nose with the butt end of a rifle.
Forced to stumble along a road of crushed
rock and loose sand, the men—wracked with
malaria, jaundice and dysentery—were given
no water. Occasionally, they would pass a
well. Anyone who paused to scoop up a hand-
ful of water was more likely than not bayo-
neted or shot to death. The same fate await-
ed most POWs who could no longer walk. “‘If
you stopped,” Tenney recalls, ‘“‘they killed
you.”

As Tenney staggered forward, he saw a
Japanese officer astride a horse, wielding a
samurai sword and chortling as he tried,
often successfully, to decapitate POWs. Dur-
ing a rare respite, one prisoner was so dis-
oriented that he could not get up. A rifle
butt knocked him senseless. Two of his fel-
low POWs were ordered to dig a shallow
trench, put him in it and bury him while he
was still alive. They refused. One of them
immediately had his head blown off with a
pistol shot. Two more POWs were then or-
dered to dig two trenches—one for the dead
POW, the other for the original prisoner,
who had begun to moan. Tenney heard him
continue to moan as he was being covered
with dirt.

Tenney was one of 500 POWs packed into a
50-by-50-foot hold of a Japan-bound freighter.
The overhead hatches were kept closed ex-
cept when buckets of rice and water were
lowered twice daily. Each morning, four
POWs were allowed topside to hoist up buck-
ets of bodily wastes and the corpses of any-
one who had died during the night. . . .

This is what happened to them after
the Bataan Death March. When they
survived that, they were put on these
freighters and taken into these coal
mines and basically made slaves.

Vicious beatings by Mitsui overseers
at the mine were constant. Tenney’s
worst moment came when two over-
seers decided he wasn’t working fast
enough and went at him with a pickax
and a shovel. His nose was broken
again. So was his left shoulder. The
business end of the ax pierced his side,
just missing his hip bone but causing
enough internal damage to leave him
with a permanent limp.

Most of us are familiar enough with
stories that came out of the Bataan
Death March to know what happened
there. But to think of surviving that
55-mile trek over a 9-day period, basi-
cally being bayonetted if you helped a
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friend who fell down or beaten or what-
ever, to survive all of that and then be
placed into camps, slave labor camps
on behalf of these corporations by
these corporations.

I want to read the amendment I am
offering because it is important to un-
derstand what the content is. All it
says is:

None of the funds made available in this
act may be used by the Department of Jus-
tice or the Department of State to file a mo-
tion in any court opposing a civil action
against any Japanese person or corporation
for compensation or reparations in which the
plaintiff alleges that, as an American pris-
oner of war during World War II, he or she
was used as a slave or forced labor.

All this says is that no funds will be
used to block the right of these folks to
go to court. It doesn’t provide any
money to anybody. It doesn’t assume
that anybody is going to win this case.
It doesn’t do any of that. We are prob-
ably going to hear that. That is not the
case.

All it says is that the State Depart-
ment stays out of it, the Justice De-
partment stays out of it, and these
folks are allowed to have their day in
court.

Let me explain why I introduced this
amendment. As I said, to go through
what they went through in the Bataan
Death March, and then to be put into
slave camps by Japanese companies
was atrocious. I want to make clear
what I mean by Japanese corporations.
War is a terrible reality. I have said
that. What happens during war is trag-
ic, and sometimes it just happens.
There is not a heck of a lot you can do
about it. What happened in World War
IT at the hands of these private Japa-
nese companies is especially tragic be-
cause there has never been anything
done about it. We are not talking about
the Japanese Government torturing
American prisoners. I want to make
that clear. The war is over. A treaty
was signed. Whatever happened, hap-
pened. That is behind us.

What we are talking about is private
Japanese corporations, many of which
exist today, corporations that Ameri-
cans know and trust, who used Ameri-
cans as slaves, who should have been
offered protection under the Geneva
Convention—not the Japanese Govern-
ment, please understand, the Japanese
corporations.

Out of the 36,000 U.S. soldiers who
were captured by the Japanese, 5,300
roughly are alive today. They are not
getting any younger.

Several of those veterans live in New
Hampshire. I was astounded to find out
that eight or nine of them do actually
live in New Hampshire. I am sure they
can be found in every State in the
Union. I met with some of those vet-
erans during the August recess. It was
a very emotional meeting, but the in-
teresting thing about it, there was no
anger presented to me about what hap-
pened in the war. The anger and frus-
tration that was expressed to me was
what happened with these private com-
panies that went beyond what hap-
pened in the war.
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Arthur Reynolds from Kingston, NH,
spent 3% years as a POW, 2 years of
which he spent shoveling coal under
unspeakable conditions for a private
Japanese company. He lost 100 pounds
in captivity and weighed less than 100
pounds when he was liberated. He sur-
vived on barely 500 calories a day, suf-
fered countless beatings. Now he is
being told by his Government—not the
Japanese Government, the United
States Government—that they are on
the side of the Japanese corporation
that enslaved him.

I say to my colleagues, that is just
flat out wrong. Whatever happens in
the courtroom happens in the court-
room. That is why we have lawyers on
both sides. But what we are talking
about here is the right to sue.

That is what we are talking about—
not the right to have a victory when
you sue, just the right to sue. However
you feel, I have some very strong feel-
ings that they should win this case and
many Americans—most, I hope—also
do. We are not asking for a victory, as
much as I would like to see it. We are
asking for the right to sue.

Arthur is 85 years old. How much
longer is Arthur going to live? Manford
Dusett from Seabrook, NH, spent 3%
yvears as a POW. Like Arthur Reynolds,
he is a survivor of the Bataan Death
March and the so called hell ships that
transported the prisoners to Japan. He
was forced to work in a coal mine for 10
to 12 hours a day, with almost no food
and under the worst imaginable condi-
tions. He suffered a broken leg in the
mine. Frankly, he is lucky to be alive
today. He was able to get just enough
medical treatment to survive. Manford,
as his colleague, weighed less than 100
pounds when he was released. There
were others from New Hampshire. This
gentleman in the picture here is Ro-
land Stickney from Lancaster. I met
with him. There are others from New
Hampshire: Roland Gagnon from Nash-
ua, Roland Stickney from Lancaster,
Arthur Locke from Hookset, Wesley
Wells from Hillsburo, Bill Onufrey
from Freedom, Ernest Ouellette of
Boscawen, and I am sure I missed a
few. I tried to find everybody.

My colleagues who might be familiar
with the plight of these veterans, I
have submitted for the RECORD the Pa-
rade magazine article. It is important
you read that to understand not only
what happened to them in the Bataan
Death March but, after that, how they
survived when they were put on those
ships. Imagine being taken in those
ships to the coal mines and other
places where they were reported to
work as slaves.

These veterans are seeking com-
pensation through our legal system—
that is all they are doing—from the
Japanese corporations that used them
as slave laborers. That is all they are
doing. Yet, believe it or not, our Gov-
ernment, the U.S. Government, is try-
ing to stop that. They are opposing
veterans’ efforts to seek proper redress
through our judicial system. Is that
constitutional?
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Should our Government be stopping a
private citizen from seeking his or her
day in court for a grievance? I don’t
think so. I think it is wrong. I am,
frankly, ashamed it is happening,
which is why I am on the floor of the
Senate. I am not here to redebate the
war, refight the war, or bring up and
point out the atrocities of the war.
That is not why I am here. I don’t
think the veterans would want me to
do that. The State Department facili-
tated, ironically, a recent agreement
between German companies and their
victims who were used as slave laborers
during World War II. I commend them
for that. That was the right thing to
do.

Last year this body passed S. Con.
Res. 158, introduced by my colleague
and good friend, Senator HATCH, and
urged the Secretary of State to facili-
tate discussions between these vet-
erans and the guilty corporations. But
the State Department chose to ignore
this recommendation, unlike what
they did in the German case. When it
comes to the Japanese case, they chose
to ignore this. In the case of the Japa-
nese companies, the State and Justice
Departments argued—Ilisten carefully—
that the private claims of the veterans
were waived by the 1951 peace treaty
with Japan. I will repeat that because
it is very important to the whole dis-
cussion of this case. The State and Jus-
tice Departments argued that the pri-
vate claims of veterans were waived by
the 1951 peace treaty with Japan. I am
going to say, with the greatest respect,
that that is flatout wrong. Their rights
were not waived. Why do they main-
tain this position then?

Let me read from the 1951 peace trea-
ty, article 14(b). Let me read from arti-
cle 14(b) in the 1951 peace treaty:

[Elxcept as otherwise provided in the
present Treaty, the Allied Powers waive all
reparation claims of the Allied Powers, other
claims of the Allied Powers and their nation-
als arising out of any actions taken by Japan
and its nationals in the course of the pros-
ecution of the war and claims of the Allied
Powers for direct military costs of occupa-
tion.

If I had only read article 14(b), which
I just read, I might have agreed—and
probably would have—that the claims
of these veterans were waived by the
treaty because that is what it sounds
like. But the issue is a lot deeper than
that. So if someone is going to read ar-
ticle 14(b) on the Senate floor and say,
therefore, these claims are waived,
then we have to go beyond that. Let
me go beyond that:

Article 14(b) does not waive private claims
against private Japanese companies.

Don’t be mistaken. The State De-
partment knew this in 1951 when the
treaty was signed. In fact, John Foster
Dulles, the chief negotiator for the
treaty—prior to his being Secretary of
State—orchestrated a confidential ex-
change of diplomatic notes between the
Japanese and the Dutch to address this
very issue in 14(b). In short, the Dutch
didn’t want any part of 14(b). They re-
fused to waive the private claims of
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their nationals because, as the United
States—remember the fifth amend-
ment?—the Dutch were constitu-
tionally barred from doing so without
due process of law. So they had a con-
stitutional problem like we have. They
can’t waive the private claims. Fortu-
nately, the diplomatic notes—and this
is what burns me up, frankly, if I may
say it as nicely as I can. We find so
much information classified in Govern-
ment. It is the old cover-your-you-
know-what routine. That is why we
keep it classified. There are legitimate
reasons to classify materials, but 50
years later we finally get the truth de-
classified. All these guys, for all these
years, were being denied their day in
court when the truth was buried in the
classified files. It is just absolutely un-
believable. I am not saying I am the
first to find it. I know lawyers have
found it for the others, for those doing
this, those who are suing. But let me
go right at it.

What did those diplomatic notes say?
We have it right here. This is Sep-
tember 7, 1951, just declassified in 2000,
50 years later, after all these guys have
fought all these years trying to get
reparations, and most of them have
died. Only 5,300 remain out of 12,000.
Here we are. I will read this letter:

Dear Mr. Prime Minister,

I beg to draw the attention of Your Excel-
lency to the paragraph in the address to
President and Delegates of the Peace Con-
ference I made yesterday, reading as follows:

‘“‘Some question has arisen as to the inter-
pretation of the reference in article 14(b) to
“claims of Allied Powers and their nation-
als”—

It sounded as if
everybody’s rights—
which the Allied Powers agree to waive.

It is my Government’s view that article
14(b) as a matter of correct interpretation
does not involve the expropriation by each
Allied Government of the private claims of
its national so that after the Treaty comes
into force these claims will be non-existent.

The question is important because some
Governments, including my own, are under
certain limitations of constitutional and
other governing laws as to confiscating or
expropriating private property of their na-
tionals.

Signed by the Prime Minister of
Japan.

This one is signed by Dirk Stikker,
Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Neth-
erlands. A copy was sent to the Japa-
nese Government. It says, in part:

Also, there are certain types of private
claims by allied nationals, which we would
assume the Japanese Government might
want voluntarily to deal with in its own way
as a matter of good conscience or of enlight-
ened expediency . . . .

And so forth.

To get to the fourth chart, this is
from the Prime Minister of Japan to
the Dutch, and I will read this portion
outlined:

With regard to the question mentioned in
Your Excellency’s note, I have the honor to
state as follows:

In view of the constitutional legal limita-
tions referred to by the Government of the
Netherlands, the Government of Japan does

we waived
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not consider that the Government of the
Netherlands by signing the Treaty has itself
expropriated the private claims of its nation-
als so that, as a consequence thereof, after
the Treaty comes into force these claims
would be nonexistence.

The Japanese Government is saying
that:

However, the Japanese Government points
out that, under the Treaty, Allied nationals
will not be able to obtain satisfaction re-
garding such claims, although, as the Neth-
erlands Government suggests, there are cer-
tain types of private claims by Allied nation-
als which the Japanese Government might
wish to voluntarily deal with.

These two documents remained clas-
sified for 50 years while these guys
tried for 50 years to get their day in
court. Our own Government would not
give these documents to our own sol-
diers. What an outrage that is. That is
an absolute outrage.

The 1951 peace treaty in no way obli-
gates the Government of Japan to pay
any private claims. I admit that. It
does not obligate them to do anything.
We are not talking about the Govern-
ment of Japan.

At the same time, the treaty does
not waive private claims against pri-
vate Japanese companies, as the State
and Justice Departments would like
you to believe, and it is right there in
declassified documents finally after 50
years.

How is an exchange of diplomatic
notes between the Government of
Japan and the Government of the
Netherlands relevant to the TUnited
States and its citizens? Good question.
The answer lies in article 26 of the
peace treaty, and this is what article 26
says:

Should Japan make a peace settlement or
war claims settlement with any state grant-
ing that state greater advantages than those
provided by the present treaty, those same
advantages shall be extended to the parties
of the present treaty.

In other words, if they make a deal
with the Netherlands, it does not in-
volve anybody else who has the same
constitutional problems. This occurred
in an exchange of diplomatic notes.
Japan made it clear the treaty did not
waive the private claims of Dutch citi-
zens, and article 26 automatically ex-
tends this to American citizens. Pure
and simple. End of story.

This would have been resolved 20 or
30 years ago if somebody had just de-
classified these documents. If some-
body can please tell me why these doc-
uments were classified for 50 years be-
cause of national security, I will be
happy to say we should classify them
again.

The Departments of State and Jus-
tice are on the side of Japanese cor-
porations. That is what this amend-
ment is about: Are you on the side of
our Justice Department and State De-
partment that are on the side of the
Japanese corporations that did this to
our Americans, against the intent of
that treaty, or are you on the side of
the American GIs and POWs who for 50
years have been denied their day in
court?
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That is it. There is nothing com-
plicated about my colleagues’ vote on
this one. That is it: You are either for
the American GIs who served and were
prisoners and were slaves or you are on
the side of the Japanese corporations
that put them in slave camps and your
own Justice Department and State De-
partment which kept the documents
classified for 50 years so they could not
get their day in court. Whose side are
you on? That is it. There is nothing
complicated about it.

What has happened is wrong. It goes
against the historical record, and my
amendment simply prevents the unnec-
essary interference of the Departments
of State and Justice in this case. I re-
peat, because it is very important to
understand, I do not predetermine the
outcome with my amendment.

Before I yield the floor, I want to re-
peat what the amendment says so that
everybody understands it:

None of the funds made available in this
act—

The underlying legislation, the De-
partments of Commerce, Justice,
State—

None of the funds made available in this
Act may be used by the Department of Jus-
tice or the Department of State to file a mo-
tion in any court opposing a civil action

In other words, we do not want Jus-
tice and State to come in now and op-
pose the action of this court, of these
men, mostly men. Why? Because for 50
years these documents were classified
and they did not even have the oppor-
tunity to do it. We did them a dis-
service. These are men who fought and
suffered horribly in a terrible war.

I urge my colleagues to please read
my amendment when you come down
to the Chamber to vote to give these
men—brave men, heroes—the oppor-
tunity to go to court under the terms
of the 1951 treaty, and give them an op-
portunity to be heard. That is all we
are doing.

I also want to point out in all that—
I did not say it at the time, but to give
a little bit more credence to the argu-
ment, guess who drafted the memos we
are talking about between the Dutch
and the Japanese. Who was involved in
that draft? None other than John Fos-
ter Dulles. That is the great tragedy of
this. John Foster Dulles himself par-
ticipated in the draft of those docu-
ments. We have all the evidence to that
as well.

I hope my colleagues in the Senate
will say to Justice and State: Step
aside; it is the right thing to do. You
kept this secret all these years by
classifying documents and did not
allow our guys a day in court. Step
aside; do the decent thing and let these
men go to court, as it is determined
under the treaty we now know, and
allow them to sue. If they lose, they
lose. If they win, they win, but just let
them go to court.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.
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Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I
thank my colleague and friend, the
Senator from New Hampshire, Mr.
SMITH, for proposing this important
legislation and for offering this amend-
ment today, which I am proud to co-
sponsor.

Before 1 get into the need for the
amendment and perhaps repeat some of
the facts that the Senator from New
Hampshire brought up, let me take a
minute to summarize what happened in
the Philippines and Japan between 1942
and 1945.

On March 11, 1942, Gen. Douglas Mac-
Arthur reluctantly left behind thou-
sands of American troops in the Phil-
ippines. Arriving in Melbourne, Aus-
tralia, he pledged, of course, those fa-
mous words: ‘I shall return.”

General MacArthur did return. He
liberated the Philippines and rolled
back the forces of imperial Japan.
Sadly, MacArthur was too late for the
hundreds who had died in the infamous
Bataan Death March. In that 3-day
forced march, American troops were
denied food and water, beaten and
bayoneted if they fell to the ground. As
many as 700 Americans lost their lives
in those 3 days.

It also was too late for the thousands
who lost their lives on the so-called
hell ships that transported surviving
POWs to Japan and Japanese-occupied
territories. Packed into cargo holds,
American POWs struggled for air, as
temperatures reached 125 degrees. Al-
most 4,000 American servicemen would
lose their lives just on these journeys
in these cargo ships.

Those who survived Bataan and the
hell ships would find little rest as Jap-
anese POWs. For more than 3 years,
they would serve as slave labor for pri-
vate Japanese companies, the same
companies whose names Wwe revere
today and whose products we buy daily,
weekly, and monthly in the United
States: Matsui, Mitsubishi, Nippon,
and others.

Throughout the war, Americans
worked in the mines of these compa-
nies, their factories, their shipyards,
their steel mills. They labored every
day for 10 hours or more a day in dan-
gerous working conditions. Some of
those who went into the mines were
sent into the mines because it was too
dangerous for Japanese to work in
them. So they sent the American POWs
into the coal mines to dig the coal.
They were beaten on a regular basis.

Frank Exline of Pleasant Hill, IA,
was one of those POWs. A Navy seaman
who was captured April 9, 1942, Frank
spent 39 months working for Japanese
companies in Osaka, Japan. He began
on the docks unloading rock salt and
keg iron. Later, he found himself toil-
ing in the rice fields. He was fed two
rice bowls a day and given very little
water.

During his time with these Japanese
companies, Frank was tortured and
beaten, once for stealing a potato.
Upon being caught, the potato was
shoved in his mouth as he was forced to
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stand at rigid attention directly in the
sun for 45 minutes. If he moved or even
blinked, he was hit in the face.

Then there is Frank Cardamon of Des
Moines, a marine who was stationed in
China. His ship was sent back to the
U.S. to get more supplies. When it
stopped in the Philippines, of course,
the ship was attacked and captured.
Frank was captured at Corregidor and
sent to Japan to work in an auto parts
factory and then in the lead mines.

He was never paid for his work, fed
two cups of rice a day, and went from
160 pounds to 68 pounds in his 3 years of
capture. These men tell me they sur-
vived on sheer will, not on the food.

Last month in Iowa, as Senator
SMITH did in New Hampshire, I met
with three other POWs and their fami-
lies on this issue. I met with William
McFall of Des Moines, who received a
Purple Heart and numerous other med-
als. He worked in the coal mines and
told me about how dangerous it was
working in the coal mines.

I met with the sisters of Jon Hood, a
Navy seaman forced to work on the
shipping docks. I met with Gene Hen-
derson of Des Moines. He actually was
not in the military. He was a civilian
employee at the Pacific Naval Air Base
on Wake Island. Gene Henderson was
captured and sent to China to work on
Japanese artillery ranges before he was
sent to work in the iron ore pits in
Japan.

Although she could not attend the
meeting I held, Margaret Baker of
Oelwin, IA, wrote me a letter in June
about her late husband Charles Baker.
Charles Baker, who was an Army pri-
vate, survived the Bataan Death March
before he was sent to work in the
mines in Japan for 3 years. He died at
age 54 in 1973. In her letter she wrote:

He suffered many injuries and hunger on
the Death March during his imprisonment.
We feel that his early death was caused by
the suffering that he endured while working
long hours in the mines, without food, rest
and clothing.

I speak for this amendment and sup-
port it on behalf of these veterans and
their families. These men and 700 of
their fellow prisoners of war and their
families are now seeking long delayed
justice. They have gone to court to ask
for compensation from the Japanese
companies that used them as slave la-
borers during the war.

They deserve their day in court. Yet
as the Senator from New Hampshire
has pointed out, our own State Depart-
ment has come down on the side of the
Japanese companies, not our POWs.
The State Department has taken the
view that the peace treaty signed in
1951 prohibits reparations from private
Japanese companies for survivors such
as Frank Cardamon or Gene Hender-
son. In fact, State Department officials
have submitted statements to the
Court in support of the view of the Jap-
anese companies. I do not think that is
right. I do not think it is fair. That is
why I am a cosponsor of Senator
SMITH’S amendment that would stop
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the State Department and the Depart-
ment of Justice from using taxpayer
dollars to defend the interests of these
Japanese companies.

I might add, the House passed this
amendment in July by an over-
whelming 393-t0-33 vote, an amendment
stating the State Department should
not be allowed to use our tax dollars to
fight against our American POWs in
court. Now again, as Senator SMITH
said, I am sure while we both believe
the Japanese companies ought to pay
reparations and ought to pay these
POWs for the slave labor they provided
during the war, that is not what our
amendment says. Our amendment sim-
ply says let them go to court; let them
make their case; let the Japanese com-
panies come in and defend themselves,
if they will.

That is all we are asking. We are not
preconditioning the outcome. We are
not setting up any kind of a standard
by which they will be held in one view
over the Japanese companies. We are
simply saying let them have their day
in court. We are saying our State De-
partment should not be intervening in
State or Federal courts against these
POWs. Let the POWs have their own
arguments and their day in court, and
let us keep our State Department out
of it.

These men courageously served our
country. They endured unspeakable,
wretched conditions as slave laborers
for these Japanese companies. Mac-
Arthur was forced to leave them behind
in 1942. In 2001, let us not leave them
behind one more time. Let us give
them their day in court.

My colleague has given all of the ar-
guments. He has outlined what the
treaty said in article 14(b). He laid out
very cogently and clearly the side
agreements that had been done by
John Foster Dulles, at that time the
chief negotiator for the allied nations,
whose letters and side agreements were
not brought to light until April of last
year. So for all of these years these
POWs and their lawyers really perhaps
did not have a leg to stand on because
of this treaty, but then after April of
2000 we found out the Japanese had
made an agreement with the Govern-
ment of the Netherlands to allow the
private citizens of the Netherlands to
pursue their private claims.

Then article 26 of the 1951 peace trea-
ty sort of trumps article 14(b). Now ar-
ticle 14(b), as Senator SMITH pointed
out, basically said: The allied powers
waive all reparation claims of the al-
lied powers, other claims of the allied
powers and their nationals arising out
of any actions taken by Japan and its
nationals in the course of the prosecu-
tion of the war.

On its face, that ends it. That ends it
right there. For all of these years, that
is what sort of the basis in court was.
Article 26 did state, should Japan make
a peace settlement or war claims set-
tlement with any state granting that
state greater advantages than those
provided by the present treaty, those
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same advantages shall be extended to
the parties to the present treaty.

We did not know until April 2000 that
the Japanese Government had indeed
made a war claims settlement with an-
other state granting greater advan-
tages to the nationals of that state,
and that was, of course, the Dutch citi-
zens because the diplomatic note to the
Japanese Prime Minister from the
Dutch Foreign Minister—again which
was read by the Senator from New
Hampshire, and I just repeat it for em-
phasis sake—it said that: It is my Gov-
ernment’s view—that is, the Govern-
ment’s view of the Government of the
Netherlands—that article 14(b), as a
matter of correct interpretation, does
not involve the expropriation by each
allied government of the private claims
of its nationals. So that after the trea-
ty comes into force, these claims will
be nonexistent.

In other words, the Dutch Minister
said: It is my Government’s view that
14(b) does not prohibit private claims
of the nationals of the Netherlands.

The Japanese Prime Minister re-
sponded:

In view of the constitutional legal limita-
tions referred to by the government of the
Netherlands, the government of Japan does
not consider that the government of the
Netherlands by signing the treaty has itself
expropriated the private claims of its nation-
als so that, as a consequence thereof, after
the treaty comes into force these claims
would be nonexistent.

Taken out of international State De-
partment legalese, what that basically
says is the Government of Japan has
said to the Government of Netherlands
that just signing this treaty does not
mean you take away from your citizens
their right of private claims against
the Government of Japan or the na-
tionals of the nation of Japan.

This is the document we did not
know about until April of 2000. So we
know that article 26 of the treaty of
1951 now comes into full force and play,
and because Japan made a war claims
settlement with the Netherlands that
gives them greater advantages than
those provided in the present treaty,
those same advantages should be ex-
tended to all of the parties of the
present treaty. Therefore, we believe
very strongly that our private citizens,
our POWs who worked as slave labor-
ers, have every right to pursue their
claims in whatever courts they can
find to take up those claims.

Unfortunately, the Departments of
State and Justice are not on the side of
our POWs. They convinced a Federal
judge to dismiss these lawsuits. This is
fundamentally unfair. This amendment
would correct this injustice. I do not
know whether or not in a court of law
these POWs will be able to prevail. I
don’t know all of the legal implica-
tions. I do know they should have their
day in court to argue their claims
against these private companies. It is
not as if Mitsubishi, Matsui, and
Nippon are bankrupt. These are multi-
national corporations. They are big.

As the Senator from New Hampshire
said, our POWs are getting older and
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not that many remain. It seems to me
this is the fair and right thing to do, to
make final these reparations, and with-
out interference from the executive
branch of the Government.

I am constrained to say I hope no one
interprets this amendment or our sup-
port for this amendment as somehow
trying to bring up again World War II
or bringing up in a way that would be
detrimental to the present Government
of Japan the actions taken during
World War II. That is not our intention
at all. We all recognize the Govern-
ment of Japan is one of the great,
strong democracies of our present
world. They have a system of free gov-
ernment and free enterprise in Japan
that is the envy of many places in the
world.

For a year and a half I was privileged
to serve my country as a Navy pilot
stationed at Atsugi airbase in Japan in
the mid to late 1960’s. I spent a year
and a half living on the Japanese econ-
omy. I worked every day with men and
women who worked for the Nippon Air-
craft Corporation. I was one of their
test pilots. I worked with them every
day. During my year and a half there,
I can honestly say I became an admirer
of the Japanese people and an admirer
of many of the things they have done
after World War II. I don’t for one
minute admire anything they did dur-
ing World War II, what the warlords
did, what they did to lead that nation
into World War II. The atrocities they
committed during World War II are a
definite blot on their history.

Today, the Japanese Government
stands as a beacon of democracy and
representative government. The Japa-
nese people, I think, have expunged
themselves of this terrible legacy of
World War II. I am saying this because
I don’t want anyone to interpret that
we are using this amendment or offer-
ing this amendment as if making a det-
rimental statement about the present
Government of Japan. That is not so.

We are saying we believe in the rule
of law, just as the Japanese Govern-
ment, since World War II, believes in
the rule of law. This rule of law we ad-
here to, that we believe in so strongly,
says that people who are wronged, peo-
ple who believe they have a claim
against another person or a govern-
ment, ought to have their day in court.
That is all we are saying. Let them
make their case. If the Japanese com-
panies want to defend themselves and
say they have already paid reparations,
they have already paid in full for all of
this, let them come to court and show
us. That is all we are saying.

The administration argues this
amendment violates our Constitution
regarding the separation of powers.
This type of restriction we are now
placing on appropriations by the par-
ticipation of the Attorney General in
private litigation has been enacted in
Congress before and has been accepted
and complied with by the executive
branch. There was an example offered
by Warren Rudman, another Senator
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from New Hampshire, passed in 1983
that barred the Justice Department
from intervening in certain types of
private antitrust lawsuits. We have
done that many, many times in the
past. I don’t think the argument that
somehow this violates our separation
of powers holds any water.

I thank my colleague from New
Hampshire for his leadership on this
issue, for sticking up for our POWs and
for offering this amendment. I hope it
is passed overwhelmingly so we can co-
ordinate with the House, which passed
it overwhelmingly, and permit these
lawsuits to move ahead and give POWs
their long overdue day in court. They
may have been left behind in 1942 by
General MacArthur; let’s not leave
them behind one more time.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
BAYH). The Senator from Hawaii.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, two of
my most distinguished colleagues, the
Senator from New Hampshire, Mr.
SMITH, and the Senator from Iowa, Mr.
HARKIN, have offered this amendment
to the measure before the Senate. I will
share my thoughts on this amendment
and the reasons why I oppose it.

While listening to my colleagues’
speak, I was reminded that a few days
ago I was called upon by one of my
dear friends in the Senate, advising me
that I should not be involved in this
matter; that it would be, without ques-
tion, an amendment of high emotions,
and that it would revive memories of a
distant past, black memories.

Like some of my colleagues, I am old
enough to recall those dark days in our
history. Like some Members, I was in-
volved in that ancient war, World War
II. Sometimes I have my personal
nightmares.

There is no question that none of us
here would ever condone any of the ac-
tions taken by the Japanese in the Ba-
taan death march. Being of Japanese
ancestry becomes a rather personal
matter. Who knows, one of my cousins
could have been the one with the bayo-
net and rifle. I have no way of know-
ing. But those men who mistreated our
men were of the same ancestry.

Therefore, I stand before the Senate
not with any great pleasure but be-
cause I feel it must be done. Two days
ago, officials of our Nation and the
high officials of Japan gathered in the
city of San Francisco to commemorate
the 50th anniversary of the signing of
the Treaty of San Francisco which
ended the hostilities of Japan in World
War II. This treaty was a farsighted
document designed very deliberately to
eliminate the possibility of further
Japanese aggression by paving the way
for an enduring peace between our two
countries.

Central to this goal was the recogni-
tion by the United States that it had a
responsibility to rebuild war-torn
Japan so that it could regain its eco-
nomic self-sufficiency. The economic
abandonment of Germany after World
War I by the victorious nations of Eu-
rope and its horrific consequences were

(Mr.
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enough to convince the President and
the Congress of the United States to
avoid inviting a repetition in the Pa-
cific. Accordingly, the provisions of the
San Francisco treaty were specifically
aimed at protecting the recovering
economy of Japan, and among the most
important of these was article 14(b) of
that treaty. I think we should read this
article 14(b) once again:

[E]lxcept as otherwise provided in the
present Treaty, the Allied Powers waive all
reparations claims of the Allied Powers,
other claims of the Allied Powers and their
nationals arising out of any actions taken by
Japan and its nationals in the course of the
prosecution of the war[.]

It was clear that this language was
intended to waive, unless otherwise
provided in the treaty, all claims of the
United States and allied nationals
against Japan and Japanese nationals
arising from World War II.

No one can deny the pain and the
atrocities suffered by American citi-
zens who were prisoners of war in
Japan, and by agreeing to article 14(b),
our Nation did not intend to turn its
back on its own citizens.

I have had the privilege and the great
honor of serving in the Congress now
for nearly 42 years and during that
time I believe my record is very clear
when it comes to the support of the
men and women in uniform. At this
moment, I find myself in some dis-
agreement with the great leaders of
this Senate as to how the Defense Ap-
propriations Subcommittee’s bill
should be handled. I have always main-
tained that we cannot do enough for
men and women in uniform. Less than
one-half of 1 percent of this Nation has
stepped forward to indicate to the rest
of us that they are willing to stand in
harm’s way and, if necessary, at the
risk of their lives. How can anyone say
this is not something worthy of our
support? So my support for the men in
uniform, I hope, will not be questioned
by any one of my colleagues.

When we signed the treaty and when
we passed the War Claims Act of 1948
soon thereafter, our Nation assumed
the responsibility of making repara-
tions to our people using the proceeds
of Japanese assets ceded by Japan
under the treaty. We thought it was
important enough at that moment in
our history to take over that responsi-
bility.

I do not stand before you to present
any rationale or apology for Japanese
war crimes because history has shown
that during the war, as in many great
wars, officers and men of competing ar-
mies oftentimes resort to treatment of
prisoners so cruel and inhumane as to
seem barbaric. There are no good peo-
ple in a war.

Those of us on the committee, the
Defense Appropriations Subcommittee,
have one thing in mind—to prevent
wars—because many of us have seen
what war can do. There is no question
that American prisoners in the hands
of the Japanese suffered much. I think
the evidence is rather clear, as pointed
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out by the Senator from New Hamp-
shire and the Senator from Iowa. How-
ever, when the officials of our nations
met with representatives of the de-
feated nation, Japan, these atrocities
were recognized and taken into ac-
count in the consideration and ratifica-
tion of the treaty of San Francisco.

Moreover, the Government of Japan
has acknowledged the damage and suf-
fering it caused during World War II.
Last Saturday, September 8, the Min-
ister for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Tanaka,
reaffirmed Japan’s feelings of deep re-
morse and heartfelt apologies that had
been previously expressed in 1995 by
then-Prime Minister Murayama.

Unfortunately, the amendment pre-
sented by my two distinguished col-
leagues attacks a central provision of
the treaty by making it difficult, if not
impossible, for the Departments of Jus-
tice and State to intervene in repara-
tions suits and assert article 14(b) of
the treaty.

I think we should remind ourselves
that article II of the Constitution of
the United States makes it very clear
that it is the President of the United
States who has the responsibility of ne-
gotiating treaties and making certain
that the provisions of the treaties are
carried out. It is not the right of any
State or any individual, nor is it the
right of this Congress.

Thus, if this amendment is approved
by both Houses of Congress and signed
into law by the President, it would an-
nounce our intention to abrogate a
central term of the treaty of San Fran-
cisco. This action will abrogate that
treaty. Some have suggested it might
be a slap in the face of the Japanese.
Yes, it might be, but, more impor-
tantly, it will abrogate a treaty.

We who have stood on this floor time
and again condemning other nations
for slight deviation of their treaties are
now coming forth deliberately to say
that we are prepared to abrogate this
treaty. This would be contrary to U.S.
foreign policy because it would signal
to the world that the United States
cares little for its treaty obligations. It
would be also contrary to U.S. national
security policy because the San Fran-
cisco treaty is the cornerstone of U.S.
security arrangements in the Asia-Pa-
cific region.

In addition to the foreign and secu-
rity policy considerations, this amend-
ment might also encourage other na-
tions to facilitate lawsuits against the
United States, and against U.S. compa-
nies and the U.S. Government and its
officials for actions by U.S. military
and those who support such actions.

This is not farfetched. It could expose
our Nation and our Nation’s citizens to
millions, if not billions, of dollars in
claims. The administration of Presi-
dent Bush, in its policy statement
issued through the Department of
State, concurs with this analysis and
strongly opposes the amendment.

Indeed, the administration addition-
ally objected to the amendment be-
cause it would impair the executive
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branch’s ability to carry out its core
constitutional responsibility relating
to treaties, article II of the Constitu-
tion. Accordingly, reopening this issue
as the amendment now proposes would
have very serious negative con-
sequences for United States-Japan re-
lations, and, sadly, would sow doubt
about America’s word among other al-
lies.

Therefore, I oppose the amendment
and I hope all of my colleagues will
carefully consider the points that I
have raised.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I want
to respond to my great friend—he is
m