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Now I have been contacted by others 

who make the case that retaining the 
1996 effective date creates a lack of cer-
tainty which is unhealthy for commu-
nities desiring new stadiums and for 
the bond market itself. Therefore, I am 
inserting into the record my intention 
to modify the effective date if and 
when S. 224 is adopted in committee or 
on the Senate floor. 

Mr. President, I ask that this lan-
guage be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

this section shall apply to bonds issued on or 
after January 19, 1999— 

(2) EXCEPTION FOR CONSTRUCTION, BINDING 
AGREEMENTS, OR APPROVED PROJECTS.—The 
amendments made by this section shall not 
apply to bonds— 

(A) The proceeds of which are used for— 
(i) the construction or rehabilitation of a 

facility— 
(I) if such construction or rehabilitation 

began before January 19, 1999 and was com-
pleted on or after such date, or 

(II) if a State or political subdivision 
thereof has entered into a binding contract 
before January 19, 1999 that requires the in-
currence of significant expenditures for such 
construction or rehabilitation and some of 
such expenditures are incurred on or after 
such date; or 

(ii) the acquisition of a facility pursuant to 
a binding contract entered into by a State or 
political subdivision thereof before January 
19, 1999, and 

(B) which are the subject of an official ac-
tion taken by relevant government officials 
before January 19, 1999— 

(i) approving the issuance of such bonds, or 
(ii) approving the submission of the ap-

proval of such issuance to a voter ref-
erendum. 

(3) EXCEPTION FOR FINAL BOND RESOLU-
TIONS.—The amendments made by this sec-
tion shall not apply to bonds the proceeds of 
which are used for the construction or reha-
bilitation of a facility if a State or political 
subdivision thereof has adopted a final bond 
resolution before January 19, 1999, author-
izing the issuance of such bonds. For this 
purpose, a final bond resolution means that 
all necessary governmental approvals for the 
issuance of such bonds have been completed. 

(4) SIGNIFICANT EXPENDITURES.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (2)(A)(i)(II), the term ‘sig-
nificant expenditures’ means expenditures 
equal to or exceeding 10 percent of the rea-
sonably anticipated cost of the construction 
or rehabilitation of the facility involved. 

f 

NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR 
DEMOCRACY 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I rise to 
call attention to report language in the 
Senate version of the Commerce, Jus-
tice, and State, the Judiciary, and re-
lated agencies appropriations bill, 
which directs the National Endowment 
for Democracy (NED) to spend 20 per-
cent of its budget on ‘‘nation-building’’ 
activities in four war-stricken areas. 
The language appears in the committee 
report. Although the language is not 
mandatory, it sends a strong message 

that compliance by NED is expected. I 
believe that the language should be de-
leted. 

I would like to commend the work of 
the chairman and ranking member of 
the CJS Appropriations subcommittee, 
Senator GREGG and Senator HOLLINGS, 
for providing the NED with the re-
sources to conduct its vital work. NED 
and its four core institutes do an ex-
ceptional job in assisting grassroots 
democrats in more than 80 countries 
around the world. NED has a strong 
track record, developed through in-
volvement in virtually every critical 
struggle for democracy over the past 
fifteen years. NED supported the demo-
cratic movements that helped bring 
about peaceful transitions to democ-
racy in Poland, the Czech Republic, 
Chile, and South Africa. NED is also 
playing an important role in sup-
porting some of the newer democracies, 
such as Indonesia, Nigeria, Croatia, 
and Mexico. 

I am very familiar with the work of 
NED and its institutes because I serve 
on NED’s Board of Directors. I serve on 
the Board along with two other Sen-
ators and two Members of the House 
representing both political parties. We 
are all concerned about the implica-
tions of the committee’s report lan-
guage on the operations and mission of 
the Endowment. 

In its report, the committee rec-
ommends that NED spend 20 percent of 
its entire budget to reconstitute civil 
governments in four seriously troubled 
areas—Sierra Leone, the Democratic 
Republic of Congo, Kosovo, and East 
Timor. I am pleased to report that 
NED is working in each of these areas 
on long-term democratic development. 
The Endowment is helping non-govern-
mental organizations, whose leaders 
are facing grave danger to their per-
sonal safety, as they report on human 
rights abuses, campaign for peace, and 
provide independent news and informa-
tion to the public. 

We need to keep in mind that NED’s 
mission is not to ‘‘build’’ nations or 
governments, but to help promote de-
mocracy. It does this giving a helping 
hand to those inside other countries 
through financial and technical assist-
ance to nurture a strong civil society 
and market economy. NED is success-
ful precisely because it targets its as-
sistance to grassroots democratic 
groups. 

I do not support the report language 
because its implementation would un-
dermine NED’s mission while forcing 
NED to withdraw scarce resources from 
other priority countries. It would be a 
mistake to divert NED’s modest budget 
to a handful of crisis situations which 
are already receiving enormous sums of 
international assistance. It is unlikely 
that the funds suggested in the report 
language could positively impact these 
war-torn areas, but by consuming 20 
percent of NED’s budget, the language 

will hamstring NED’s ability to per-
form its work in many other critical 
countries. 

NED is a cost-effective investment 
that advances our national interest 
and our fundamental values of democ-
racy and freedom. It is crucial, there-
fore, that we address the committee’s 
goals in the report language without 
compromising the ability of NED to 
carry out its work effectively. 

I urge the Senate and House con-
ferees on the Commerce, Justice, and 
State, the Judiciary, and related agen-
cies appropriations bill to delete the 
report language directing the NED to 
expend funds for nation-building ac-
tivities in four troubled conflicts. 
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REIMPORTATION OF 
PRESCRIPTION DRUGS 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, in re-
cent days we have heard a lot about 
various proposals that would allow for 
the reimportation of prescription 
drugs. Patients pay more for the pre-
scription drugs in the United States 
than anywhere else in the world. That 
is just not right. The Senate passed a 
proposal that Senator JEFFORDS and I 
authored that would allow for the re-
importation of prescription drugs as 
long as certain steps are taken to en-
sure safety for American consumers. 

I am pleased that the Administration 
and the Republican leaders in Congress 
have agreed to work together to take 
this common sense step towards mak-
ing prescription drugs more affordable 
for everyone. Dr. David Kessler, former 
head of the FDA, has sent me a letter 
expressing his support for the Senate 
version of the reimportation language. 
Dr. Kessler agrees that we must reform 
the current system so that American 
consumers have access to safe and af-
fordable medicine. At this time, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a letter from David Kessler 
for the Dorgan-Jeffords proposal in 
which he expresses support for our ap-
proach. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD as follows: 

SEPTEMBER 13, 2000. 
Hon. BYRON DORGAN, 
719 Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR DORGAN: Thank you very 
much for your letter of Sept. 12, 2000. I very 
much applaud the effort that you and your 
colleagues are making to assure that the 
American people have access to the highest 
quality medicines. As you know, my con-
cerns about the re-importation of prescrip-
tion drugs center around the issues of assur-
ing quality products. The Senate Bill which 
allows only the importation of FDA ap-
proved drugs, manufactured in approved 
FDA facilities, and for which the chain of 
custody has been maintained, addresses my 
fundamental concerns. The requirement that 
the importer maintain a written record of 
the chain of custody and batch testing to as-
sure the product is both authentic and un-
adulterated provides an important safety net 
for consumers. 
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Let me address your specific questions. 

First, I believe U.S. licensed pharmacists and 
wholesalers—who know how drugs need to be 
stored and handled and who would be import-
ing them under the strict oversight of the 
FDA are well positioned to safely import 
quality products rather than having Amer-
ican consumers do this on their own. Second, 
if the FDA is given the resources necessary 
to ensure that imported, FDA-approved pre-
scription drugs are the authentic product, 
made in an FDA-approved manufacturing fa-
cility, I believe the importation of these pro-
duces could be done without causing a great-
er health risk to American consumers that 
currently exists. Finally, as a nation we 
have the best medical armamentarium in the 
world. Over the years FDA and the Congress 
have worked hard to assure that the Amer-
ican public has access to important medicine 
as soon as possible. But developing life sav-
ing medications doesn’t do any good unless 
Americans can afford to buy the drugs their 
doctors prescribe. The price of prescription 
drugs poses a major public health challenge. 
While we should do nothing that com-
promises the safety and quality of our medi-
cine it is important to take steps to make 
prescription drugs more affordable. 

I applaud your efforts to provide American 
consumers with both safe and affordable 
medicine. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID A. KESSLER, M.D. 
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ANGELS IN ADOPTION 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, 
today is the celebration for Angels in 
Adoption and as a member of the Con-
gressional Coalition on Adoption, I am 
proud to participate in such an impor-
tant event. 

I commend Diane, and Jim Lewis, 
from Marion, IA. I nominated this 
amazing couple as Angels in Adoption. 

Diane and Jim Lewis are the proud 
parents of ten beautiful children, eight 
of whom are adopted. Five of their 
adopted children have special health 
care needs, some with physical needs, 
other with mental health needs. Two of 
their adopted children are biologic sib-
lings and their adoption has allowed 
them to stay together. Their family 
now consists of children from several 
different ethnic and racial back-
grounds. The Lewis’ also are frequently 
foster parents to other children in 
need, usually those with special health 
care needs. 

As special education teachers, the 
Lewis’ have seen the need over many 
years for foster and adoptive parents 
for children who have special needs. 
The Lewis’ are truly devoted to mak-
ing the world a better place for chil-
dren. By committing their lives to rais-
ing children who might not have other-
wise had a chance, they have improved 
the lives of children and given us all 
something to aspire to. They are An-
gels in Adoption. 
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THE VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN 
ACT OF 2000 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to again urge the Senate to bring 

up and pass, S. 2787, the Violence 
Against Women Act of 2000, VAWA II— 
we are quickly running out of time to 
reauthorize it. The authorization for 
the original Violence Against Women 
Act, VAWA, expires at the end of this 
week on September 30, 2000. There is 
absolutely no reason to delay this bill 
which has overwhelming bipartisan 
support. 

I have joined Senators from both 
sides of the aisle at rallies and press 
conferences calling for the immediate 
passage of this legislation. The bill has 
70 co-sponsors and is a significant im-
provement of the highly successful 
original VAWA which was enacted in 
1994. There is no objection on the 
Democratic side of the aisle to passing 
VAWA II. Unfortunately, there have 
been efforts by the majority party to 
attach this uncontroversial legislation 
to the ‘‘poison pill’’ represented by the 
version of bankruptcy legislation cur-
rently being advanced by Republicans. 
I do not agree with stall tactics like 
this one and believe we should pass 
VAWA II as a stand-alone bill, without 
further delay. 

Yesterday, in New Mexico, where he 
was releasing funding made available 
through VAWA for one of the country’s 
oldest battered women’s shelters, the 
President made a public plea for Con-
gress to reauthorize VAWA, claiming, 
‘‘[T]his is not rocket science. Yes we’re 
close to an election . . . But it is wrong 
to delay this one more hour. Schedule 
the bill for a vote.’’ I urge my col-
leagues to heed the cry of the Presi-
dent as he speaks on behalf of the al-
most 1 million women around this 
country who face domestic violence 
each year. 

The President called domestic vio-
lence ‘‘America’s problem’’ and I could 
not agree with him more. When we talk 
about reauthorizing the Violence 
Against Women Act we are not just 
talking about a big bureaucratic gov-
ernment program the effects of which 
we can’t really see. With this bill we 
are talking about reauthorizing crit-
ical programs that have had a tremen-
dous immediate effect on how this Na-
tion handles domestic violence and its 
victims. We are at risk of jeopardizing 
what has been one of the most effective 
vehicles for combating domestic vio-
lence if we let this law expire. 

I have heard from countless people in 
Vermont that have benefitted from 
grant funding through VAWA pro-
grams. VAWA II ensures the success of 
these crucial programs such as the 
Rural Domestic Violence Grant pro-
gram. These grants are designed to 
make victim services more accessible 
to women and children living in rural 
areas. I worked hard to see this funding 
included in the original VAWA in 1994, 
and I am proud that its success has 
merited an increased authorization for 
funding in VAWA II. Rural Domestic 
Violence and Child Victimization En-

forcement Grants have been utilized by 
the Vermont Network Against Domes-
tic Violence and Sexual Assault, the 
Vermont Attorney General’s Office, 
and the Vermont Department of Social 
and Rehabilitation Services to increase 
community awareness, to develop co-
operative relationships between state 
child protection agencies and domestic 
violence programs, to expand existing 
multi disciplinary task forces to in-
clude allied professional groups, and to 
create local multi-use supervised visi-
tation centers. 

I witnessed the devastating effects of 
domestic violence when I was the 
Vermont State’s Attorney for 
Chittenden County. In those days, long 
before the passage of the Violence 
Against Women Act, VAWA, there were 
not support programs and services in 
place to assist victims of these types of 
crimes. Today, because of the hard 
work and dedication of those in 
Vermont and around the country who 
work in this field every day, an in-
creasing number of women and chil-
dren are being aided by services 
through domestic violence programs 
and at shelters around the Nation. Lori 
Hayes, Executive Director of the 
Vermont Center for Crime Victim 
Services, and Marty Levin, Coordinator 
of the Vermont Network Against Do-
mestic Violence and Sexual Assault, 
have been especially instrumental in 
coordinating VAWA grants in 
Vermont. 

Let the Senate pass S. 2787, the Vio-
lence Against Women Act 2000 without 
further delay before its critical pro-
grams are jeopardized. It was cleared 
for passage by all Democratic Senators 
two months ago and should be passed 
today. It is past time to reauthorize 
and build upon the historic programs of 
the Violence Against Women Act and 
do all that we can to protect children 
from the ravages and lasting impact of 
domestic violence. 

A Washington Post editorial today 
called the failure to pass the reauthor-
ization of the Violence Against Women 
Act, ‘‘inexplicable neglect,’’ claiming 
that ‘‘[t]here seems to be no good rea-
son practical or substantive, to oppose 
reauthorization of the Violence 
Against Women Act.’’ That could not 
be more true Mr. President. I ask unan-
imous consent that the editorial from 
the September 26, 2000 edition of the 
Washington Post 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, Sept. 26, 2000] 

INEXPLICABLE NEGLECT 

There seems to be no good reason, prac-
tical or substantive, to oppose reauthoriza-
tion of the Violence Against Women Act. 
Originally passed in 1994, the act provides 
money to state and local institutions to help 
combat domestic violence. It is set to expire 
at the end of the month. Its reauthorization 
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