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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Friday, October 5, 2001 
The House met at 9 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-

pore (Mr. LATOURETTE).

f 

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 

PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-

fore the House the following commu-

nication from the Speaker: 

Washington, DC, October 5, 2001. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable STEVEN C.

LATOURETTE to act as Speaker pro tempore 

on this day. 

J. DENNIS HASTERT,

Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P. 

Coughlin, offered the following prayer: 

Lord God, our mighty fortress in the 

past, our hope for years to come, be 

with us now as a House truly represent-

ative of the people of this great Nation. 

As we approach this holiday weekend 

and rejoice in the risky adventure, as 

well as the discoveries of Columbus, 

shield us from fear and guide our des-

tiny to stabilize the future. 

May our national undertakings of 

this new millenium, as dangerous as 

they may be, lead us to new under-

standings of a globalized world and our 

place within it. Let the fragile ships of 

freedom and justice and the strong 

winds of patience and resolve take us 

to hidden shores of peace. 

Grant again safe travel for Your peo-

ple. Protect our families here and our 

military forces abroad. Lord, on this 

Columbus Day, help us discover new 

depths to America’s spirit, both now 

and forever. Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair has examined the Journal of the 

last day’s proceedings and announces 

to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-

nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 

gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LAHOOD)

come forward and lead the House in the 

Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. LaHOOD led the Pledge of Alle-

giance 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. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-

nounced that the Senate has passed 

bills and a joint resolution of the fol-

lowing titles in which the concurrence 

of the House is requested: 

S. 1417. An act to authorize appropriations 

for fiscal year 2002 for defense activities of 

the Department of Energy, and for other pur-

poses.

S. 1418. An act to authorize appropriations 

for fiscal year 2002 for military construction, 

and for other purposes. 

S. 1419. An act to authorize appropriations 

for fiscal year 2002 for military activities of 

the Department of Defense, to prescribe per-

sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the 

Armed Forces, and for other purposes. 

S. 1465. An act to authorize the President 

to exercise waivers of foreign assistance re-

strictions with respect to Pakistan through 

September 30, 2003, and for other purposes. 

S.J. Res. 18. Joint resolution memori-

alizing fallen firefighters by lowering the 

United States flag to half-staff on the day of 

the National Fallen Firefighters Memorial 

Service in Emmitsburg, Maryland. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 

H.R. 2590, TREASURY AND GEN-

ERAL GOVERNMENT APPROPRIA-

TIONS ACT, 2002 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 

Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 2590) 

making appropriations for the Treas-

ury Department, the United States 

Postal Service, the Executive Office of 

the President, and certain Independent 

Agencies, for the fiscal year ending 

September 30, 2002, and for other pur-

poses, with a Senate amendment there-

to, disagree to the Senate amendment, 

and agree to the conference asked by 

the Senate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gen-

tleman from Oklahoma? The Chair 

hears none and, without objection, ap-

points the following conferees: Mr. 

ISTOOK, Mr. WOLF, Mrs. NORTHUP, and 

Messrs. SUNUNU, PETERSON of Pennsyl-

vania, TIAHRT, SWEENEY, SHERWOOD,

YOUNG of Florida, and HOYER, Mrs. 

MEEK of Florida, and Messrs. PRICE of

North Carolina, ROTHMAN, VISCLOSKY,

and OBEY.

There was no objection. 

f 

INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION 

ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2002 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, by direction 

of the Committee on Rules, I call up 

House Resolution 252 and ask for its 

immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 252 

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2883) to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 2002 for 
intelligence and intelligence-related activi-
ties of the United States Government, the 
Community Management Account, and the 

Central Intelligence Agency Retirement and 

Disability System, and for other purposes. 

The first reading of the bill shall be dis-

pensed with. Points of order against consid-

eration of the bill for failure to comply with 

clause 3(c) of rule XIII are waived. General 

debate shall be confined to the bill and shall 

not exceed one hour equally divided and con-

trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-

ity member of the Permanent Select Com-

mittee on Intelligence. After general debate 

the bill shall be considered for amendment 

under the five-minute rule. It shall be in 

order to consider as an original bill for the 

purpose of amendment under the five-minute 

rule the amendment in the nature of a sub-

stitute recommended by the Permanent Se-

lect Committee on Intelligence now printed 

in the bill. The committee amendment in the 

nature of a substitute shall be considered by 

title rather than by section. Each title shall 

be considered as read. Points of order against 

the committee amendment in the nature of a 

substitute for failure to comply with clause 

7 of rule XVI are waived. No amendment to 

the committee amendment in the nature of a 

substitute shall be in order except those 

printed in the portion of the Congressional 

Record designated for that purpose in clause 

8 or rule XVIII and except pro forma amend-

ments for the purpose of debate. Each 

amendment so printed may be offered only 

by the Member who caused it to be printed 

or his designee and shall be considered as 

read. At the conclusion of consideration of 

the bill for amendment the Committee shall 

rise and report the bill to the House with 

such amendments as may have been adopted. 

Any Member may demand a separate vote in 

the House on any amendment adopted in the 

Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the 

committee amendment in the nature of a 

substitute. The previous question shall be 

considered as ordered on the bill and amend-

ments thereto to final passage without inter-

vening motion except one motion to recom-

mit with or without instructions. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
poses of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
HASTINGS), my friend and colleague on 
Committee on Rules, pending which I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During the consideration of this 
resolution, all time is yielded for pur-
poses of debate only on this matter, as 
is customary. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a fairly tradi-
tional rule for this type of legislation. 
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As far as I know, it is not controversial 

in any way. Given the September 11 

terrorist attacks, some may have won-

dered why we might not have re-

sponded with a closed rule on intel-

ligence on a hurry-up basis, which 

would have precluded the opportunity 

for a lot of extensive deliberation 

under the extraordinary circumstances 

of the moment, as we all recall them, 

tragically.
But on the contrary, we felt that in 

these tumultuous times, we thought it 

best to allow Members the opportunity 

to fully review the bill and debate the 

issues that they feel are important to 

our Nation’s security. Each of us, I 

know, feels that responsibility very 

strongly.
Therefore, as in past years, the rule 

is a modified open rule providing for 1 

hour of general debate, equally divided 

between the chairman and ranking 

member of the Permanent Select Com-

mittee on Intelligence. The rule makes 

in order as an original bill for the pur-

pose of amendment the committee 

amendment in the nature of a sub-

stitute now printed in the bill, which 

shall be considered by title as read. 
In addition, based on consultation 

with the Parliamentarian, the rule 

waives points of order against the com-

mittee amendment for failure to com-

ply with clause 7 of rule XVI, the ger-

maneness rule. It also waives points of 

order against consideration of the bill 

for failure to comply with clause 3(C) 

of rule XIII (requiring the inclusion of 

a statement of general performance 

goals and objectives.) 
The rule further provides for the con-

sideration of only pro forma amend-

ments for the purpose of debate and 

those amendments printed in the CON-

GRESSIONAL RECORD prior to their con-

sideration, which may be offered only 

by the Member who caused it to be 

printed or his designee, and shall be 

considered as read. 
This has allowed for vetting of 

amendments regarding classified mat-

ters in years past, and proved to be a 

good practice, actually. Finally, this 

rule provides for one motion to recom-

mit, with or without instructions. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 

of this fair rule and the underlying leg-

islation, as well. This is late in the 

year to bring this bill to the House 

floor, but obviously the timing has 

been dictated by forces well beyond the 

control of the Permanent Select Com-

mittee on Intelligence: We have a new 

administration, a comprehensive de-

fense and intelligence review ongoing, 

the delayed arrival of the budget re-

quest, and of course, the tragic con-

sequences of September 11, to name 

just a few. 
If there is a silver lining here, it is 

that in marking up this bill, the Per-

manent Select Committee on Intel-

ligence has addressed many of the im-

mediate and critical intelligence needs 

in the wake of the September 11 at-

tacks on the United States. 
In the upcoming general debate, no 

doubt we will discuss many of the spe-

cific provisions in H.R. 2883 in some de-

tail. That is the intelligence authoriza-

tion bill. But I would like to highlight 

a few of the ways that this legislation 

seeks to tackle both critical 

counterterrorism challenges, as well as 

long-term problems facing the intel-

ligence community in the United 

States in the 21st century. 
To combat terrorism, the intel-

ligence authorization increases invest-

ments for the FBI’s counterterrorism 

efforts, increases funding for language 

training, promotes a more focused ana-

lytical effort against the terrorist tar-

get, and it calls for a more aggressive 

approach to learning the plans and in-

tentions of terrorists through human 

intelligence.
The war on terrorism will be won 

through the acquisition of specific, ac-

curate, and timely intelligence. The 

Permanent Select Committee on Intel-

ligence has stepped up to provide the 

President, the State Department, the 

Department of Defense, and President 

Bush’s national security team with the 

intelligence tools they will need to win 

this war. That is one of the strong rea-

sons I urge support for this legislation. 
However, we have also addressed the 

long-term needs of the intelligence 

community, making specific changes 

today to avoid serious problems in the 

years to come. H.R. 2883 provides the 

resources to continue rebuilding our 

human intelligence capabilities; pro-

motes investment in new technologies 

for intelligence collection, processing, 

and analysis; and it provides the com-

mittee’s view on where future bold 

changes need to be made in the basic 

structure of the U.S. intelligence es-

tablishment.
I believe it is a very good bill. I think 

it is a fine rule. I encourage support for 

both the bill and the rule. 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 

may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, it is a distinct, pleasure 

and honor to serve with the gentleman 

from Florida (Chairman GOSS) on both 

the Committee on Rules and the Per-

manent Select Committee on Intel-

ligence.
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 

rule providing for the consideration of 

H.R. 2883, the Intelligence Authoriza-

tion Act for Fiscal Year 2002, House 

Resolution 252. This is a modified open 

rule requiring that amendments be 

preprinted in the CONGRESSIONAL

RECORD. However, Mr. Speaker, the 

preprinting requirement has been the 

accepted practice for a number of years 

because of the sensitive nature of much 

of the bill and the need to protect its 

classified documents. 

The bill is not controversial and was 

reported from the Permanent Select 

Committee on Intelligence by a unani-

mous vote. I underscore that in these 

times, since the events of September 

11. The Permanent Select Committee 

on Intelligence is fully mindful of the 

extraordinary pain suffered by the vic-

tims and all of us in America as it per-

tains to those events. Thus, this year, 

this bill becomes as important as at 

any time in America’s history. 
Members who wish to do so can go to 

the Permanent Select Committee on 

Intelligence offices to examine the 

classified schedule of authorizations 

for the programs and activities of the 

intelligence and intelligence-related 

activities of the national intelligence 

program, which includes the CIA as 

well as the foreign intelligence and 

counterintelligence programs within, 

among others, the Department of De-

fense; the National Security Agency; 

the Departments of State, Treasury, 

and Energy; and the FBI. 
Also included in the classified docu-

ments are the authorizations for the 

Tactical Intelligence and Related Ac-

tivities and Joint Military Intelligence 

Program of the Department of Defense. 
Mr. Speaker, last week the House 

considered and passed the authoriza-

tion for the Department of Defense for 

fiscal year 2002. The intelligence bill 

we consider today is another critical 

component in our national defense. 

Today, as I indicated earlier, more 

than ever we need to be vigilant about 

the myriad threats to our national se-

curity.
Mr. Speaker, while there may be de-

bate on a few worthy amendments, this 

is a noncontroversial bill providing au-

thorizations for important national se-

curity programs. I urge my colleagues 

to support this rule and to support the 

underlying bill. 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, it is a bit of serendipity 

that the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 

HASTINGS) and I both do serve on the 

Committee on Rules and the Perma-

nent Select Committee on Intelligence. 

And that is not by design, but it is a 

great pleasure to work with my col-

league.
Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 

gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LAHOOD),

a distinguished member of the Perma-

nent Select Committee on Intelligence. 
Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding time to me. 
First of all, I want to rise in support 

of the rule. I agree with the two pre-

vious speakers, that this is a good rule 

and generally a very good bill. I want 

to compliment, in particular, the 

chairman of the Permanent Select 

Committee on Intelligence, the gen-

tleman from Florida (Mr. GOSS), for the 

hard work that he has been doing to 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 09:33 Apr 26, 2005 Jkt 089102 PO 00000 Frm 00002 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR01\H05OC1.000 H05OC1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE18916 October 5, 2001 
really improve the intelligence-gath-

ering capability of our country. 
The bill that we are going to consider 

today is a bill that has been fashioned 

by his hand and after long hours of 

work. I think it is an extraordinary bill 

that really reflects meeting the needs 

of the intelligence community for 

America.
One other purpose for rising, not only 

to support the rule, is to alert the 

House to my intention to offer an 

amendment to strike a section of the 

bill, section 306, a provision that cre-

ates a ‘‘Commission on Preparedness 

and Performance of the Federal Gov-

ernment for the September 11 Acts of 

Terrorism.’’
America has responded to terrorism 

attacks of September 11 with deter-

mination, compassion, and a resound-

ing unity of purpose: the defeat of 

international terrorism. To achieve 

this goal, Congress and the administra-

tion are working to strengthen our de-

fense intelligence capability. 
Our diplomats are building an inter-

national coalition to fight al Qaeda and 

other terrorist organizations; and we 

are seeking ways to bolster first re-

sponders, such as our dedicated police 

officers, fire officials, firefighters, and 

paramedics, who will have to deal with 

the aftermath of any future attacks. 

These are all positive, necessary, and 

forward-looking actions. 
It is my fear, though, that investing 

time and effort and money on a com-

mission designed to assign blame will 

be a giant step backwards. There have 

been at least three high-profile com-

missions as recently as a year ago on 

terrorism and homeland defense. 
The problems that existed prior to 

September 11 have been well docu-

mented, and the solutions outlined in 

great detail. I do not believe that any 

other high-profile commission would 

add anything new to our understanding 

of the problems or the solutions. We 

know what the problems are, and we 

also know the solutions. 
To compound the problem, the com-

mission structure is flawed. It has an 

agenda based on calling high profile 

people from the intelligence commu-

nity with great understanding before a 

group of people who have little under-

standing of the intelligence commu-

nity. I believe this sets up potential 

conflicts that could do further damage 

to our ability to gather intelligence 

about terrorists and disrupt their ac-

tivities.
This is a bad idea. It is a bad idea be-

cause we have a lot of information and 

we do not need a new commission. I 

hope that the Members of the House, 

after they hear the debate on my 

amendment, will support it and strike 

this provision. 
We already possess the expertise and 

the authority to look at the lessons 

learned from September 11. The gen-

tleman from Illinois (Speaker 

HASTERT) and the Democratic leader, 
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. GEP-
HARDT), have taken the right action 
when they designated the Sub-
committee on Terrorism and Homeland 
Security of the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, chaired by the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
CHAMBLISS) and the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. HARMAN), to coordinate 
congressional review of terrorist 
threats.

The subcommittee has the expertise, 
the staff, and the ability to review both 
classified and unclassified material, 
and the authority through Congress to 
do the job. If we want to look back, if 
we want to really analyze and examine, 
that is the subcommittee, that is the 
jurisdiction that has the responsibility 
for doing this, not some kind of an ad 
hoc commission with little or no exper-
tise.

So I urge my colleagues to support 
the amendment that I will offer. This 
is a good rule. I support the rule. This 
is a good bill. It is a bill that, again, 
has been fashioned by one of the most 
distinguished Members of the House, 
the chairman of our Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence; and I ap-
plaud him for that. I hope consider-
ation will be given to my amendment. 
I thank the chairman for his consider-
ation of my remarks. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as she may 
consume to the distinguished gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI),
the ranking member of the Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Just very briefly, Mr. Speaker, I 
want to rise in support of the rule. We 
have worked together to put together a 

bill which had consensus under the 

leadership of our chairman, our distin-

guished chairman, the gentleman from 

Florida (Mr. GOSS).
I think we should just move on to 

that debate about the bill and about 

the commission and other consider-

ations; but the rule is a rule that is ap-

propriate for this intelligence bill. It is 

in keeping with past rules on the intel-

ligence bills which were designed to 

protect classified information, but to 

give every Member an opportunity to 

see the classified part of the bill, al-

though that is not part of the rule, but 

to have their amendments printed in 

the RECORD in advance to protect clas-

sified information. 
I do not want to take any more time. 

It is Friday. We want to move on to a 

full discussion of the bill and to gen-

eral debate. I urge our colleagues to 

support the rule. 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the 

balance of my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-

tleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT).
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, 

America’s soft underbelly was shown 

on September 11. Now is the time to 

get down to business. I believe the CIA 

and the FBI have been not only neg-

ligent; but, by God, I do not think we 

have much of an intelligence program. 
That is no slight or offense to the 

gentleman from Florida (Mr. GOSS),

the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 

PELOSI), or our intelligence apparatus 

here in the House. I believe the edi-

torial that says that Mr. Tenet should 

step down is absolutely correct. 
My amendment today deals with an 

issue that has been controversial, to 

say the least. Mr. Speaker, we have one 

border patrol agent for every two miles 

of border, and that does not include the 

Canadian border. My God, a guerrilla 

force could cross our border with a nu-

clear device and kill millions of Ameri-

cans; and we have taken it lightly. 
I think Congress had better take a 

close look at the national security 

checkpoint of the United States, which 

is our border, and take a look. A lot of 

people, I believe, are on the payroll 

who are not doing their jobs. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield back the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield back 

the balance of my time, and I move the 

previous question on the resolution. 
The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

LAHOOD). Pursuant to House Resolu-

tion 252 and rule XVIII, the Chair de-

clares the House in the Committee of 

the Whole House on the State of the 

Union for consideration of the bill, 

H.R. 2883. 

b 0928

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved 

itself into the Committee of the Whole 

House on the State of the Union for the 

consideration of the bill (H.R. 2883) to 

authorize appropriations for fiscal year 

2002 for intelligence and intelligence- 

related activities of the United States 

Government, the Community Manage-

ment Account, and the Central Intel-

ligence Agency Retirement and Dis-

ability System, and for other purposes, 

with Mr. LATOURETTE in the chair. 
The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 

been read the first time. 
Under the rule, the gentleman from 

Florida (Mr. GOSS) and the gentle-

woman from California (Ms. PELOSI)

each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Florida (Mr. GOSS).

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, at the outset, let me 

thank the members of the Permanent 

Select Committee on Intelligence, each 

and every one of them, both sides of 
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the aisle, for their very hard work, es-

pecially over the past 3 weeks, which 

have been extremely trying for all of us 

and certainly for our committee. The 

hard work in the last 3 weeks have al-

lowed us to get to this point where we 

have, I think, an excellent piece of au-

thorization legislation to bring to the 

House.
Mr. Chairman, we will hear from 

many of our Members over the next 

hour. I would especially like to thank 

our ranking member, the gentlewoman 

from California (Ms. PELOSI) for ex-

traordinary efforts in ensuring that 

our thorough review of the President’s 

budget put the good of the Nation first 

in a manner that has been truly bipar-

tisan and, perhaps more appropriately, 

we should say nonbipartisan. 
There are many other people to 

thank, of course, including our amaz-

ing staff, and we will get to that by and 

by.

b 0930

Mr. Chairman, the bill before us is 

part of our normal annual authoriza-

tion by which by law must be passed in 

order for the intelligence community 

to spend appropriated dollars. But the 

setting in which we find ourselves 

today as we debate the bill is hardly 

normal.
Over the debate, we surely will hear 

several references to the infamous 

events of September 11 and the efforts 

to handle these and other types of 

threats to Americans at home and 

abroad. There is no way to overempha-

size the importance of the demoniacal 

acts we witnessed. They do bear tragic 

witness to how the world has changed 

and how critical it is to have knowl-

edge about our surroundings, about 

those who have made it their life’s 

quest to destroy American freedoms, 

rights and values. That knowledge 

comes from intelligence, pure and sim-

ple and we have to have it. 

No one can seriously doubt that we 

need the best possible intelligence to 

prosper and be safe at home and abroad 

in today’s world. There are some who 

believe that the September 11 terrorist 

acts were successful because of, quote, 

‘‘intelligence failures.’’ I will certainly 

agree there are intelligence commu-

nity shortcomings, that must be re-

viewed and fixed. That is what we do. 

What went wrong relative to Sep-

tember 11 goes well beyond the intel-

ligence community however. Moreover, 

those who have complaints often do 

not understand what threats we actu-

ally face today, what capabilities we 

really do have and do not have, and, 

more importantly, what vital distinc-

tions exist between intelligence and 

law enforcement and how we cope with 

those distinctions. 

The intelligence community operates 

overseas and cannot arrest anyone. 

Law enforcement is domestic and does 

not do spying; and somehow we have to 

have a good marriage of the two. If we 

look back over the past 6 years worth 

of our authorizations, we will see that 

the Permanent Select Committee on 

Intelligence have consistently high-

lighted shortfalls and concerns calling 

on the administration to take action so 

that risks to our security could be re-

duced, not removed but reduced. 
Certainly our committee was stunned 

and deeply saddened by the events of 

September 11 as we all were. We were 

aware homeland America was vulner-

able to terrorist attack of some type 

from some quarter, and we were and 

are aware of limitations of our intel-

ligence system to provide specifics or 

better early warning or 100 percent 

guarantees.
This bill again addresses ways to 

overcome some of those limitations. 

The solutions that get us the intel-

ligence community that we need to 

protect our future must be new and it 

must be innovative. This bill starts us 

on that course while sending I think a 

good message to the administration 

about how to do it. We are working 

closely with the administration to 

translate these ideas into real capabili-

ties which will protect Americans. 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume 

and rise in support of H.R. 2883. 
At the outset I want to commend our 

chairman, the gentleman from Florida 

(Mr. GOSS), our distinguished chair-

man, for the manner in which he con-

ducted the committee’s business. His 

willingness to be sensitive to the views 

of committee Democrats and to ensure 

they are reflected in the work of the 

committee is much appreciated. I 

thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Chairman, the bill was prepared 

in the aftermath of the horrific events 

of September 11, but it is not a com-

prehensive response to them. Some ad-

ditional resources in areas where these 

events demonstrated an obvious need 

are provided, but it will take more 

time and more facts before we can, or 

should, go further. At this point one 

thing is clear. We did not know about 

the plans of the terrorists who at-

tacked our country with sufficient 

specificity to prevent those attacks. 

What is not clear is why. 
In the weeks ahead much time will be 

devoted in the intelligence community 

and elsewhere in trying to determine 

why we did not know, but, more espe-

cially, to prevent anything like this 

from happening again. 
Mr. Chairman, I have tremendous re-

spect for the men and women who serve 

in our national security agencies, 

whether they be diplomats, military 

personnel, intelligence officers, law en-

forcement officials or those who pro-

tect our borders and our skies. They 

perform with great courage and dedica-

tion under conditions which are rou-

tinely challenging and frequently dan-
gerous, and they have had much suc-
cesses combatting terrorism. They just 
cannot talk about their successes. 

As the events of September 11 dem-
onstrate, however, more needs to be 
done. Determining the best steps to 
take to lessen the chances that last 
month’s events could be repeated will 
require critical and innovative think-
ing. I am hopeful that the independent 
commission established by Section 306 
of the bill will play a constructive role 
in that regard. 

For intelligence needs generally the 
bill provides several billion dollars 
more than appropriated last year and 
several hundred million dollars more 
than requested by the President for fis-
cal year 2002. It continues several ini-
tiatives begun earlier, among them an 
effort to ensure that the techno-
logically complex and expensive infor-
mation collection systems that have 
been developed are paired with effec-
tive systems to process, exploit and 
disseminate intelligence to those who 
need it to make decisions or to take ac-
tions.

There is currently an imbalance be-
tween collection and processing, ex-
ploitation and dissemination that, if 
not addressed, will greatly lessen the 
value of some extremely capable col-
lection systems. 

To be effective, our human intel-
ligence officers need to have a better 
grounding in the languages and cul-
tures of the regions where difficult tar-
gets, like terrorists, are most com-
fortable. A much greater emphasis 
needs to be placed on recruiting and 
maintaining a workforce with diverse 
skills, backgrounds and ethnicity. This 
is an area in which the intelligence 
community as not been as aggressive 
as I would like. I hope for measurable 
improvement in the future with the en-
couragement and resources provided by 
the bill. 

There have been suggestions in re-
cent years that an insufficient empha-
sis has been placed on human intel-
ligence. That has certainly not been 
true with respect to the work of this 
committee. Funds have been consist-
ently provided above those requested 
for this intelligence discipline, and the 
committee has sought to ensure that 
the added funds were used exclusively 
to enhance the performance of clandes-
tine collectors in the field. 

Human intelligence was once again 

the focus of our work this year, and 

that would have been true even if the 

events of September 11 had not oc-

curred.
There have been concerns that case 

officers have been discouraged from 

taking the risks necessary to recruit 

assets with access to important infor-

mation, particularly in areas like nar-

cotics trafficking, weapons prolifera-

tion and terrorism. 
Attention has centered on guidelines 

promulgated in the CIA in 1995 which 
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require headquarters-level approval be-

fore an individual with a record of 

human rights abuses or violations of 

U.S. criminal law may be recruited. 

These guidelines were intended to pro-

tect officers in the field from charges 

that they had committed the United 

States to a relationship with unsavory 

individuals without adequate consider-

ation. Despite repeated assurances 

from senior CIA officials that these 

guidelines had not had a negative im-

pact on the quality or quantity of as-

sets, it has become clear that the per-

ception that the opposite was true has 

taken root. 
Section 403 of the bill deals with that 

perception by directing the guidelines 

be rescinded. It is very important, how-

ever, that there be some rules in this 

area, not because anyone is so naive as 

to believe that we can get more infor-

mation about the plans of drug traf-

fickers or terrorists without associ-

ating with individuals involved in 

those activities, but because decisions 

about committing the United States to 

those kinds of associations are too im-

portant to be made exclusively by rel-

atively junior officers in the field. 
They should be made, instead, by 

senior managers better able by virtue 

of their experience and their access to 

reporting from a wide variety of 

sources, to weigh the potential value of 

the information to be provided by a 

possible recruit against the potential 

harm to the United States should the 

fact of our association with that person 

become known. 
That kind of risk versus gain anal-

ysis is essential if human intelligence 

activities are to be seen as consistent, 

rather than at odds with, U.S. policy 

and values. 
Section 402, besides rescinding the 

current guidelines, directs that new 

guidelines be established. It is my ex-

pectation these new guidelines will 

streamline the approval process with-

out weakening the protections that 

process is meant to provide. I espe-

cially want to commend our colleague, 

the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BE-

REUTER) for his leadership in this area 

and his willingness to reach consensus 

with us on it. I think the language of 

this bill is an improvement on the past 

and I thank him for his leadership and 

his cooperation. 
Mr. Chairman, intelligence is a risky, 

dangerous and expensive undertaking. 

It is also crucial to our security as a 

Nation. I urge the adoption of the bill. 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield as 

much time as he may consume to the 

distinguished gentleman from Ne-

braska (Mr. BEREUTER), the chairman 

of one of our subcommittees of the Per-

manent Select Committee on Intel-

ligence.
Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, as 

vice-chairman of the Permanent Select 

Committee on Intelligence and the 

chair of the Subcommittee on Intel-

ligence Policy and National Security, 

this Member rises in the strongest pos-

sible support for H.R. 2883. 
This Member congratulates and com-

mends the chairman of the committee, 

the distinguished gentleman from Flor-

ida (Mr. GOSS) for his extraordinary 

leadership in preparing a bipartisan 

bill that was approved unanimously by 

the committee. Under his guidance, 

this body is preparing to move rapidly 

to address a number of long-standing 

deficiencies in our intelligence collec-

tion and analysis. 
The Permanent Select Committee on 

Intelligence has not suddenly awak-

ened to the very real inadequacies of 

the intelligence agencies and programs 

of our government and the financial re-

sources and legislative tools they need. 

As Chairman Goss has said on numer-

ous occasions: ‘‘The message is not 

new; the audience is new.’’ 
The American people understand 

now, through tragedy, that our intel-

ligence and counterterrorism programs 

are extremely important. With that in 

mind, this Member congratulates the 

chairman and my colleagues on the 

committee for the clear and decisive 

message sent by this legislation. I also 

congratulate the ranking member of 

the committee, the distinguished gen-

tlewoman from California (Ms. PELOSI),

for her assistance in crafting this bi-

partisan legislative product. 
The committee comes before this 

body today in an amazing degree of 

unanimity regarding our concept of the 

terrorist threat, among other threats 

to our national security, and for the 

necessary intelligence community re-

sponse. This level of bipartisanship is a 

tribute to the gentleman from Florida 

(Mr. GOSS) and the gentlewoman from 

California (Ms. PELOSI).
Mr. Chairman, the cowardly and hor-

rific terrorist attack of September 11 

highlighted for our citizens and the 

world the fact that we live in a new 

world, a world where many of our com-

monly held assumptions about security 

and safety are being re-examined. Even 

before the attacks on the Pentagon and 

the World Trade Center, the Bush ad-

ministration had embarked upon a 

comprehensive review of U.S. intel-

ligence policy, led by the retired Lieu-

tenant General Brent Scowcroft and 

the deputy director of Central Intel-

ligence for Community Management, 

Joan Dempsey. 
Obviously, this intelligence review 

has assumed an even greater impor-

tance and urgency, for ultimately the 

outcome in this war in which we find 

ourselves will be determined by the 

quality of our intelligence. The review 

is not yet complete, and the executive 

branch has not firmly established the 

criteria and emphases that will guide 

us in the 21st century. However, this 

bill provides much of the important 

guidance to ensure that its policies can 

quickly be implemented. 
This committee’s task has been made 

particularly difficult because in the 

aftermath of the September 11 terrorist 

attacks, there naturally is, in some 

quarters, a desire to find a simple solu-

tion, a quick fix. Certainly the legisla-

tion before this body today provides 

much needed additional funds to im-

prove our intelligence capabilities and 

to wage the war against terrorism. 
At a more fundamental level, H.R. 

2883 seeks to respond to serious policy 

and structural problems. In some cases, 

these are problems that have been 

years in the making and will take a 

long time to turn around. For example, 

there is, within the intelligence com-

munity, a critical shortage of language 

specialists that are particularly rel-

evant in a war against terrorism. The 

legislation before this body today seeks 

to further address the language short-

age and to facilitate the recruitment of 

native speakers drawn from the various 

relevant ethnic American commu-

nities.
Similarly, this bill continues the 

committee’s longstanding and urgent 

needs for increased support for human 

intelligence collection. Human intel-

ligence, or HUMINT, is the placement 

of highly trained, language capable of-

ficers into positions where they can ac-

quire information vital to our national 

interest. Our HUMINT capability was 

decimated by former Director 

Stansfield Turner, and in the years fol-

lowing the end of the Cold War. 
Also, our human intelligence collec-

tion effort was understandably directed 

during the Cold War period at collec-

tion on the Soviet Union and its client 

states, not on Africa, Latin America, 

the Middle East, South Asia, and espe-

cially not on the problems of terrorism 

and narcotics trafficking. This is a re-

source problem, while long emphasized 

by the Permanent Select Committee 

on Intelligence, it is a problem now all 

too apparent. This legislation con-

tinues the committee’s effort to ad-

dress this deficiency but with more em-

phasis.
Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2883 also reverses 

the 1995 limitations on asset recruit-

ment. These restrictions, called ‘‘the 

Deutsch guidelines,’’ were promulgated 

as a means to limit our association 

with unsavory characters with human 

rights or other criminal problems. 

While the concern underlying these 

guidelines was certainly understand-

able, the reality is that the Deutsch 

guidelines have had a chilling effect on 

the recruitment of people who can ac-

tually and effectively penetrate the 

inner circle of the terrorist cells and 

networks and the narcotics rings. 
The recruitment of assets with 

unique knowledge or access to these 

terrorists and drug cartels is the key 

to successful HUMINT in this area. The 

regrettable real world reality is that, 
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certainly in the crucial battle against 

terrorism and drug rings, we must 

allow our foreign officers to recruit as-

sets that are some rather unsavory 

characters. To break the back of the al 

Qaeda terrorist network, we will, in all 

likelihood, have to recruit individuals 

who are already influential members of 

al Qaeda, who themselves have com-

mitted acts of terror. 
To win the war on terrorism we have 

to end the cycle of risk aversion. Re-

cruiting the equivalent of A–1 grade 

boy scouts or straight arrows will not 

give us the penetration and the intel-

ligence we need. 
In many cases, there will be difficult 

decisions to make, but the United 

States has professionals and intel-

ligence and law enforcement fields who 

can and must make those decisions. 

This legislation makes it clear that the 

foreign intelligence personnel can re-

cruit those individuals who possess the 

information the United States needs to 

defend its people and its interests. 

There will be checks and balances put 

in place, but even though some of these 

assets will go bad, we need to be care-

ful about our criticism. If the risks are 

realistically weighed against the 

chances of operational success, this 

body must not rashly second-guess 

those decisions. 
Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 

to support this legislation, and again, I 

commend the Chairman, the gentleman 

from Florida (Mr. GOSS), and the rank-

ing member, the gentlewoman from 

California (Ms. PELOSI), for their lead-

ership and all of my colleagues who 

have contributed so much to this legis-

lation.
Our staff, of course, is outstanding. 

Certainly it continues to be among the 

very best in the Congress, and we owe 

a great deal of our success in bringing 

this legislation to our staff. They are 

crucial. They are competent. My col-

leagues should have every confidence 

in them as we do. 

b 0945

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am 

pleased to yield 31⁄2 minutes to the gen-

tleman from Georgia (Mr. BISHOP), a 

distinguished member of our com-

mittee and a ranking member on the 

Subcommittee on Technical and Tac-

tical Intelligence. 

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the gentlewoman for yielding me this 

time.

No one yet knows why we did not re-

ceive warning of this tragedy, and in-

deed whether such warning could have 

been acquired in this instance short of 

some stroke of luck. We must answer 

those questions in order to do better. 

But that will take time of course. 

I commend the chairman and the 

gentlewoman from California (Ms. 

PELOSI), our ranking member, as well 

as all my colleagues on the committee 

for thinking hard about what steps 

should appropriately be taken in this 
bill in the short time available between 
September 11 and today, and as the ex-
ecutive branch prepares for its upcom-
ing global campaign. I believe the com-
mittee took sensible steps to mandate 
changes where needs and solutions 
seemed clear, and to inform the execu-
tive branch of issues and problems that 
as of now we think must be addressed 
in the coming months and years. 

Intelligence is clearly important to 
every step in the counterterrorism 
campaign: trying to detect plans and 
preparations, attempting to interdict 
the terrorists and their equipment and 
funds, helping the recovery from an at-
tack, tracking down the perpetrators 
and striking back at them. I serve as 
the ranking member of the sub-
committee overseeing the intelligence 
community’s technical collection sys-
tems, such as satellites and aircraft 
and other means to take pictures and 
listen to communications. These sys-
tems contribute to all phases of 
counterterrorism.

Besides human intelligence, signals 
intelligence offers the greatest poten-
tial to discern the plans and intentions 
of terrorists. It is well known that 
NSA, the largest and most important 
element of our SIGINT system, is 
handicapped by technical and manage-
ment problems. The committee, for 
several years, has been trying to work 
with the executive branch to overcome 
these problems. It remains to be seen 
whether NSA’s present difficulties 
played any role in our ability to get 
wind of this attack. The bill before the 
House sustains our emphasis on instill-
ing rigor in NSA’s program manage-
ment processes and improves signifi-
cant increases in resources. 

Imagery can provide good informa-
tion on terrorists’ infrastructure and 
training activities, but not on plans. 
Imagery also provides critical support 
to operations against terrorists be-
cause it can help to track them, to tar-
get them, to assess the effects of mili-
tary strikes. The National Imagery and 
Mapping Agency, like NSA, has for 
years suffered from lack of expertise 
and program planning and manage-
ment, and inadequate support from the 
DCI and Secretary of Defense. In par-
ticular, NIMA clearly has insufficient 
funds to meet even the minimum per-
formance goals set for it by the intel-
ligence community and the Defense 
Department. The committee, once 
again, is recommending steps to help 
remedy these changes. 

I point out also that NIMA and its 
predecessors have always helped in re-
covery from disasters, whether natural 
or man-made. The relationships with 
FEMA and the State and local govern-
ments are strong and efficient. Con-
tributions to homeland security in the 
future will be very substantial, in part-
nership with the Geological Survey. 

Before September 11, the administra-
tion was exploring new approaches to 

satellite intelligence collections. The 

committee agrees that these ideas need 

to be looked at carefully, especially in 

light of new changes. 

Mr. Chairman, in the interest of 

time, I will confine the balance of my 

remarks to border security. 

As I think all of us understand by 

now, there is virtually no inspection of 

cargo entering the country by ship, 

rail, and truck. It is in practice very 

difficult to expand inspections substan-

tially using current methods. We must 

instead use new information tech-

nologies and sensing technologies and 

forge new ways of inspecting and secur-

ing cargoes in cooperation with indus-

try and trading partners. 

The bill begins to address this issue. 

It adds money to begin acquiring a ca-

pability to identify and track mer-

chant ships. It also provides funds and 

direction to various executive branch 

agencies and Departments, including 

the Department of State, to expand 

cargo tracking capabilities. Finally, 

the bill would authorize funds to test 

new technology to detect dangerous 

and illegal material and any kind of 

container rapidly and automatically. 

The bill does not provide expla-

nations or a cure for the crisis we are 

in, but it does provide the basis for 

conducting the coming campaign, sus-

taining our position with respect to all 

our other intelligence requirements, 

and preparing for future improvements. 

I urge its adoption. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentleman from Geor-

gia (Mr. CHAMBLISS), who is the chair-

man of our Working Group on Ter-

rorism and Homeland Security. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the chairman for his work that 

he has done on this bill, and to our 

ranking member, the gentlewoman 

from California (Ms. PELOSI). It has 

been a great bipartisan effort. I rise in 

support of H.R. 2883, the Intelligence 

Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002. 

As chairman of the committee’s new 

Working Group on Terrorism and 

Homeland Security, and as a former 

firefighter, I have had a particular in-

terest in ensuring the swift passage of 

this critically important bill before us 

today. There is much in this bill that 

enhances our Nation’s counter-

terrorism capabilities, and I will ad-

dress some of these provisions in just a 

moment.

In the aftermath of the tragic ter-

rorist attacks on September 11, 2001, 

the President came here and told us 

that America is at war. He mentioned 

the new battlefield we have now to 

navigate as a Nation. It is a battlefield 

that is not clearly defined and that will 

often be devoid of clear targets. It is a 

battlefield that stretches across the 

globe and involves a complex support 
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network, false documents, illicit finan-

cial transactions, and fanatical indi-

viduals who are willing to commit sui-

cide to further their twisted causes, 

whatever they may be. 
On this new battlefield, conventional 

weapons and conventional thinking 

will not be sufficient, nor will a for-

tress mentality ensure adequate pro-

tection for our citizens both here and 

abroad. We can better secure our em-

bassies and our military bases, and we 

have been and should continue to do 

this. But as we saw on September 11, 

the terrorists will always search for 

and find that weak spot, that chink in 

our armor that makes us vulnerable; 

and in a free society, there will nec-

essarily be weak spots. Therefore, we 

need to recognize what the Permanent 

Select Committee on Intelligence has 

recognized for some time, and that is 

that intelligence rules this battlefield 

like never before. 
Intelligence is the only way in which 

we will get at this problem. It is the 

only way in which we can discover the 

plans and intentions of the enemy, 

thwart his efforts to attack us, and lo-

cate him so that we can punish him 

swiftly and decisively when he man-

ages to get through our defenses. 
H.R. 2883 addresses a number of key 

shortfalls in the capability of our intel-

ligence and law enforcement commu-

nities to combat terrorism. The bill 

substantially increases investments for 

FBI counterterrorism capabilities. It 

increases funding for language training 

across the intelligence community. A 

lack of linguists with fluency in lan-

guages spoken by most terrorists has 

plagued the intelligence and law en-

forcement communities and must be 

addressed more decisively than ever be-

fore.
H.R. 2883 also promotes a more fo-

cused analytical effort against the ter-

rorist target. More and better threat 

analysis needs to be applied to all 

forms of threat reporting to give us the 

maximum chance for piecing together 

the puzzle that might help us to avert 

attacks such as occurred on September 

11. This bill makes analysis a top pri-

ority.
The capabilities of CIA’s counter-

terrorism center, our first line of de-

fense overseas, also have been signifi-

cantly augmented by provisions con-

tained in this bill. Our subcommittee, 

headed by myself and my colleague, 

the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 

HARMAN), has been working very hard, 

very diligently, not only on the Sep-

tember 11 incident but on other issues 

involving international terrorism and 

homeland security, and this bill gives 

us more flexibility. I urge support for 

2883.
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am 

pleased to yield 3 minutes to the very 

distinguished gentlewoman from Cali-

fornia (Ms. HARMAN), just praised by 

her colleague, the gentleman from 

Georgia (Mr. CHAMBLISS). She is the 

ranking member, as was mentioned, on 

the Working Group on Terrorism and 

Homeland Security of the Permanent 

Select Committee on Intelligence. 
Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the ranking member for yielding me 

this time and for her graciousness, and 

also thank the chairman of the full 

committee and the chairman of the 

Working Group on Terrorism and 

Homeland Security for their biparti-

sanship and professionalism at all 

times on this committee. 
Mr. Chairman, intelligence is a field 

in which I have worked for many years 

and in several different capacities. I 

was privileged to serve on this com-

mittee during my prior tenure in Con-

gress and welcomed my reappointment. 

I represent a district where the Na-

tion’s sophisticated intelligence sat-

ellites are built, and served on the con-

gressionally mandated National Com-

mission on Terrorism, which made im-

portant recommendations in June of 

last year. 
I have long been critical of the ad hoc 

ways in which our intelligence commu-

nity has operated; how a community 

built with Cold War priorities was ill 

prepared to meet the challenges of the 

21st century. On September 11, every-

thing and everyone changed. But let 

me be clear: the men and women in our 

intelligence agencies are as devastated 

as the rest of America by the horrific 

attacks against our homeland. These 

are good and talented people who work 

in an organizational structure and 

under a Cold War-era culture that 

needs to change. Today, we take the 

fundamental steps necessary to change 

both the structure and the culture. 
As my committee colleagues have 

said, the bill directly addresses short-

falls in the intelligence community’s 

counterterrorism efforts, intelligence 

collection and analysis, and threat re-

porting. It revamps and reinvigorates 

our intelligence agencies. The bill pro-

vides new tools and resources for pre-

venting terrorism and supporting our 

Armed Forces in future conflicts. This 

bill authorizes aggressive recruitment 

of human assets, makes significant in-

vestments in foreign language capabili-

ties, and unravels the knots that have 

impeded the sharing and integration of 

intelligence information and analysis 

across all levels of government. 
We have removed many of the stove-

pipes that have characterized the orga-

nizational structures of our intel-

ligence community and worked to sub-

stitute a more seamless integration of 

responsibilities and missions. 
Mr. Chairman, once this bill passes, 

we still have more to do. The Working 

Group on Terrorism and Homeland Se-

curity, of which, as you heard, I am 

ranking member, has an aggressive 

agenda of public hearings, classified 

briefings/hearings, visits, and possibly 

legislative action. I believe we must 

pass the legislation that six committee 
Members introduced yesterday to give 
Cabinet-level status and budgetary au-
thority to Pennsylvania Governor 
Ridge, who assumes his new job as Di-
rector of the Office of Homeland Secu-
rity on Monday. 

Mr. Chairman, the events of Sep-
tember 11 will be an ever-present re-
minder of the threats we now face. Re-
form starts today. I urge support of 
this legislation. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Delaware 
(Mr. CASTLE), who is chairman of our 
Subcommittee on Technical and Tac-
tical Intelligence. 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time, and I also rise in strong support 
of the intelligence authorization bill. 

As chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Technical and Tactical Intelligence, I 
have had the opportunity to closely re-
view the President’s intelligence budg-
et request and participate in the cre-

ation of this bill. I should note that our 

review occurred both before and after 

the attacks on the World Trade Center 

and the Pentagon. 
There is no question that in the wake 

of these heinous attacks on America 

and the world there were some signifi-

cant changes made to this legislation 

and some additional funds that are rec-

ommended. However, I would offer 

that, on the whole, this bill changed 

very little from the direction it was 

headed prior to September 11. Even be-

fore the attacks, the committee had 

taken some very tough positions with 

respect to the form and function of the 

United States intelligence community. 

Indeed, the committee has, over the 

past 6 years, tried to persuade the ad-

ministration to more properly fund the 

Nation’s first line of defense, that is, 

its intelligence community. 
However, the fact is since the fall of 

the Berlin Wall and the Soviet Union, 

too little funding priority has been 

given to our national intelligence func-

tions. Many intelligence needs have 

been left wanting for lack of funding, 

and the Congress has been forced to in-

tercede in an effort to begin to rebuild 

our human and technical intelligence 

collection and analysis capabilities. 

b 1000

Our focus was on changing the Cold 

War footing to one that is more flexible 

and adaptable to the new world order 

threats.
Prior to the attacks, our funding ef-

forts were limited to working ‘‘at the 

edges’’ of many the problems, because 

we had to live within a set of artificial 

constraints. After the attacks, how-

ever, the gentleman from Florida 

(Chairman GOSS) and the gentlewoman 

from California (Ms. PELOSI), had to 

‘‘take off the gloves.’’ 
With their superb leadership, we 

crafted a bill which took on tough and 
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seemingly intractable problems with 

additional funding authorizations nec-

essary to begin to make a real dif-

ference.
Mr. Chairman, the post September 11 

bill before us makes a real difference. 

It recommends significant funding to 

gain, train, and maintain a quality 

workforce. There is increased funding 

for language instruction and follow-on 

maintenance training. It recommends: 

Additional funding for counter-

terrorism analysis and focused regional 

studies; significant additions for proc-

essing, exploiting, and disseminating 

the vast amount of data that we collect 

around the world; investments in a 

more dynamic and flexible technical 

collection architecture for the future; 

and a down payment on replacing one 

of our most critical, but aging, bal-

listic missile intelligence collection 

systems.
Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill; and 

I recommend support of it by every-

body in this Chamber. 
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Cali-

fornia (Mr. CONDIT) who is the ranking 

member on the Subcommittee on Pol-

icy and National Security, a new sub-

committee of our committee. 
Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

strong support of this bipartisan au-

thorization act. In the wake of the 

tragic attacks on the World Trade Cen-

ter and the Pentagon, nothing is more 

timely than addressing the needs of the 

intelligence community. 
Nothing is clearer to me than the 

need to increase our resources in the 

area of human intelligence and highly 

skilled analysts and people with spe-

cialties in foreign languages. The bill 

encourages the Permanent Select Com-

mittee on Intelligence to invest in the 

intelligence capital by pushing recruit-

ment efforts and funding advanced 

training programs. It will help increase 

our ranks of human intelligence collec-

tors, the critical key in gaining precise 

information on terrorist organizations. 

It is critical that we not only increase 

the number of intelligence gathering 

analysts, but we must also provide 

them with the tools to do the job. 
This bipartisan bill will provide our 

intelligence community with the as-

sets that they need to wage an aggres-

sive campaign against terrorism. I 

commend the chairman and the rank-

ing member for their leadership in this 

area. I would like to thank the chair-

man for his openness to take sugges-

tions from our side of the aisle and to 

make this a strong bipartisan effort. I 

would commend both of them for their 

efforts.
I rise in strong support of this bipartisan au-

thorization act. In the wake of the tragic at-
tacks on the World Trade Center and the Pen-
tagon, nothing is more timely than addressing 
the significant issues facing the intelligence 
community. We must provide direction, re-
sources and guidelines to carry out the crucial 

mission of providing intelligence to policy mak-
ers and our armed forces. 

As the ranking member of the Intelligence 
Policy and National Security Subcommittee 
nothing is clearer to me than the need to in-
crease our resources in the area of human in-
telligence and highly skilled analysts. We are 
experiencing an information revolution. Events 
transpire today on a global scale faster than 
we ever imagined making our need to collect, 
interpret and exploit gathered intelligence 
paramount. 

This bill encourages the intelligence commu-
nity to invest in intellectual capital by pushing 
recruitment efforts and funding advanced train-
ing programs. It will help increase our ranks of 
human intelligence collectors—the critical keys 
to gaining precise information on terrorist or-
ganizations. Alarming as it may seem, we cur-
rently are in a situation where there is more 
information available than our analysts can re-
view. Given the most recent attacks on the 
United States, that is an unconscionable posi-
tion to find ourselves in. It is critical that we 
not only increase the number of intelligence 
gatherers and analysts but we must also pro-
vide them the tools to do their job. 

In May, the subcommittee reviewed intel-
ligence sharing with our NATO allies. I would 
add this review was very useful after Oper-
ation Allied Force—the 1999 Kosovo air cam-
paign. During that campaign, the intelligence 
community shared critical information such as 
bomb damage assessment and force protec-
tion intelligence with our NATO allies. We in-
vestigated the sharing process and proce-
dures to ensure both the protection of classi-
fied material and a timely, seamless sharing of 
intelligence with our allies. In the current cam-
paign against global terrorism, these proce-
dures will continue to be vital to NATO military 
operations and our own national security. 

In June, in conjunction with the Sub-
committee on Terrorism and Homeland Secu-
rity, we heard testimony on terrorism. As a 
member of the Terrorism and Homeland Secu-
rity subcommittee, we are currently holding a 
series of open meetings on this important 
topic. 

Make no mistake, though we have been ag-
gressively pursuing the terrorist threat—and in 
fact, our intelligence community has disrupted 
many planned acts of terrorism—it is clear the 
threat is growing at an alarming rate in terms 
of its infrastructure and in its sophistication. 
This bill supports key efforts by our national 
security agencies to counter these realities. 

I commend Chairman GOSS and Ranking 
Member PELOSI for their leadership and for 
producing a bipartisan bill that will strengthen 
our national security. I urge my colleagues to 
support this bill. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Cali-

fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM), a valued 

member of our committee. 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 

came on this committee thinking I was 

going to show them something. They 

have taught me. It is a bipartisan com-

mittee. It works very, very well; and I 

would like to thank the gentleman 

from Florida (Chairman GOSS) and the 

gentlewoman from California (Ms. 

PELOSI). I should have known better, 

one can always learn something from a 

good woman. 
On this particular committee, there 

is so much information out there that 

a Member can always learn a lot. I also 

want to thank the staff. Many of the 

staff were former members from our in-

telligence community. Twenty-four 

hours a day they will sit and brief 

Members on any area in the classified 

area, and I recommend that Members 

do that more. 
I would also like to talk about the 

defense budget. It is about $200 billion 

in the deficit primarily because of the 

124 deployments that our services were 

asked to go on during the last adminis-

tration. If one transposes that over to 

the Permanent Select Committee on 

Intelligence, they had to deploy 124 

times along with the military. That 

funding deficit caused them the inabil-

ity to modernize the systems and 

equipment that all of us say that they 

need to do their job. 
When I hear some Members, espe-

cially from the other body, criticize 

our intelligence agencies, remember 

that they did not have the assets. They 

were denied modernization. Personally, 

I think they are doing a good job. 
I would like to speak to the chairman 

of the committee. I understand that 

block 5, long-lead funding for Global 

Hawk, was eliminated in this, but the 

chairman has full commitment to sup-

port the Global Hawk and Predator 

programs. Is that correct? 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 

gentleman from Florida. 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, that is cor-

rect.
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman from Florida. 
Those assets, to know where the 

enemy is, is very, very important. In 

January 1972, we were told that there 

were no SAM sites over the hourglass 

just south of Hanoi. We did not have 

the reconnaissance assets that we 

needed. We went in to strike that tar-

get by the hourglass. We lost six air-

planes because we did not have that 

knowledge. The Predator and Global 

Hawk gives us that knowledge. 
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 

(Mr. ROEMER), a valued member of our 

committee.
Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, first of 

all, before even September 11, I want to 

applaud the gentleman from Florida 

(Chairman GOSS) and the ranking 

member, the gentlewoman from Cali-

fornia (Ms. PELOSI), for working in a 

bipartisan way even before that tragic 

event. I also thank the very talented 

staff that we have in this committee 

for working in a bipartisan manner as 

well.
Francis Bacon once said, ‘‘He who 

will not apply new remedies, must ex-

pect new evils.’’ I have encouraged, as 
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this committee has encouraged, new 

ways to reorganize and restructure our 

culture and our targeting in the intel-

ligence community. In the culture, we 

need to push reforms and new ideas 

even more, to move from a culture that 

targets sometimes too often nation 

states, militaries, to a culture that will 

promote targeting sinister and seam-

less cell groups of terrorists. We need 

to move a culture from guards and 

guns and gates to a culture of tar-

geting tents and terrorism and tech-

nology. That is the kind of reform that 

we need in this bill. 
We are moving in that direction. We 

have an independent commission in 

this bill. We have emphasis on foreign 

language skills. We have more empha-

sis on HUMINT, human spies telling us 

where people’s motivations and targets 

are; and we have more money for 

counterterrorism.
I have worked hard on the foreign 

language skill area, and on page 19 of 

the report we state, ‘‘Written materials 

can sit for months, and sometimes 

years, before a linguist with proper se-

curity clearances and skills can begin a 

translation.’’
We are providing aggressive recruit-

ing for new employees, particularly 

those with ethnic and language back-

grounds needed by the intelligence 

community. We are providing addi-

tional language incentives, especially 

in the toughest, most critical lan-

guages. We are providing increases in 

funding in counterterrorism for the 

FBI counterterrorism program, the 

DCI’s counterterrorism program, and 

HUMINT collection. 
Mr. Chairman, we need to do more. 

While I applaud the bipartisan nature 

of this committee, while I warmly ap-

plaud some of the reforms in this bill, 

I will be reserved as I watch the proc-

ess go through the conference later 

with the Senate to encourage, to push 

reform, not to lay blame, not to blame 

individuals where we have so many 

brilliant and talented people in the CIA 

and other communities, but to push 

the reforms needed to change the cul-

ture, the target, and the organization 

that is so critical for us to defend our 

homeland.
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Michi-

gan (Mr. HOEKSTRA).
Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, first 

I would like to offer my strong support 

for the fiscal year 2002 intelligence au-

thorization bill. I believe it is a good, 

bipartisan product that addresses both 

the urgent short-term needs, as well as 

the long-term rebuilding requirements 

in human and signals intelligence. 
As a relatively new member of the 

Permanent Select Committee on Intel-

ligence, I would like to address just a 

portion of the bill which I think is 

very, very critical. It comes out of the 

tragic incident of April 20, 2001 when 

the Peruvian military, relying on in-

formation provided by the U.S. Govern-

ment, mistakenly shot down a civilian 

airplane as part of a drug interdiction 

operation. Two innocent Americans, 

constituents of mine, lost their lives 

due to this error. 
In an effort to ensure that this type 

of incident does not occur again, I have 

worked closely with the gentleman 

from Florida (Chairman GOSS) and the 

committee to secure greater account-

ability from the executive branch with 

respect to the oversight of these coun-

ternarcotics activities. Section 504 

amends current law relating to the im-

munity of employees and agents of the 

United States and foreign countries en-

gaged in the interdiction of drug traf-

ficking aircraft. Under this section, the 

President will annually certify to Con-

gress both the existence of a drug 

threat in the country at issue and the 

existence in that country of the appro-

priate procedures to protect against in-

nocent loss of life. 
If our drug interdiction efforts in 

Latin America are intended to protect 

the American people from the threat of 

narcotics, we need to be sure that the 

methods we use do not create more in-

nocent victims like the Bowers family. 
Mr. Chairman, I congratulate the 

gentleman from Florida (Chairman 

GOSS) and the gentlewoman from Cali-

fornia (Ms. PELOSI) on an excellent bi-

partisan bill. 
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Texas 

(Mr. REYES), another valued member of 

our committee. 
Mr. REYES. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the gentlewoman for yielding me this 

time.
Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 

from Florida (Chairman Goss) and the 

gentlewoman from California (Ms. 

PELOSI) for developing a bill that is de-

signed to meet the intelligence chal-

lenges that our Nation is facing at a 

critical point in our history. Their 

leadership on critical intelligence 

issues has been extremely important to 

all of us on the committee, in par-

ticular to those of us that are on the 

committee for the first time. 
The gentleman from Florida (Chair-

man Goss) and the gentlewoman from 

California (Ms. PELOSI) have recently 

been the focus of the press. However, it 

is important to note, Mr. Chairman, 

that everyone here knows that both 

the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 

PELOSI) and the gentleman from Flor-

ida (Chairman Goss) have been working 

behind the scenes for years on critical 

intelligence issues. I thank them for 

their continued commitment to our 

Nation and the intelligence system 

that we rely on so heavily. 
In a number of hearings that we have 

had in the committee, I expressed two 

very important observations. First, the 

intelligence community needs to pay 

attention to the diversity that is so 

critical and representative of our Na-

tion. Both the chairman and the rank-
ing member have been very supportive 
on that issue. 

Secondly, as some of the other Mem-
bers have mentioned, the emphasis on 
language diversification is vitally im-
portant as we face the challenges in to-
day’s intelligence gathering and anal-
ysis world. 

We need analysts and case officers 
with language skills and expertise in 
many foreign areas. At the NSA and 
the CIA, thousands of pieces of data are 
never analyzed or analyzed after the 
fact because there are too few analysts 
and even fewer with the necessary lan-
guage skills. This is a deficiency that 
must be corrected immediately. 

Our bill provides bonuses to intel-
ligence employees of the CIA and the 
Pentagon who are fluent in languages 
of the toughest and most important 
targets that we face as a Nation. It is 
clear that we must do more, and this 
bill takes the necessary steps to pro-
vide the tools necessary for the intel-
ligence community. I urge all Members 
to support a strong bipartisan bill. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. BOEHLERT).

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I am 
constrained, and understandably so, in 
dealing with the specifics of this bill in 
terms of dollars and numbers. I would 
urge all of my colleagues to follow the 
suggestion of the chairman and the 
ranking member to visit the Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence 
to get the classified briefing and to ex-
amine the figures for themselves. 

Mr. Chairman, let me stress this to 
my colleagues. This is a very good bill 
because it provides more resources for 
people, for our human intelligence, for 
our eyes and ears around the world. 
More resources to add to their numbers 
and their training, with particular em-
phasis in language capabilities. 

Our dedicated and well-trained lin-
guists who are case officers and covert 
operatives and intelligence operatives 
are critically important to operations. 
They are the essential people part of 
the equation. 

b 1015

They are the essential people part of 
the equation. All the sophisticated 
technical means in the world, the sat-
ellites in the heavens and the specialty 
electronic devices all over every place 
are important, but there is no sub-
stitute for people. And, quite frankly, 
with linguistic skills, there simply are 
not enough of them. This bill recog-
nizes that and supports additional 
funding directed to the Defense Lan-
guage Institute. This funding is tar-
geted for linguistic training, not just 
for the training, but also for the re-
cruitment and retention of proficient 
instructors. It promotes computer- 
based training to keep those skills 
honed, and aims at keeping those class-
es fully populated with the best and 
the brightest. 
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Let me stress, there is no substitute 

for the people part of this equation. 

The dedicated men and women in the 

intelligence community who are serv-

ing this Nation at distant points in the 

globe are to be applauded and sup-

ported and we do just that. 
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am 

pleased to yield 21⁄2 minutes to the dis-

tinguished gentleman from Iowa (Mr. 

BOSWELL) who serves as the ranking 

member of the Subcommittee on 

Human Intelligence, Analysis and 

Counterintelligence of the Permanent 

Select Committee on Intelligence. 
Mr. BOSWELL. Mr. Chairman, I 

would like to say to whoever is listen-

ing that it is my observation in my few 

months on this committee that we 

have outstanding leadership with our 

chairman and ranking member, and I 

really appreciate it, and I hope all 

America does. In my former life as a 

teacher at the command general staff 

college at the Department of Tactics, I 

want to assure you that I am aware 

and I want you to be aware that intel-

ligence is something you have to have. 

You have to have reliable information 

before you act. 
And I want to tell you this, that I 

have made also the observation that we 

have dedicated and professional men 

and women who work in this commu-

nity. Nevertheless, the horrendous at-

tacks acts of September 11 require us 

to think hard about how U.S. intel-

ligence is gathered, analyzed and dis-

seminated so that we are sure intel-

ligence is providing the very best first 

line of defense for our country. 
As the ranking member of the Sub-

committee on Human Intelligence, 

Analysis and Counterintelligence, I be-

lieve we need better global coverage, 

allowing us to collect more human in-

telligence in more places worldwide. As 

we all are now too well aware, we face 

terrorist networks with global reach. 

We are forced into a serious situation 

regarding our security. We must our-

selves place overt and covert collectors 

in every corner of the world to fight 

back and utilize well the assistance of 

our international allies. In addition, 

for our HUMINT collectors to be effec-

tive, their language skills and foreign 

area expertise overall must be im-

proved and maintained. Career paths 

for specialists must be fostered. This 

bill provides the resources and encour-

ages the efforts in the intelligence 

community to increase the number of 

front-line field officers and improve 

their skills. 
Furthermore, we have to get smarter 

at using effectively, across the agen-

cies of the Federal Government, all 

available information that bears on 

terrorism. Different agencies of the 

government have different roles to 

play, and no one agency can do the job 

alone. Currently, our capacity to col-

lect information outstrips our ability 

to exploit what we have. Furthermore, 

we have not always given proper 

weight to the most predictive sources 

of information. The analytic effort in 

the fight against terrorism must be an 

all-inclusive effort, with sufficient 

numbers of analysts deployed where 

they are needed to make a difference. 

The Congress may soon vote to author-

ize new methods and procedures for 

sharing information. This is all well 

and good, but the agencies now ex-

pected to share information must have 

state-of-the-art information tech-

nology tools and the personnel they 

need to process, analyze and dissemi-

nate critical intelligence to make new 

authorizations effective. 
I urge your support of this bill. 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I am 

pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin-

guished gentlewoman from New Mexico 

(Mrs. WILSON), a former member of our 

committee.
Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, in the 

front of this report, the unclassified 

version which is really worth reading 

for my colleagues, it says that intel-

ligence is our first line of defense, but 

too often it is an afterthought. This 

document and this bill explains why we 

must have a renewed focus on intel-

ligence. I commend the chairman and 

the ranking member and the com-

mittee for their excellent work on this 

bill in providing some direction for the 

future.
The one thing I do want to highlight, 

and we have discussed this among our-

selves, is the need to move forward 

with the problem of homeland intel-

ligence. It is the most obvious, gaping 

hole in our protection against ter-

rorism, the ability to prioritize, direct, 

collect, analyze and inform about ac-

tivities within the United States and 

to share information among agencies, 

much of it completely unclassified, in 

order to make sure we can defend the 

homeland of the United States. 
I look forward to working with the 

chairman and my other colleagues in 

the House to make sure that the intel-

ligence capability of the United States 

remains strong. 
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am 

pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin-

guished gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. 

JACKSON-LEE).
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 

Chairman, let my say to the gentleman 

from Florida (Mr. GOSS) whom I see a 

lot in the Committee on Rules and to 

the ranking member, the gentlewoman 

from California (Ms. PELOSI), thank 

them for a very excellent legislative 

initiative. The American people under-

stand the word intelligence, and I 

think as we have reflected on the enor-

mous tragedy of September 11, they 

will be more informed about the impor-

tance of our intelligence community. 
This legislation advocates the en-

hancement of the intelligence commu-

nity. Let me thank both the gentleman 

from Florida (Mr. GOSS) and the gentle-

woman from California (Ms. PELOSI) for 
the new commission to find out the 
facts of the September 11, tragedy. 
Many might say that we give out too 
much information, but I believe this 
commission will help us understand 
better the necessity for enhanced fund-
ing, resources, technology for our in-
telligence community. 

I had thought of offering an amend-
ment as the ranking member on the 
Immigration Subcommittee to deal 
with seeking to promote collaborative 
efforts between the INS and the intel-
ligence community. Two days ago, we 
in the Committee on the Judiciary 
passed an antiterrorism bill unani-
mously with a balance between the 
rule of law and tools for law enforce-
ment. I believe it is important that we 
realize that though immigration does 
not equate to terrorism, it is impor-
tant the INS be able to be advised on 
intelligence that would help them fur-
ther thwart those trying to enter the 
country with the purpose of terrorist 
activities.

I hope we will have a chance to dis-
cuss that issue so that we can work to-
gether for homeland security, we can 
balance our committee’s work and pro-
vide the necessary collaboration to se-
cure our Nation. 

I ask my colleagues to support this 
important legislation. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentleman from Connecticut 
(Mr. SIMMONS), a man who has had 
great experience in the intelligence 
business.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Chairman, I com-
mend the chair and the ranking mem-
ber and the members of the Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence for 
their bipartisan work on this legisla-
tion.

Specifically, I want to state my 
strong support for provisions in section 
105 that codifies the U.S. Coast Guard 
as a National Foreign Intelligence Pro-
gram agency under the National Secu-
rity Act. 

Fifteen years ago, the Coast Guard 
was primarily a consumer of intel-
ligence. Now and into the future, it can 

be a collector, a processor and a pro-

ducer as well as a consumer of intel-

ligence. The Coast Guard is involved in 

counternarcotics, counterterrorism, il-

legal alien smuggling, maritime drug 

interdiction, sea enforcement of immi-

gration laws, port security and water-

ways security. 
The integration of the Coast Guard 

into the intelligence community 

makes them more responsive to the 

threats we face, and in particular, to 

the threats of terrorism. It also en-

hances the training and activities of 

the Coast Guard intelligence program 

and professionalizes their activities. 
On this basis, I am very pleased to 

see that this bill codifies the Coast 

Guard as an element of the intelligence 

community.
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Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support of the 

Intelligence Authorization Act of FY 2002. I 
commend the chairman, ranking member and 
members of the House Intelligence Committee 
for their bipartisan work on this important 
piece of legislation. 

Specifically, I would like to state my strong 
support for the provisions in section 105 of 
this bill that codifies the U.S. Coast Guard as 
a National Foreign Intelligence Program 
(NFIP) Agency under the National Security 
Act. 

Mr. Chairman, I have the privilege of rep-
resenting New London, CT, which is the home 
of the U.S. Coast Guard Academy. I also 
serve as vice chairman of the Coast Guard 
Subcommittee of the Transportation Com-
mittee. These associations have introduced 
me to some of the unique activities of the 
Coast Guard. 

Fifteen years ago the Coast Guard was an 
intelligence consumer. When I offered a 
course on the Intelligence Community at the 
Academy, I was told that it was not necessary. 
These circumstances are no longer the case 
today. 

Now and into the future, the Coast Guard 
can be a collector, a processor, and a pro-
ducer as well as a consumer of intelligence. 
On this basis, including the Coast Guard Intel-
ligence Program (CGIP) into the NFIP is an 
important and timely initiative. 

To a certain degree, the integration of ele-
ments of the Coast Guard into the Intelligence 
Community is a formality. The men and 
women of the Coast Guard have been taking 
part in homeland protection through the mul-
titude of tasks; tasks that it performs better 
than any other agency of our Government. 

The Coast Guard is involved in counter-
narcotics, counterterrorism, illegal alien smug-
gling, maritime drug interdiction, and sea-en-
forcement of immigration laws, port security 
and waterways security to name a few. 

Threats to our country are met and thwarted 
along and off our shores every day through 
the diligence and professionalism of the Coast 
Guard. The routine activities of the Coast 
Guard also place it in a position to collect in-
formation, disseminate information and partici-
pate in the production of intelligence. This can 
be a valuable contribution to the Intelligence 
Community. 

The integration of the Coast Guard into the 
Intelligence Community makes them more re-
sponsive to some of the threats we face—par-
ticularly the threat of terrorist attacks. It also 
enhances the training and activities of the 
Coast Guard Intelligence Program, and profes-
sionalizes their activities. 

On this basis I am glad to see that section 
105 of this bill codifies the Coast Guard as an 
element of the Intelligence Community. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am 

pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-

tleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT).
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, it is 

not popular to say, but I believe Amer-

ica’s intelligence network is very poor. 

Americans are now being killed by the 

thousands, and money alone is not 

going to solve it. 
I think Congress must address our 

Mideast policy. I think we can and 

should support Israel, but we must be 

more objective in dealing with Arab 

nations. I believe the Palestinian issue 

must be resolved and the Palestinian 

people deserve a homeland, and that is 

not popular to say. 
But, ladies and gentlemen, Ameri-

cans are now being killed by the thou-

sands, and we have exported through 

our policies the terrorism in the Mid-

east to the United States of America. I 

think it is time to tell it like it is, stop 

addressing the symptoms and look at 

the root causations. We can maintain 

our friendships and strong alliance 

with Israel, but by God we have to 

show objectivity in the Mideast or 

there will be more bin Ladens and more 

terrorist attacks on the United States 

of America. 
Finally, our borders are wide open. 

Congress better look at that issue, be-

cause we have exposed a very vulner-

able, soft underbelly. 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I am 

pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin-

guished gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 

KIRK), also knowledgeable on matters 

of national security. 
Mr. KIRK. Mr. Chairman, I want to 

speak as a Naval Reserve intelligence 

officer who knows the value of lin-

guistic abilities in intelligence. The 

United States Government has two 

large institutions dedicated to inter-

national languages used by many coun-

tries, the Foreign Service Institute and 

the Defense Language Institute. But 

the real reserve of linguistic abilities 

among tribal and less-used languages 

across countries is the Peace Corps. 
I think the United States needs to 

develop in the national security com-

munity an ability to speak these other 

languages, especially obviously in Cen-

tral Asia and countries where terrorist 

threats might emerge. This is going to 

require a huge effort, focusing on some 

of the abilities and the institutional 

knowledge in the Army’s foreign area 

officer expertise. I think it is necessary 

for the Navy and Air Force and intel-

ligence agencies to develop this FAO 

capability in other services, especially 

so that there is a full career path for 

such officers and that the United 

States looks to the long term. 
I also want to commend the com-

mittee on the recruitment guidelines 

and hope that when we look to the Di-

rector of Central Intelligence, that he 

reports back on those guidelines early 

and gives the Chief of Station the abil-

ity to set the guidelines in unique cir-

cumstances.
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 

gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 

SMITH).
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank 

my good friend for yielding me this 

time.
Mr. Chairman, I rise to engage Chair-

man GOSS in a brief colloquy on the 

matter of border security. The State 

Department has the legal responsi-

bility to issue visas at our U.S. embas-

sies and consulates. Over the years, we 

have vastly improved the process by 

which visas are issued. Name check 

systems are now computerized, allow-

ing the consular officer at a post to 

have a reliable method of vetting a per-

son’s entry into the United States. 
This system of name checking is only 

as good, however, as the information 

that is entered into the system. I 

would like to ask the chairman that in 

the course of the intelligence bill con-

ference, that he work to ensure that 

the best cooperation is received from 

relevant agencies to be sure that cur-

rent information is provided on a time-

ly basis to the State Department for 

purposes of securing a better name 

check system. I would note that all 18 

of the suicide hijackers were granted 

visas. Something is wrong and we need 

to fix it. 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-

tleman will yield, I would certainly 

agree that the gentleman raises an ex-

cellent point with regard to the full 

need for cooperation among agencies 

for purposes of strengthening our bor-

der security programs. I will work in 

conference to come up with appropriate 

language to direct that such informa-

tion sharing occurs among the intel-

ligence agencies and the State Depart-

ment so that we have the best and 

most secure visa issuing system pos-

sible. I will further pledge that we will 

try and improve the handoff between 

the other law enforcement agencies 

that are involved as well. 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank 

the distinguished chairman. 
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
I just want to address another point 

in the bill that the gentleman from 

Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA) referenced, 

and, that is section 504, relating to offi-

cial immunity for employees and 

agents of the United States and foreign 

countries engaged in the interdiction 

of aircraft used in illicit drug traf-

ficking. This springs from the unfortu-

nate, and that is a very mild word to 

use, shooting down of the aircraft in 

Peru. Under this section, the President 

must make an annual certification to 

Congress concerning both the existence 

of a drug threat in the country at issue 

and the existence in that country of 

appropriate procedures to protect 

against innocent loss of life. An annual 

report to Congress by the President 

concerning United States government 

assistance to such interdiction pro-

grams is also required by this section. 
I call that to the attention of our col-

leagues, because many Members had 

concerns about that incident. And 

doing so gives another reason to ac-

knowledge the cooperation of our 

chairman, the gentleman from Florida, 

for including this language. I recognize 

the gentleman from Michigan’s leader-

ship in this because his constituent 
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was directly affected by it. I thank him 

for his leadership. 

b 1030

Mr. Chairman, I did want to make a 

couple of remarks in closing here. This 

bill contains an independent review of 

the events leading up to September 11. 

I believe that as we proceed to talk 

about anything regarding September 

11, we are walking on sacred ground. 

We have to proceed with great dignity 

to honor, and out of respect for, the 

losses suffered by so many. 
Our entire country wants us to do ev-

erything possible to stop terrorism in 

our country, terrorism against our in-

terests worldwide, and, indeed, ter-

rorism against any target, and to 

stamp out terrorism wherever it exists. 
I do believe that it is important in 

light of the horrific acts of September 

11 that there be an independent assess-

ment of the performance of the agen-

cies and departments of the federal 

government responsible for dealing 

with terrorism. That assessment must 

be broad in scope and conducted by in-

dividuals as free as possible of the in-

terests of the organizations they will 

review.
Section 306 as approved by the com-

mittee would produce those results. I 

will offer an amendment to address 

some of the concerns expressed by 

some of our colleagues about the 

breadth of jurisdiction of the commis-

sion under the amendment time. But I 

think it is a mistake to just proceed 

without an independent review of the 

events that happened. For that reason 

I thank the chairman for his support in 

making the commission a part of the 

bill, and I appreciate the Republican 

majority support on that. 

Sensitive to the concerns raised by 

some on both sides of the aisle about 

the scope of that commission I intend 

to offer an amendment as a com-

promise.

I wanted to acknowledge and join my 

distinguished chairman in acknowl-

edging the great work of the staff on 

both sides of the aisle, headed up by 

Tim Sample as the majority chief of 

staff and Mike Sheehy, our staff chief 

on the Democratic side. We are all very 

well served by all the staff on both 

sides of the aisle. We do not think of it 

in a partisan way. 

I also want to again thank our distin-

guished chairman for the manner in 

which he conducted the markup, in-

deed, the business of our committee, 

and for his receptivity to the concerns 

presented by the minority side. I want 

to particularly commend my minority 

members for the valuable contributions 

they have made to the debate and, 

again, of course, the work of every 

member of the committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, we have heard over 

the course of the last hour or so many 

Members talk about our intelligence 

needs, and especially the need to ad-

dress the shortfalls related to 

counterterrorism. We have also heard 

about the need to invest in the broader 

areas of intelligence. It is this invest-

ment in time, thought, funding, and ac-

tually action that I would like to ad-

dress as we close on our side of the gen-

eral debate. 
The President, his Cabinet and Mem-

bers of this body have rightly told the 

American people that the war on ter-

rorism is going to be a long-term ef-

fort, and that even if we were to get 

Mr. bin Laden tomorrow that would 

not put an end to terrorist activities, 

sadly.
Likewise, Mr. Chairman, if we only 

make fixes to the intelligence commu-

nity to address counterterrorism capa-

bilities, we will not fully protect our 

national security and other quarters 

from the multitude of others threats 

that could befall us. 
In a recent classified publication 

called the Quadrennial Intelligence 

Community Review, there are some 

specific unclassified trends that speak 

to the challenges of our future. Briefly, 

adversaries increasingly will target the 

U.S. homeland; military threats will be 

quantitatively and qualitatively dif-

ferent, involving very short-notice con-

tingencies and a very high premium on 

flexibility response; warning of global 

crisis will be more difficult by 2015 be-

cause of the scope and complexity of 

requirements and the speed of events; 

revolutionary information technology 

capabilities will be available to friend 

and to foe; and adversaries will use 

new, highly-effective means to select 

and neutralize sensitive clandestine op-

erations or technically sophisticated 

collection devices. These are just a few 

of the kinds of challenges out there. 
Mr. Chairman, all of these points go 

to the fact that this country will need 

a vibrant, flexible, and strong intel-

ligence community. 
More importantly, however, is that 

these points, in my view, challenge the 

wherewithal of our current national se-

curity structure. Therefore, in this bill 

we send a message to the administra-

tion that now is not the time to circle 

the wagons and attempt to address the 

issues with a status quo approach. We 

must take a look at whether the struc-

ture of the intelligence community can 

meet the challenges that we know are 

out there; and I believe the answer is 

that it cannot in its present form, and 

whether our overall national security 

apparatus needs to be updated and re-

vised, and I believe it should, and I do 

not think anybody disagrees with that. 
The reason that this is so important 

at this time is thrown into stark relief 

obviously by the horrible tragic events 

of September 11, which I agree with my 

ranking member, is sacred soil. The 

same attacks demonstrate that the 

issue of the safety and security of the 

rights and freedoms of the civilized 

world as a whole are at stake. 
If you do not believe me, I would like 

you to take a moment just to take a 

look at this map, which shows in the 

red countries, those are the countries 

that suffered loss during the September 

11 attacks. There is a lot of red on that 

map around the globe; and that is what 

I suggest, that national security is a 

global issue and we indeed are looked 

at as the leaders. 
In closing, let me again thank all the 

members of the committee, and I mean 

each and every one, especially our sub-

committee chairmen and the ranking 

members. I know it has been a lot of 

hard work, and we have reorganized 

HPSCI this year to take on the extra 

load.
I thank the gentlewoman from Cali-

fornia (Ms. PELOSI) particularly for her 

cooperation and very sincere consider-

ation of the provisions of this bill. The 

management of her side of these mat-

ters has been extraordinary. 
I also want to pay special attention 

to our committee staff, Mr. Chairman. 

The Permanent Select Committee on 

Intelligence staff is a group of very 

professional, very experienced, dedi-

cated people who have gone through a 

great deal since September 11. They 

have worked literally tirelessly 

through weekends, nights to respond to 

several additional tasks that the 

Speaker and, of course, circumstances 

have placed on the committee, as well 

as to prepare this bill for Members’ 

consideration, and other bills that are 

coming shortly on the subject of intel-

ligence, as we all know. 
This was always a bipartisan effort, 

and I am thankful we have such an ex-

traordinary professional staff. I would 

name each and every one of them for 

citation for their extraordinary work, 

and I will put their names in the 

RECORD. I am most grateful that they 

work so well together and so profes-

sionally.
I also need to point out the Speaker 

of the House and the minority leader, 

the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. GEP-

HARDT), have done an amazing job of 

staying tuned to what our extraor-

dinary circumstances and being there 

for the Permanent Select Committee 

on Intelligence and intelligence mat-

ters when we needed them; and I must 

also include the appropriators, the gen-

tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), of 

course, a former member of the com-

mittee; the gentleman from California 

(Mr. LEWIS), of course, a former mem-

ber of the committee; the gentleman 

from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA), for 

the work they have done to understand 

our problems. 
Finally, I want to pause for a mo-

ment to recognize those from the intel-

ligence communities who lost their 

lives on September 11 in the service of 
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the Nation at the Pentagon. Mr. Chair-

man, 15 people from the community 

lost their lives, seven from the Defense 

Intelligence Agency, seven from the Of-

fice of Naval Intelligence. They will be 

sorely missed by the community, and, 

of course, extremely missed by their 

families and loved ones. 
It is in their honor we will push to 

ensure that the proper investments and 

changes are made to ensure that their 

comrades and Americans around the 

world can enjoy the rights, the free-

doms, the securities at home and 

abroad. These are the symbols of the 

American culture, these are what we 

stand for, this is what we seek to pro-

tect and provide for. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Florida (Mr. GOSS) has 

expired.
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, we have 

been joined by two distinguished Mem-

bers who were in markup. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 

distinguished gentleman from Mary-

land (Mr. CARDIN).
Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, let me 

thank the gentlewoman for yielding me 

time, and just concur in the comments 

that the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 

GOSS) has just made. 
These are difficult times for our en-

tire Nation and for the people who 

work in our intelligence agencies. They 

are at a disadvantage. When they have 

a victory, when they are able to stop 

terrorist activities here or abroad, they 

cannot issue a press release when they 

do their work successfully. 
Obviously, we need to do a better job 

on the intelligence front for our Na-

tion, and the legislation before us 

moves us in that direction and I 

strongly support it. We all need to do a 

better job, including what we do here 

on the Hill in providing the resources 

to our intelligence community. 
Mr. Chairman, I just really wanted to 

rise to thank the men and women who 

give public service to this country in 

the intelligence field. They do public 

service for this Nation, they do it in a 

very fine way, and they need additional 

support. We all need to come together 

so that we can make this Nation a 

stronger Nation. 
I want to thank the chairman and 

ranking member for the legislation 

they have brought forward. 
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am 

pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin-

guished gentleman from California 

(Mr. FARR), a member of the Com-

mittee on Appropriations. 
Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-

man, I thank the gentlewoman for 

yielding me this valuable time. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise commending the 

committee in their realization that 

you cannot have better intelligence un-

less we have better linguistic training. 

I happen to represent what we call the 

language capital of the world, Mon-

terey, California, which is the home for 

the Defense Language Institute, the 

largest language school in the world. 

Four thousand young men and women 

of every ethnic background are study-

ing in Monterey to become linguists for 

our military and Federal Government. 
We also have the AT&T Language 

Line; and many of you, if you do have 

any language problems, can dial up and 

get immediate translation on that line. 

We have the Monterey Institute of 

International Studies, which is the 

home for the Nonproliferation Center, 

which we understand is where all the 

dangerous material in the world is lo-

cated.
This emphasis on languages is the 

only way we are going to better under-

stand the world we live in and better 

understand the communications that 

go on in the world. Thank you for put-

ting it in the report. 
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, how 

much time do I have remaining? 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 

from California (Ms. PELOSI) has 11⁄2

minutes remaining, and the gentleman 

from Florida (Mr. GOSS) has no time re-

maining.
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, in the minute and a 

half I have remaining, I want to join 

our distinguished chairman in remem-

bering those people in the defense in-

telligence community who lost their 

lives at the Pentagon, indeed all of the 

people who lost their lives at the Pen-

tagon. Those of us who have had the 

opportunity to spend any time over 

there to extend the condolences of this 

entire Congress and of our own con-

stituents know that the sorrow that we 

all experienced has moved to resolve. 
I also wanted to mention John 

O’Neill, a former FBI special agent in 

charge of the National Security Divi-

sion, who lost his life in the World 

Trade Center attack. His service is well 

known to many of us in the intel-

ligence community; and we extend con-

dolences to his family, and, indeed, to 

the families of all who lost their lives, 

whether it is in planes or in the build-

ings that were attacked. 
There have been unimaginable acts of 

terrorism designed to instill fear in the 

American people, but the terrorists 

will not succeed in that. Their behavior 

is outside the circle of civilized human 

behavior, and I agree with President 

Bush that we will bring them to justice 

or bring justice to them; but justice 

must be done. 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to have 

the remainder of my time be a moment 

of silence in honor of those that lost 

their lives. 
The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 

debate has expired. 
Pursuant to the rule, the committee 

amendment in the nature of a sub-

stitute printed in the bill shall be con-

sidered as an original bill for the pur-

pose of amendment under the 5-minute 

rule by title, and each title shall be 

considered read. 
No amendment to that amendment 

shall be in order except those printed 

in the portion of the CONGRESSIONAL

RECORD designated for that purpose 

and pro forma amendments for the pur-

pose of debate. Amendments printed in 

the RECORD may be offered only by the 

Member who caused it to be printed or 

his designee and shall be considered 

read.
The Clerk will designate section 1. 
The text of section 1 is as follows: 

H.R. 2883 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 

Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 

the ‘‘Intelligence Authorization Act for Fiscal 

Year 2002’’. 
(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-

tents of this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 

TITLE I—INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES 

Sec. 101. Authorization of appropriations. 
Sec. 102. Classified schedule of authorizations. 
Sec. 103. Personnel ceiling adjustments. 
Sec. 104. Intelligence community management 

account.
Sec. 105. Codification of the Coast Guard as an 

element of the intelligence commu-

nity.

TITLE II—CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGEN-

CY RETIREMENT AND DISABILITY SYS-

TEM

Sec. 201. Authorization of appropriations. 

TITLE III—GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Sec. 301. Increase in employee compensation 

and benefits authorized by law. 
Sec. 302. Restriction on conduct of intelligence 

activities.
Sec. 303. Sense of the Congress on intelligence 

community contracting. 
Sec. 304. Requirements for lodging allowances 

in intelligence community assign-

ment program benefits. 
Sec. 305. Technical amendment. 
Sec. 306. Commission on September 11 govern-

ment preparedness and perform-

ance.

TITLE IV—CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 

AGENCY

Sec. 401. Modifications to Central Intelligence 

Agency’s central services pro-

gram.
Sec. 402. Extension of CIA Voluntary Separa-

tion Pay Act. 
Sec. 403. Guidelines for recruitment of certain 

foreign assets. 

TITLE V—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES 

Sec. 501. Authority to purchase items of nomi-

nal value for recruitment pur-

poses.
Sec. 502. Funding for infrastructure and qual-

ity-of-life improvements at 

Menwith Hill and Bad Aibling 

stations.
Sec. 503. Continuation of Joint Interagency 

Task Force at current locations in 

Florida and California. 
Sec. 504. Modification of authorities relating to 

interdiction of aircraft engaged in 

illicit drug trafficking. 
Sec. 505. Undergraduate training program for 

employees of the National Im-

agery and Mapping Agency. 
Sec. 506. Technical amendments. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-

ments to section 1? 
If not, the Clerk will designate title 

I.
The text of title I is as follows: 

TITLE I—INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES 
SEC. 101. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro-

priated for fiscal year 2002 for the conduct of 

the intelligence and intelligence-related activi-

ties of the following elements of the United 

States Government: 
(1) The Central Intelligence Agency. 
(2) The Department of Defense. 
(3) The Defense Intelligence Agency. 
(4) The National Security Agency. 
(5) The Department of the Army, the Depart-

ment of the Navy, and the Department of the 

Air Force. 
(6) The Department of State. 
(7) The Department of the Treasury. 
(8) The Department of Energy. 
(9) The Federal Bureau of Investigation. 
(10) The National Reconnaissance Office. 
(11) The National Imagery and Mapping 

Agency.
(12) The Coast Guard. 

SEC. 102. CLASSIFIED SCHEDULE OF AUTHORIZA-
TIONS.

(a) SPECIFICATIONS OF AMOUNTS AND PER-

SONNEL CEILINGS.—The amounts authorized to 

be appropriated under section 101, and the au-

thorized personnel ceilings as of September 30, 

2002, for the conduct of the intelligence and in-

telligence-related activities of the elements listed 

in such section, are those specified in the classi-

fied Schedule of Authorizations prepared to ac-

company the bill H.R. 2883 of the One Hundred 

Seventh Congress. 
(b) AVAILABILITY OF CLASSIFIED SCHEDULE OF

AUTHORIZATIONS.—The Schedule of Authoriza-

tions shall be made available to the Committees 

on Appropriations of the Senate and House of 

Representatives and to the President. The Presi-

dent shall provide for suitable distribution of 

the Schedule, or of appropriate portions of the 

Schedule, within the executive branch. 

SEC. 103. PERSONNEL CEILING ADJUSTMENTS. 
(a) AUTHORITY FOR ADJUSTMENTS.—With the 

approval of the Director of the Office of Man-

agement and Budget, the Director of Central In-

telligence may authorize employment of civilian 

personnel in excess of the number authorized for 

fiscal year 2002 under section 102 when the Di-

rector of Central Intelligence determines that 

such action is necessary to the performance of 

important intelligence functions, except that the 

number of personnel employed in excess of the 

number authorized under such section may not, 

for any element of the intelligence community, 

exceed two percent of the number of civilian 

personnel authorized under such section for 

such element. 
(b) NOTICE TO INTELLIGENCE COMMITTEES.—

The Director of Central Intelligence shall 

promptly notify the Permanent Select Committee 

on Intelligence of the House of Representatives 

and the Select Committee on Intelligence of the 

Senate whenever the Director exercises the au-

thority granted by this section. 

SEC. 104. INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY MANAGE-
MENT ACCOUNT. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

There is authorized to be appropriated for the 

Intelligence Community Management Account 

of the Director of Central Intelligence for fiscal 

year 2002 the sum of $152,776,000. Within such 

amount, funds identified in the classified Sched-

ule of Authorizations referred to in section 

102(a) for the Advanced Research and Develop-

ment Committee shall remain available until 

September 30, 2003. 
(b) AUTHORIZED PERSONNEL LEVELS.—The ele-

ments within the Intelligence Community Man-

agement Account of the Director of Central In-

telligence are authorized 313 full-time personnel 

as of September 30, 2002. Personnel serving in 

such elements may be permanent employees of 

the Intelligence Community Management Ac-

count or personnel detailed from other elements 

of the United States Government. 

(c) CLASSIFIED AUTHORIZATIONS.—

(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—In

addition to amounts authorized to be appro-

priated for the Intelligence Community Manage-

ment Account by subsection (a), there are also 

authorized to be appropriated for the Intel-

ligence Community Management Account for 

fiscal year 2002 such additional amounts as are 

specified in the classified Schedule of Author-

izations referred to in section 102(a). Such addi-

tional amounts shall remain available until Sep-

tember 30, 2003. 

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF PERSONNEL.—In addi-

tion to the personnel authorized by subsection 

(b) for elements of the Intelligence Community 

Management Account as of September 30, 2002, 

there are hereby authorized such additional per-

sonnel for such elements as of that date as are 

specified in the classified Schedule of Author-

izations.

(d) REIMBURSEMENT.—Except as provided in 

section 113 of the National Security Act of 1947 

(50 U.S.C. 404h), during fiscal year 2002, any of-

ficer or employee of the United States or a mem-

ber of the Armed Forces who is detailed to the 

staff of the Intelligence Community Manage-

ment Account from another element of the 

United States Government shall be detailed on a 

reimbursable basis, except that any such officer, 

employee, or member may be detailed on a non-

reimbursable basis for a period not to exceed one 

year for the performance of temporary functions 

as required by the Director of Central Intel-

ligence.

(e) NATIONAL DRUG INTELLIGENCE CENTER.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Of the amount authorized to 

be appropriated in subsection (a), $27,000,000 

shall be available for the National Drug Intel-

ligence Center. Within such amount, funds pro-

vided for research, development, test, and eval-

uation purposes shall remain available until 

September 30, 2003, and funds provided for pro-

curement purposes shall remain available until 

September 30, 2004. 

(2) TRANSFER OF FUNDS.—The Director of Cen-

tral Intelligence shall transfer to the Attorney 

General funds available for the National Drug 

Intelligence Center under paragraph (1). The 

Attorney General shall utilize funds so trans-

ferred for the activities of the National Drug In-

telligence Center. 

(3) LIMITATION.—Amounts available for the 

National Drug Intelligence Center may not be 

used in contravention of the provisions of sec-

tion 103(d)(1) of the National Security Act of 

1947 (50 U.S.C. 403–3(d)(1)). 

(4) AUTHORITY.—Notwithstanding any other 

provision of law, the Attorney General shall re-

tain full authority over the operations of the 

National Drug Intelligence Center. 

SEC. 105. CODIFICATION OF THE COAST GUARD 
AS AN ELEMENT OF THE INTEL-
LIGENCE COMMUNITY. 

Section 3(4)(H) of the National Security Act of 

1947 (50 U.S.C. 401a(4)(H) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ before ‘‘the Department 

of Energy’’; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘, and the Coast Guard’’ be-

fore the semicolon. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-

ments to title I? 

If not, the Clerk will designate title 

II.

The text of title II is as follows: 

TITLE II—CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGEN-
CY RETIREMENT AND DISABILITY SYS-
TEM

SEC. 201. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
There is authorized to be appropriated for the 

Central Intelligence Agency Retirement and Dis-
ability Fund for fiscal year 2002 the sum of 
$212,000,000.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to title II? 

If not, the Clerk will designate title 
III.

The text of title III is as follows: 

TITLE III—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 301. INCREASE IN EMPLOYEE COMPENSA-

TION AND BENEFITS AUTHORIZED 
BY LAW. 

Appropriations authorized by this Act for sal-
ary, pay, retirement, and other benefits for Fed-
eral employees may be increased by such addi-
tional or supplemental amounts as may be nec-
essary for increases in such compensation or 
benefits authorized by law. 

SEC. 302. RESTRICTION ON CONDUCT OF INTEL-
LIGENCE ACTIVITIES. 

The authorization of appropriations by this 
Act shall not be deemed to constitute authority 

for the conduct of any intelligence activity 

which is not otherwise authorized by the Con-

stitution or the laws of the United States. 

SEC. 303. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS ON INTEL-
LIGENCE COMMUNITY CON-
TRACTING.

It is the sense of the Congress that the Direc-

tor of Central Intelligence should continue to di-

rect that elements of the intelligence community, 

whenever compatible with the national security 

interests of the United States and consistent 

with operational and security concerns related 

to the conduct of intelligence activities, and 

where fiscally sound, should competitively 

award contracts in a manner that maximizes the 

procurement of products properly designated as 

having been made in the United States. 

SEC. 304. REQUIREMENTS FOR LODGING ALLOW-
ANCES IN INTELLIGENCE COMMU-
NITY ASSIGNMENT PROGRAM BENE-
FITS.

Section 113(b) of the National Security Act of 

1947 (50 U.S.C. 404(h)) is amended— 
(1) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ before ‘‘An employee’’; 

and
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph:
‘‘(2) The head of an agency of an employee 

detailed under subsection (a) may pay a lodging 

allowance for the employee subject to the fol-

lowing conditions: 
‘‘(A) The allowance shall be the lesser of the 

cost of the lodging or a maximum amount pay-

able for the lodging as established jointly by the 

Director of Central Intelligence and— 
‘‘(i) with respect to detailed employees of the 

Department of Defense, the Secretary of De-

fense; and 
‘‘(ii) with respect to detailed employees of 

other agencies and departments, the head of 

such agency or department. 
‘‘(B) The detailed employee maintains a pri-

mary residence for the employee’s immediate 

family in the local commuting area of the parent 

agency duty station from which the employee 

regularly commuted to such duty station before 

the detail. 
‘‘(C) The lodging is within a reasonable prox-

imity of the host agency duty station. 
‘‘(D) The distance between the detailed em-

ployee’s parent agency duty station and the 

host agency duty station is greater than 20 

miles.
‘‘(E) The distance between the detailed em-

ployee’s primary residence and the host agency 

duty station is 10 miles greater than the dis-

tance between such primary residence and the 

employees parent duty station. 
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‘‘(F) The rate of pay applicable to the detailed 

employee does not exceed the rate of basic pay 

for grade GS–15 of the General Schedule.’’. 

SEC. 305. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT. 
Section 106(b)(2)(C) of the National Security 

Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 403–6(b)(2)(C)) is amended 

by striking ‘‘Nonproliferation and National Se-

curity’’ and inserting ‘‘Intelligence and the Di-

rector of the Office of Counterintelligence’’. 

SEC. 306. COMMISSION ON SEPTEMBER 11 GOV-
ERNMENT PREPAREDNESS AND PER-
FORMANCE.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a 

commission to be known as the ‘‘Commission on 

Preparedness and Performance of the Federal 

Government for the September 11 Acts of Ter-

rorism’’ (in this section referred to as the ‘‘Com-

mission’’).
(b) DUTY.—
(1) ASSESSMENT OF AGENCY PERFORMANCE.—

The Commission shall, with respect to the acts 

of terrorism committed against the United States 

on September 11, 2001, assess the performance of 

those agencies and departments of the United 

States charged with the responsibility to pre-

vent, prepare for, or respond to acts of terrorism 

up to and including that date. For purposes of 

the preceding sentence, those agencies and de-

partments include— 
(A) the Department of Defense (including the 

intelligence elements of the Department), 
(B) the Department of Justice (including the 

intelligence elements of the Department), 
(C) the Department of State (including the in-

telligence elements of the Department), 
(D) the Department of the Transportation (in-

cluding the intelligence elements of the Depart-

ment),
(E) the Department of the Treasury (including 

the intelligence elements of the Department), 
(F) the Central Intelligence Agency, and 
(G) the Federal Emergency Management 

Agency.
(2) REPORT.—The Commission shall submit the 

report described in subsection (g). 
(c) MEMBERSHIP.—
(1) NUMBER AND APPOINTMENT.—The Commis-

sion shall be composed of 10 members appointed 

as follows: 
(A) The President shall appoint 4 members. 
(B) The Speaker of the House of Representa-

tives shall appoint 2 members. 
(C) The majority leader of the Senate shall 

appoint 2 members. 
(D) The minority leader of the House of Rep-

resentatives shall appoint 1 member. 

(E) The minority leader of the Senate shall 

appoint 1 member. 

(2) TERMS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Each member shall be ap-

pointed for the life of the Commission. 

(B) VACANCIES.—Any member appointed to fill 

a vacancy occurring before the expiration of the 

term for which the member’s predecessor was ap-

pointed shall be appointed only for the remain-

der of that term. A member may serve after the 

expiration of that member’s term until a suc-

cessor has taken office. A vacancy in the Com-

mission shall be filled in the manner in which 

the original appointment was made. 

(3) BASIC PAY.—

(A) RATES OF PAY.—Members shall serve with-

out pay. 

(B) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—Each member shall re-

ceive travel expenses, including per diem in lieu 

of subsistence, in accordance with applicable 

provisions under subchapter I of chapter 57 of 

title 5, United States Code. 

(4) QUORUM.—6 members of the Commission 

shall constitute a quorum but a lesser number 

may hold hearings. 

(5) CHAIRPERSON.—The Chairperson of the 

Commission shall be elected by the members. 

(d) DIRECTOR AND STAFF OF COMMISSION.—

(1) DIRECTOR.—The Commission shall have a 

Director who shall be appointed by the Chair-

person.

(2) STAFF.—The Chairperson may appoint and 

fix the pay of additional personnel as the Direc-

tor considers appropriate. 

(3) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN CIVIL SERVICE

LAWS.—The Director and staff of the Commis-

sion shall be appointed subject to the provisions 

of title 5, United States Code, governing ap-

pointments in the competitive service, and shall 

be paid in accordance with the provisions of 

chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of 

that title relating to classification and General 

Schedule pay rates, except that an individual so 

appointed may not receive pay in excess of the 

annual rate of basic pay for GS–15 of the Gen-

eral Schedule. 

(4) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—With the ap-

proval of the Chairperson, the Director may pro-

cure temporary and intermittent services under 

section 3109(b) of title 5, United States Code, but 

at rates for individuals not to exceed the daily 

equivalent of the maximum annual rate of basic 

pay for GS–15 of the General Schedule. 

(5) STAFF OF FEDERAL AGENCIES.—Upon re-

quest of the Chairperson, the head of any Fed-

eral department or agency may detail, on a re-

imbursable basis, any of the personnel of that 

department or agency to the Commission to as-

sist it in carrying out its duties under this sec-

tion.

(e) POWERS OF COMMISSION.—

(1) HEARINGS AND SESSIONS.—The Commission 

may, for the purpose of carrying out this sec-

tion, hold hearings, sit and act at times and 

places, take testimony, and receive evidence as 

the Commission considers appropriate. The Com-

mission may administer oaths or affirmations to 

witnesses appearing before it. 

(2) POWERS OF MEMBERS AND AGENTS.—Any

member or agent of the Commission may, if au-

thorized by the Commission, take any action 

which the Commission is authorized to take by 

this section. 

(3) OBTAINING OFFICIAL DATA.—The Commis-

sion may secure directly from any department or 

agency of the United States information, includ-

ing classified information, necessary to enable it 

to carry out this Act. Upon request of the Chair-

person of the Commission, the head of that de-

partment or agency shall furnish that informa-

tion to the Commission. 

(4) MAILS.—The Commission may use the 

United States mails in the same manner and 

under the same conditions as other departments 

and agencies of the United States. 

(5) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES.—Upon

the request of the Commission, the Adminis-

trator of General Services shall provide to the 

Commission, on a reimbursable basis, the admin-

istrative support services necessary for the Com-

mission to carry out its responsibilities under 

this section. 

(6) SUBPOENA POWER.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Commission may issue 

subpoenas requiring the attendance and testi-

mony of witnesses and the production of any 

evidence relating to any matter under investiga-

tion by the Commission. The attendance of wit-

nesses and the production of evidence may be 

required from any place within the United 

States at any designated place of hearing within 

the United States. 

(B) FAILURE TO OBEY A SUBPOENA.—If a per-

son refuses to obey a subpoena issued under 

subparagraph (A), the Commission may apply to 

a United States district court for an order re-

quiring that person to appear before the Com-

mission to give testimony, produce evidence, or 

both, relating to the matter under investigation. 

The application may be made within the judicial 

district where the hearing is conducted or where 

that person is found, resides, or transacts busi-

ness. Any failure to obey the order of the court 

may be punished by the court as civil contempt. 

(C) SERVICE OF SUBPOENAS.—The subpoenas 

of the Commission shall be served in the manner 

provided for subpoenas issued by a United 

States district court under the Federal Rules of 

Civil Procedure for the United States district 

courts.

(D) SERVICE OF PROCESS.—All process of any 

court to which application is made under sub-

paragraph (B) may be served in the judicial dis-

trict in which the person required to be served 

resides or may be found. 

(E) IMMUNITY.—Except as provided in this 

paragraph, a person may not be excused from 

testifying or from producing evidence pursuant 

to a subpoena on the ground that the testimony 

or evidence required by the subpoena may tend 

to incriminate or subject that person to criminal 

prosecution. A person, after having claimed the 

privilege against self-incrimination, may not be 

criminally prosecuted by reason of any trans-

action, matter, or thing which that person is 

compelled to testify about or produce evidence 

relating to, except that the person may be pros-

ecuted for perjury committed during the testi-

mony or made in the evidence. 

(7) CONTRACT AUTHORITY.—The Commission 

may contract with and compensate government 

and private agencies or persons for supplies and 

services, without regard to section 3709 of the 

Revised Statutes (41 U.S.C. 5). 

(f) REPORT.—The Commission shall transmit a 

report to the President and the Congress not 

later than 6 months after the date by which the 

Director has been appointed by the Chairperson. 

The report shall contain a detailed statement of 

the findings and conclusions of the Commission, 

together with its recommendations for legisla-

tion and administrative actions the Commission 

considers appropriate. 

(g) TERMINATION.—The Commission shall ter-

minate on 30 days after submitting the report re-

quired under subsection (g). 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-

ments to title III? 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. GOSS

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. GOSS:

Strike the heading of section 306 (page 12, 

lines 1 and 2) and insert the following: 

SEC. 306. COMMISSION ON NATIONAL SECURITY 
READINESS.

Page 12, beginning on line 4, strike ‘‘Com-

mission on Preparedness and Performance of 

the Federal Government for the September 

11 Acts of Terrorism’’ and insert ‘‘Commis-

sion on National Security Readiness’’. 

Page 12, strike lines 9 through 17 and insert 

the following: 

(1) REVIEW.—With respect to the acts of 

terrorism committed against the United 

States on September 11, 2001, the Commis-

sion shall review the national security readi-

ness of the United States to identify struc-

tural impediments to the effective collec-

tion, analysis, and sharing of information on 

national security threats, particularly ter-

rorism. For purposes of the preceding sen-

tence, the scope of the review shall include— 

Page 13, line 8, strike ‘‘subsection (g)’’ and 

insert ‘‘subsection (f)’’. 

Page 13, line 11, strike ‘‘10’’ and insert ‘‘8’’. 

Page 13, line 13, strike ‘‘4’’ and insert ‘‘2’’. 

Page 13, after line 21, insert the following 

new paragraph and redesignate the suc-

ceeding paragraphs accordingly: 
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(2) QUALIFICATIONS.—(A) A member of the 

Commission shall have substantial Federal 

law enforcement, intelligence, or military 

experience with appropriate security clear-

ance.

(B) A member of the Commission may not 

be a full-time officer or employee of the 

United States. 

Page 16, beginning on line 5, strike ‘‘hold 

hearings,’’.

Page 16, beginning on line 8, strike ‘‘The 

Commission’’ and all that follows through 

the end of line 9. 

Strike paragraph (6) of section 306(e) (page 

17, beginning on line 7 through page 19, line 

3) and redesignate the succeeding paragraph 

accordingly).

Page 19, line 10, strike ‘‘6 months’’ and in-

sert ‘‘one year’’. 

Page 19, beginning on line 17, by striking 

‘‘subsection (g)’’ and insert ‘‘subsection (f)’’. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 

offer an amendment to section 306 re-

garding the establishment of an inde-

pendent commission to review the na-

tional security readiness of the United 

States, to identify structural impedi-

ments to the effective collection anal-

ysis and sharing of information on na-

tional security threats, particularly 

terrorism.

b 1045

By way of explanation, in its mark-

up, the committee debated the pur-

poses, mandate, and composition of 

this national commission that we 

talked about that would review our Na-

tion’s readiness to address the national 

security threat posed by terrorism in 

the wake of events that we all wit-

nessed on September 11 in New York 

and Pennsylvania and the Pentagon. 

There was some disagreement among 

members as to whether there was an 

immediate need for such a commission 

and how broad its scope should actu-

ally be. Some members argued that 

there should be no commission at all as 

it might fall into the trap of focusing 

only on who was to blame for events of 

September 11, which is hardly the time 

to do that. Other members were con-

cerned about the independence of com-

mission members. Some of our mem-

bers felt that the role of such a com-

mission overlapped substantially with 

the responsibilities of our own Sub-

committee on Terrorism and Homeland 

Security, and there were other 

thoughts as well. 

I know that we all recognize that it 

is important to understand what hap-

pened on September 11 and how our 

government can defend our Nation bet-

ter in the future. That is a given. At 

the same time, it was my hope to find 

some common ground between the 

varying views who are opposed to the 

establishment of a commission, assess-

ing the performance of U.S. Govern-

ment agencies responsible for safe-

guarding our country, and those who 

are seeking immediate answers as to 

what we can do to strengthen our de-

fenses against terrorism. I was looking 

for that common ground. 

So we have come up with this amend-
ment. Incidentally, this amendment 
also has some minor fixes for some of 
the inadvertent problems we found 
down in the Justice Department in the 
hand-off with law enforcement. The 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LAHOOD)

in particular, who has already spoken 

on the rule in this matter, was plan-

ning to offer an amendment to strike 

section 306 in its entirety, which was to 

remove the commission out of the bill. 

He and several other members ex-

pressed their strongly held views on 

this proposal during our mark, and I 

want to express my appreciation for his 

willingness and their willingness to 

work with me in developing a proposal 

with the ranking member that will 

allow us to review our national secu-

rity readiness with respect to ter-

rorism with a focus on the future; in 

other words, avoiding the blame game 

and getting to the future. I am pleased 

to say that the gentleman from Illinois 

(Mr. LAHOOD) has joined as an original 

cosponsor of this amendment that I 

have, as have the gentleman from Dela-

ware (Mr. CASTLE), the gentleman from 

North Carolina (Mr. BURR), and the 

gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 

CHAMBLISS), I understand, who were 

those originally opposed to the provi-

sion.
My amendment establishes a 1-year 

mandate for a joint Presidential-Con-

gressional commission on national se-

curity readiness composed of eight 

independent members, two appointed 

by the President, two by the Speaker, 

two by the Senate majority leader and 

one by the Senate minority leader and 

one by the House minority leader. The 

commission members would be selected 

based on their expertise in Federal law 

enforcement, intelligence, and military 

affairs; in other words, they have to be 

experienced, not political appointees. I 

believe that the commission as now 

structured will not interfere with con-

gressional committee jurisdiction, nor 

undermine executive branch preroga-

tives, and will allow us to better get to 

the question of what went wrong in a 

positive way so that we can do appro-

priate things to correct what went 

wrong.
It is my hope that this proposal will 

attract the support of both sides, and 

because this issue is too important and 

too urgent to be treated as a partisan 

matter, and we do not do that on our 

committee anyway, I would urge a fa-

vorable vote on it. 
I would also say that we have made 

every effort to work together, I am 

very thankful for the efforts of the gen-

tlewoman from California (Ms. PELOSI).

We thought we had worked out this 

particular amendment so it would pass 

muster on both sides. It did pass mus-

ter on our side; apparently, it did not 

pass muster all the way on her side, 

and she is going to offer a substitute in 

a moment which better reflects the 

thinking on her side. This is the good 

spirit in which we do these things in 

the committee. We think this is a very 

legitimate debate; it is one that is 

going to happen anyway, and we think 

this is an appropriate time and way to 

open up some of this discussion. 
Having said that, I think it is clear, 

in looking for the right way to do the 

right thing here on this, and we will be 

very happy to entertain Members’ com-

ments, and I suspect we will have a 

vote on it. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. PELOSI AS A SUB-

STITUTE FOR AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY

MR. GOSS

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment as a substitute for the 

amendment.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment offered as a sub-

stitute for the amendment. 
The text of the amendment offered as 

a substitute for the amendment is as 

follows:

Amendment offered by Ms. PELOSI as a sub-

stitute for the amendment offered by Mr. 

GOSS:
Page 13, line 8, strike ‘‘subsection (g)’’ and 

insert ‘‘subsection (f)’’. 
Page 13, line 11, strike ‘‘10’’ and insert ‘‘8’’. 
Page 13, line 13, strike ‘‘4’’ and insert ‘‘2’’. 
Page 16, beginning on line 5, strike ‘‘hold 

hearings,’’.
Page 16, beginning on line 8, strike ‘‘The 

Commission’’ and all that follows through 

the end of line 9. 
Strike paragraph (6) of section 306(e) (page 

17, beginning on line 7 through page 19, line 

3) and redesignate the succeeding paragraph 

accordingly.
Page 19, line 10, strike ‘‘6 months’’ and in-

sert ‘‘one year’’. 
Page 19, beginning on line 17, by striking 

‘‘subsection (g)’’ and insert ‘‘subsection (f)’’. 

Ms. PELOSI (during the reading). Mr. 

Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 

that the amendment be considered as 

read and printed in the RECORD.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentlewoman 

from California? 
There was no objection. 
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, in the 

wake, literally in the wake, of the hor-

rific tragedies of September 11, there 

are many Members in the body, indeed 

in the country, who want an inde-

pendent review of events leading up to 

September 11 and an evaluation of the 

performance of the agencies with re-

sponsibility for counterterrorism in 

our country. I have a substitute 

amendment at the desk which strikes 

language in the bill in response to 

some of the concerns raised by our Re-

publican colleagues. 
The committee position coming to 

the House today establishes an inde-

pendent commission to review the ap-

propriate agencies and their perform-

ance. There were concerns raised by 

some on the minority side and others 

even on the majority, saying that the 

scope of the commission was too broad, 

its ability to subpoena, to hold hear-

ings, to grant immunity. Concerns 
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were even expressed by the Justice De-

partment.
In the interest of addressing some of 

the concerns raised by the majority, I 

am presenting this amendment, which 

would eliminate some of those powers 

from the commission, and also reduc-

ing the number of people on the com-

mission from 10 to 8, again, addressing 

the concerns raised. Many of those 

same provisions are in the Goss amend-

ment.
My concern with the Goss amend-

ment and why I continue to persist 

with mine is that his amendment 

changes the scope of the commission. 

Our commission is an assessment of 

the performance of Federal agencies 

and departments responsible for the 

prevention, preparation for, or re-

sponses to acts of terrorism. That is 

what we are proposing. The Goss 

amendment proposes instead a review 

of the structural impediments to the 

collection, analysis and sharing of in-

formation on terrorism. That amend-

ment limits the scope of the commis-

sion’s activities. This would be, in my 

judgment, unwise. 
What the gentleman from Florida 

(Mr. GOSS) is proposing is a totally rea-

sonable proposal, but I do not think it 

is a substitute for an independent re-

view.
The Goss amendment specifies that 

persons appointed as members must 

have substantial Federal law enforce-

ment, intelligence, or military experi-

ence, and a security clearance. One of 

the attributes of section 306, as ap-

proved by the committee, with bipar-

tisan support as part of this bill, is 

that it stresses the desirability for the 

commission to have members with 

great independence of judgment. That 

is what we are offering in our proposal: 

great independence of judgment, 

thought, and experience. By requiring 

prior Federal experience in these areas 

the Goss amendment virtually guaran-

tees that the commission appointees 

will be the same insiders that are usu-

ally tapped for these kinds of posts. 

That, to me, seems contrary to the de-

sire for a fresh look at the performance 

of these departments and agencies 

which were evident in the committee. 
So what the Members of this body 

have to decide is whether we want an 

independent review of the events pre-

ceding September 11 and the perform-

ance of the agencies. It is not about 

fingerpointing, it is not about assign-

ing blame, it is just about trying to 

prevent such tragedies from happening 

in the future, and unless we know how 

we got to where we are now, it seems 

that it would be more difficult to pre-

vent these kinds of acts of terrorism. 
I have no problem with the Goss 

amendment for what it seeks to do. 

But it is a substitute instead of an ad-

dition to what this committee, the Se-

lect Committee on Intelligence voted 

as part of the chairman’s mark, and 

then it was challenged in committee, it 

survived that challenge, and now 

comes to the floor. I want to defend the 

committee’s position, but be sensitive 

to the concerns raised about subpoena 

power, holding of hearings, and grant-

ing of immunity. The amendment 

strikes those from the bill. 
My objection is that our approach is 

preferable in that it is independent and 

does not turn to the same people who 

have been involved in all of these ac-

tivities, reviewing these activities 

again; thus, depriving them of the inde-

pendence that we want them to see. 
Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 

to support an independent review, and 

I hope that they will support my 

amendment.
Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word in support of 

the chairman’s amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, I do support the Goss 

amendment. I was one of those as a 

member of the Committee on Intel-

ligence that spoke out very vehe-

mently against this idea. I think it is a 

bad idea. But I have been around here 

long enough to know that under our 

process, no one of us gets their own 

way; and obviously, I am not going to 

get my way on this issue, and that is 

the reason I support the chairman’s 

amendment. I think it is reasonable, I 

think it makes sense. I think the no-

tion that we want to turn over the re-

sponsibility of the Select Committee 

on Intelligence to some outside group 

to take a look at what went wrong on 

September 11 is a very bad idea, but ap-

parently, we are going to do that. I 

think the way to do it is through the 

amendment that is being offered by the 

chairman, which is reasonable, it is 

common sense. 
No one in this House knows more 

about intelligence-gathering, no one in 

this House knows more about the intel-

ligence network; no one knows more in 

this House than the gentleman from 

Florida (Mr. GOSS), about the whole 

network that is used to gather intel-

ligence. He is the man when it comes 

to intelligence. He is a former CIA 

agent. So my point in saying that is, 

we ought to adopt his amendment. 
The fault that I find with the amend-

ment offered by the gentlewoman from 

California (Ms. PELOSI) and I know this 

will irritate people on the other side, 

but the fault I find is that it is the 

blame game amendment. The Pelosi 

amendment wants to point a finger. 

The Pelosi amendment wants to lay 

blame with someone. The gentlewoman 

does not like the Goss amendment, but 

in reality, it is a good amendment. It 

appoints a commission, it gets profes-

sional people, it is going to look at 

what happened. 
As I said during the markup of this 

bill, we do not need to lay blame. It is 

our responsibility as the committee to 

find out what happened. That is why 

the Speaker of the House and the 

Democratic leader appointed a sub-

committee on terrorism with the dis-

tinguished member from California and 

the distinguished member from Geor-

gia chairing that, so they could look 

into these matters too, and some of us 

are members of that. That is a good 

subcommittee. It has standing. It is a 

subcommittee now of the full Select 

Committee on Intelligence. We are 

going to do good work. We have al-

ready had two public meetings. We 

have brought a lot of experts in. 
The other point I will make is this: 

we have had three commissions, distin-

guished Americans serving on those 

commissions. The gentlewoman from 

California (Ms. HARMAN) was a member 

of one of those commissions. They have 

made a lot of recommendations. But in 

the end, it is up to the Committee on 

Intelligence, with the intelligence com-

munity, to figure out these things. I 

think it is a slap in the face at the in-

telligence community for those people 

who want to get their pound of flesh 

against whomever, the CIA director, 

the FBI director, people in the defense 

intelligence community, to drag them 

before the public and require them 

to’fess up with whatever happened. 
I think many of us realize that this is 

a good bill that we are going to pass 

here on the floor. It gives the kind of 

resources and the kind of language and 

ability to really help the intelligence 

community. Appointing a commission 

is not going to do that. 
But I give up on the idea, I throw up 

the white flag and say pass the Goss 

amendment, defeat the Pelosi amend-

ment; and we can move on and lay 

blame where we want. But this is a 

good bill. It will be a good bill even 

with the Goss amendment. I urge the 

House to pass it. I urge the House to 

defeat the Pelosi amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, it is easy for politi-

cians to lay blame. We are partly re-

sponsible. We are trying to fix that in 

this intelligence authorization bill 

that we are passing today. We do not 

need another commission to do it. I 

know it sounds like I am talking out of 

both sides of my mouth, but as I said, 

under our process, not one of us gets 

our own way. Support the Goss amend-

ment. He is the man when it comes to 

intelligence. Nobody in this House 

knows more about it, and I think he 

has put in place the amendment to do 

what we need to do to assuage the con-

cerns that people have and to give peo-

ple their opportunity to get their 

pound of flesh. And if we have to do it, 

let us do it with his amendment. 

b 1100

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of 

words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 

Pelosi amendment; but I also want to 

express my great affection for and 

agreement with much of what the last 
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speaker said. The only thing I do not 

agree with is his conclusion. 
Let me state how I get to my conclu-

sion. First, I had misgivings about the 

language in the underlying bill, and I 

believed that the structural piece of 

the commission was overbroad. That 

misgiving has been addressed by both 

the Goss amendment and the Pelosi 

amendment. We need to be clear, nei-

ther amendment will permit subpoena 

power and hearings, and some of the 

things that were in the underlying bill. 

That is gone. Whichever version of this 

we approve, we are not approving that, 

so I am very comfortable about that 

change.
Secondly, I would like to say that in 

offering her amendment, the gentle-

woman from California (Ms. PELOSI),

who was the author of the language in 

the underlying bill, went a long way to 

address the concerns many of us have 

expressed. I think we have to respect 

that. She has made a great accommo-

dation to the rest of us, and that has a 

lot to do with my support of her 

amendment.
The language in the two amendments 

is quite close. The mandates are some-

what different, but the language is 

close. The difference is that, at least as 

many perceive it, the Pelosi version 

would permit a more independent look 

at what I believe are the structural 

changes we need to make in our intel-

ligence-gathering.
I just spoke a minute ago in favor of 

the authorization bill and said that it 

is not about the people, and it is not 

the blame game; it is about the way we 

have structured our intelligence agen-

cies. They are an ad hoc group of agen-

cies that have grown up since World 

War II that now need to be reorganized 

and integrated. That is what we need 

to do. That is what our bill does. 
My bottom line is, we may not need 

another commission. The gentleman 

from Illinois (Mr. LAHOOD) may be 

right about that. But if we are having 

another commission, let us be sure 

that it is independent and it has appro-

priate powers. I give the edge on that 

to the Pelosi amendment. I urge us to 

come together in the bipartisan, uni-

fied way we have on this committee al-

ways and support one concept. 
Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of 

words.
Mr. Chairman, this is my 9th or 10th 

year in this Congress, and this is the 

first time I have sat and listened to 

this entire debate on this authoriza-

tion. Obviously, our world has changed; 

and each of our jobs as Members of 

Congress has also changed since Sep-

tember 11. 
There is no more important bill that 

this Congress will adopt than this au-

thorization today. I think that is a re-

alization that each of the 435 Members 

of this body need to acknowledge; and 

I think at some level we have acknowl-

edged, because I think what we all real-

ize now is that this is, in fact, as has 

been said, our front line of defense as a 

society.
As great as the work that has been 

done, and we have talked about the 

successes, unfortunately, at this point 

in the debate, in a sense we have not 

addressed what really is a colossal fail-

ure, to speak in any other way about 

September 11 is just sticking our heads 

in the sand, a colossal failure of unpar-

alleled proportions. 
We have talked about the difficulty 

of the job and the successes, but I 

think what we need to strive for and, 

in fact, achieve is literally zero toler-

ance for failure. No one said it will be 

easy, but that, in fact, is what we need. 

It is something that effectively the 

American people are demanding, but 

we need. 
I do not know how many of my col-

leagues have tried to imagine what 

6,000 dying means. I do not dwell on it, 

but I have tried to think about it. And 

it is beyond my ability to even imagine 

what 6,000 deaths in an instant means. 
We do not know the financial cal-

culations of the World Trade Center at-

tacks, what they are at this point. We 

literally do not know; in the trillions, 

tens of trillions, hundreds of trillions 

of dollars; fundamental changes in our 

economy. We do not know yet. But 

what we do know is that had these ter-

rorists had biological, chemical, or nu-

clear weapons and the ability to deliver 

them, they would have used them; and 

in fact, what we do not know is their 

ability at this point to use them. 
We do know that there are states 

that have sponsored terrorism. We 

know this is a fact, and we knew that 

as of more than 10 years ago, that 

states that have sponsored terrorism 

have biological and chemical weapons. 

Unfortunately, there is no reason to 

believe that those states who are, in 

fact, state sponsors of terrorism have 

not provided methods of mass destruc-

tion to terrorist organizations. 
In fact, the 6,000 deaths in an instant, 

unfortunately, we know could become 6 

million deaths in an instant. As impos-

sible as 6,000 deaths are for us to imag-

ine, I do not think any of us could 

imagine 6 million. 
Mr. Chairman, people have talked 

about the fact that it was impossible to 

predict the World Trade Center at-

tacks. The intelligence community 

could not think outside the box, never 

thought about it. I am not a big fan of 

Tom Clancy, but maybe I should be-

come one, because as many of us have 

learned since September 11, Tom 

Clancy predicted it. One of his novels 

has exactly this attack, an airplane 

commandeered by hijackers hitting a 

building.
As some of us have learned since the 

attack of September 11, the people in-

volved, the students involved, the high 

school students involved in the Col-

umbine massacre, spoke about this 

type of attack. 
For no other reason than those two 

that I just gave as examples, we need 

to be thinking outside the box. To 

limit the ability on this type of com-

mittee to people inside the box is, un-

fortunately, part of the reason why we 

have gotten to where we have gotten. 
What I have just said is outside the 

box, also. Everyone on the committee 

who has spoken today has said we need 

to do everything we can. No one has 

said zero tolerance. That is why I sup-

port the substitute. We need the sub-

stitute. We need that type of commit-

ment in our society. 
Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 

words.
Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 

the Pelosi amendment and somewhat 

reluctantly in support of the chair-

man’s amendment. 
I was one of those folk within the 

committee and markup who voted 

against this provision. I did so for a 

couple of reasons. We get elected to 

Congress not just to make the easy de-

cisions. The easy decisions anybody 

can make. We are elected to Congress 

to make the very toughest decisions 

that are put forth to any Americans, 

and this situation that we are dealing 

with now, the instance of September 

11, is going to involve some very tough 

decisions being made by Members of 

Congress.
We do not need to shirk that respon-

sibility. By creating a commission, I 

think we are shirking that responsi-

bility and putting it on somebody else. 

I think that is wrong. We have had a 

number of commissions who have done 

great work on the issue of terrorism 

over the last 6 or 8 years. 
All of those commissions have made 

a number of recommendations to Con-

gress. Frankly, Congress has looked at 

them with a very jaundiced eye until 

September 11. We can create another 

commission if we want to. I suspect 

they will come forward with some rec-

ommendations, and once again, we will 

do what we think is right, irrespective 

of what that commission concludes. 
Secondly and probably most impor-

tantly, the incident on September 11 

was a very tragic and terrible incident, 

one of the worst, obviously, that we 

have ever seen domestically in this 

country. But as I read the paper this 

morning, and those who work within 

the intelligence community know, the 

likelihood of another attack is very 

great. In fact, the words this morning 

of somebody in a leadership position 

said it is probably a 100 percent possi-

bility it will occur. 
So if we are going to create a com-

mission to study the incidents of Sep-

tember 11, how many more commis-

sions are we going to create down the 

road to investigate subsequent inci-

dents? I think it is wrong. I think we as 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 09:33 Apr 26, 2005 Jkt 089102 PO 00000 Frm 00018 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR01\H05OC1.000 H05OC1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE18932 October 5, 2001 
Members of Congress, and particularly 
within the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, have the duty 
to be objective in our oversight respon-
sibility, we have the duty to look at 
the deficiencies that took place in this 
situation that may or may not have al-
lowed the September 11 incidents to 
occur, and we need to come forward 
and make the right, responsible deci-
sions and not give that duty to some-
body outside of this body. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the Pelosi amendment, even though I 
have great respect for the gentle-
woman, and reluctantly I support the 
chairman who is the man, in this case. 
I agree with my friend, the gentleman 
from Illinois. I ask that his amendment 
be supported. 

Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Pelosi amendment. I am confused as to 
why our committee cannot continue 
our work and still have an independent 
group come in and take a look at what 

happened. It seems to me to be some-

what irresponsible for us not to want 

to have an assessment by an inde-

pendent group of exactly what hap-

pened.
This is a good bill. It does a lot of 

good things. But if we take out this 

commission and the independence that 

it has, it is not as good a bill as it was 

before.
I think it is important for the Amer-

ican people also to know that there is 

an independent observation or an eval-

uation of what occurred. I think we 

really need to know exactly. 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-

man, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CONDIT. I yield to the gen-

tleman from California. 
Mr. LEWIS of California. I appreciate 

my colleague yielding. 
Mr. Chairman, I normally would not 

do this, but it is my understanding 

that the difference in the language 

here is really very small. Indeed, the 

Goss amendment would bring in an 

independent group. The difference is 

that there would be some requirement 

that the people on the commission 

have some experience. It strikes me 

that in this arena, it is pretty obvious 

that we need people with some experi-

ence.
I further would suggest to my col-

league, I understand last night, like at 

9:30 or 10:00 the two sides were essen-

tially in agreement in the middle of 

the night. For some reason, we have to 

come out here optically and have a par-

tisan vote. It should have been taken 

care of. 
The conference is ahead of us. The 

gentlewoman has the responsibility to 

work out that kind of compromise. I do 

not understand why we find ourselves 

in this position. 
Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Chairman, let me 

reclaim my time. 

I am not aware of the events of last 

night. I am simply saying to the gen-

tleman that I do not think this House 

ought to be frightened, fearful of an 

independent evaluation of what oc-

curred.
If there was any major accident hap-

pening in any of our cities or any parts 

of the country, we would ask people to 

come in and make assessments about 

what happened. We would have insur-

ance companies coming in and making 

assessments. We would have local law 

enforcement people coming in and 

making assessments. 
We need to know what happened, and 

we think that independent people can 

give us some kind of different view. It 

does not mean that they do not have 

the knowledgeable people on the com-

mission. As a matter of fact, I think 

there is room for a placement of knowl-

edgeable people, people with a back-

ground in this area, on the commis-

sion.
I do not know what was said last 

night. I do not know anything about 

that. But I do know, we ought not to be 

fearful to have an independent look at 

this. We think it is good for the Amer-

ican people to have a clear under-

standing about what happened. We 

think it is good for the agencies to 

have a clear and different kind of look 

and view of what happened in this in-

stance.
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-

man, if the gentleman would yield just 

a moment further, I am sorry to do 

this, but I think the gentleman knows 

that the gentleman from Pennsylvania 

(Mr. MURTHA) and I deal with some 

pretty sensitive areas in our defense re-

sponsibilities. We are able to come to-

gether and work in a nonbipartisan 

way without having a public display 

that suggests there is some partisan 

difference.
There is not a partisan difference 

here. They are both independent com-

missions. It just seems to me that the 

ranking member should have been able 

to work this out between now and con-

ference without a display that suggests 

there is some division in the House, 

and there is not a division in the 

House.
Mr. CONDIT. I will let the ranking 

member speak to this when she gets up 

to speak about this. But I thought 

when this left the committee, it left it 

in a bipartisan way. It left with the 

Pelosi language in it, which was an 

independent commission. That is the 

way it left. We got to the floor today 

and it is different. If Members take the 

Pelosi language out, in my opinion, we 

make the bill weaker. 
The bill does a lot of good things, but 

we as a Congress, we as a nation, the 

intelligence community, should not be 

fearful to allow someone to come in 

and do an assessment of exactly what 

occurred here. It does not mean we 

have to agree with it, but we ought to 

have an independent view of what hap-

pened here. The American people need 

to know that, and I think that that 

would add confidence to us all, to have 

people on the outside come in and take 

a look. 

b 1115

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-

man, I move to strike the requisite 

number of words. 
Mr. Chairman, I would be happy to 

have an exchange with the gentle-

woman. I yield to the gentlewoman 

from California (Ms. PELOSI).
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the gentleman from California (Mr. 

LEWIS).
It seems from the remarks of the 

gentleman there should be some clari-

fication about how events proceeded. 

We had suggested on the minority side 

as a result of concerns expressed to us 

by Members of Congress that there be 

an independent review. We brought 

that to the majority side. They accept-

ed that. It was part of the chairman’s 

mark. There was challenge to the 

chairman’s mark in the full committee 

in which our position prevailed. Again, 

our bill comes to the floor with an 

independent review in it. 

Our chairman had wanted to have 

Congress work its will and have a de-

bate on this. We do not see anything 

wrong with having a debate. I do not 

think there is anything unhealthy or 

unwholesome about that. The spirit of 

the debate is to make a distinction be-

tween whether we want an independent 

review of these events and the perform-

ance of the agencies or whether we do 

not? I would like to hear from the 

chairman on it. I appreciate the gen-

tleman yielding, but this was the wish 

that the Congress do debate it and 

work its will and respect the results. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Reclaiming 

my time, and I will be willing to yield, 

is the gentlewoman suggesting that the 

language of the gentleman from Flor-

ida (Mr. GOSS) does not provide for an 

independent review of people with 

some expertise? 

Ms. PELOSI. That is one of the 

things. There are a couple of points. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Yes or no? 

Ms. PELOSI. What I am saying is the 

scope of the review is different. What 

we are talking about is an independent 

review by those outside the commu-

nity, in some cases. The difference be-

tween our two bills is the Goss amend-

ment does not have an independent re-

view of the events leading up to or the 

performance of the agencies. What his 

amendment does is to say let us go for-

ward, which is a good thing, to analyze 

the collection, dissemination and shar-

ing of intelligence and that is a very 

important point. It is not a bad thing. 

It is just that it is not an inde-

pendent review. We could do both. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Reclaiming 

my time, it is my understanding that 
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as late as 9:30 or 10:00 in the well of the 

House in a discussion, the differences 

here were that close because both pre-

sumed there was independence in re-

view. One had required more expertise 

than the other approach apparently. 

But the important point I would make 

is that optically, the gentlewoman is 

presenting a picture. So there is some 

big difference here in terms of review. 
Ms. PELOSI. There is. 
Mr. LEWIS of California. The gentle-

woman and I have had differences on 

this subject before. I no longer serve on 

the committee, as we all know. I do 

spend a lot of time there because of my 

work. Having said that, I remember 

our debates on the floor regarding 

whether our budget should be public or 

not. The gentlewoman wanted to do 

that.
Ms. PELOSI. That is correct. 
Mr. LEWIS of California. I would sub-

mit to the gentlewoman that there 

probably are messengers from the 

Taliban who would love to see the ad-

justments that the committee is mak-

ing at this point. I do not notice a 

Member on the floor in connection 

with that at this point in time. 
I must say optically we are pre-

senting a difference with no difference. 

It is a bit disconcerting to me that the 

leadership of the committee has not 

been able to handle this in a way at 

this very delicate time that does not 

provide such an appearance of dif-

ference.
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. LEWIS of California. I am happy 

to yield to the gentlewoman from Cali-

fornia.
Ms. PELOSI. First, I want to recog-

nize the standing of the gentleman 

from California (Mr. LEWIS) on these 

issues. He is a former member of the 

committee and as the chairman of the 

Subcommittee on Defense of the Com-

mittee on Appropriations, probably 

knows more, or as much as anyone 

else. I defer to the gentleman from 

Florida (Mr. GOSS) on this issue. We all 

respect his expertise. 
The point is in response to the con-

cerns raised by others about the scope 

of the commission, we made a proposal 

last night that said we will take out 

the subpoena power, we will take out 

the hearing process, we will take out 

the granting of immunity. But the 

independence of the commission is 

something we can not yield on; A, and, 

B, the scope; how we can collect and 

disseminate information better in the 

future is too narrow. We should do that 

too. But we should not ignore the op-

portunity to have those people who are 

not all, according to the Goss amend-

ment, of the community, but rather 

have some independent thinking on it. 

So we did try to make accommoda-

tions.
Mr. LEWIS of California. Reclaiming 

my time, it certainly is disconcerting 

to this Member that it would appear as 

though at least somewhere down the 

line we would like to be able to find a 

mechanism, independent commission 

or otherwise, to point the finger at 

somebody and say someone else was to 

blame besides us. Indeed, it really is 

fundamental in the important work of 

this committee that the leadership on 

both sides be willing to come together 

and solve these kinds of problems be-

fore they provide an appearance of dif-

ference when there truly is no dif-

ference.
Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of 

words.
Mr. Chairman, first of all, I very re-

luctantly rise in opposition to our es-

teemed chairman who has provided 

such great leadership for our com-

mittee, and I rise in support of the gen-

tlewoman’s amendment for an inde-

pendent review of the events leading up 

to September 11, which provides broad 

scope across a host of difference agen-

cies as to how we try to prevent the 

next attack. Not to lay blame, not to 

blame agencies, not to roll heads, but 

to put eight independent, thoughtful 

Americans together from both parties 

and look at better ways to prepare for 

and protect the homeland of the United 

States of America. I think we could do 

that.
Mr. Chairman, I rise also to discuss 

this on the House floor. I think the 

chairman said very eloquently and 

very wisely, this is the place to do it. 

This is the place to have these debates 

in a thoughtful and articulate and 

hopefully diplomatic manner. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in favor of the 

Pelosi amendment for two reasons that 

I want to reiterate: independent re-

view, and two, the scope of what we 

want to accomplish. First the inde-

pendence. In our committee report, 

which is available to the general public 

and is not classified, we say on page 16, 

and I quote, ‘‘The committee believes 

it critical that a comprehensive exam-

ination be conducted independently of 

the Federal Government.’’ 
The committee, in a bipartisan way, 

says on page 17, and I quote, ‘‘The Com-

mittee continues to believe that there 

is a need for a fundamental review of 

the Intelligence Community’s authori-

ties, structure, funding levels, proce-

dures, areas of mission emphasis, secu-

rity procedures, depth and breadth of 

analytic expertise, and interagency re-

lationships.’’
On page 26, in a bipartisan way, the 

committee again states in our report, 

‘‘Section 306 of the bill establishes an 

independent commission to review the 

performance of those Federal public 

safety, law enforcement and national 

security departments and agencies re-

sponsible for preventing and/or re-

sponding to acts of terrorism in the pe-

riod prior to and including September 

11, 2001.’’ 

We go on to talk about why we think 

it is so important for these eight mem-

bers to be thoughtful, independent, 

wise, have good reputations for work-

ing in these areas. So we voted as a 

committee, in a bipartisan way, to es-

tablish this independent review. Now, 

it is on the floor and there is some de-

bate as to what we should do. 
Secondly, the debate now is over the 

scope. The gentleman from Florida’s 

(Mr. GOSS) language reads, and I will 

quote the following with respect to the 

acts of terrorism, and he goes on to say 

what we need to look at. ‘‘The Commis-

sion shall review the national security 

readiness of the United States to iden-

tify structural impediments to the ef-

fective collection, analysis, and shar-

ing of information on national security 

threats, particularly terrorism.’’ 
That is well and good. Our inde-

pendent review, however, says, let us 

look at a host of government agencies, 

not to lay blame, not to fire people, not 

to roll heads, but to look at the roll of 

the Customs, the INS, the border con-

trol, the CIA, the DIA, the State De-

partment, the Department of Justice, 

the FBI and put eight thoughtful peo-

ple, Democrats and Republicans, in a 

room and give us an independent anal-

ysis.
Some people have mentioned a com-

mission or commissions that have done 

this, and we have a host of them. None 

of them have been done since Sep-

tember 11, when we had 6,000 people die 

in New York City. That was an attack 

not on New York, not on America, on 

the world, with hundreds of people 

from lots of countries being killed. 
So let us look thoughtfully at an 

independent review. Let us look at a 

vast scope and let us not look to blame 

people but to protect the homeland of 

the United States from future attacks. 
I support the Pelosi language. 
Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of 

words.
I have been on this committee now 

for a number of years, and in my work 

on the committee I have gotten to 

know a number of people in the intel-

ligence community, and they are very, 

very fine people. I have a great deal of 

respect for the men and women who 

work to provide the best real-time in-

formation for our policy-makers and 

war fighters. 
The events of September 11, however, 

have caused Americans and people all 

over the world to ask the questions, to 

ask the committee members, to ask 

the Members of the Congress as they go 

back to their districts, how did this 

happen, how did we allow our guard to 

go down such that this could happen. 
We do not have the answers yet, but 

one of the vehicles to give the Amer-

ican people the understanding that we 

are seriously looking to find the real 

answers is to have a commission that 

is independent and that can give the 
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clear perception that we are trying to 
get the truth. The way to do that is 
not, in my opinion, to have a closed 
club, a closed community reviewing 
itself and its performance. As we would 
say in Georgia, not to have the fox 
guarding the hen house. 

Instead, we need to have an open, 
independent group of well-thinking 
people who can, as Ms. PELOSI’s amend-
ment suggests, go about this work in a 
way that will give credibility and 
meaning and give reassurances to the 
people of our country and the world 
that we are sincerely going after the 
truth so that we can make sure that 
nothing like this will ever happen 
again.

I would urge my colleagues to please 
let us have an independent commission 
that can do the work, the scope that 
needs to be done so that our people will 
have assurances that they need. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to our ranking 
member, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. PELOSI).

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding and wish to 
associate myself with the remarks of 
my colleagues and thank them for 
their support of this amendment. 

I believe, Mr. Chairman, that there 
will be a number of inquiries into the 
circumstances surrounding the Sep-
tember 11 terrorist attacks. Commit-
tees of the Congress will rightfully con-
duct some of these inquiries. Elements 
of the executive branch will conduct 
others. In the judgment of a majority 
of the committee, and after the vote 
was taken, our bill was reported out 
unanimously, it was important to as-
sure that at least one of these inquiries 
be as independent as possible of the in-
terests of the departments and agen-
cies whose performance is being as-
sessed.

This is not to be an inquiry focused 
exclusively on the intelligence commu-
nity. It is to examine across the board 
the performance of the national secu-
rity establishment in preventing, pre-
paring and/or responding to acts of ter-
rorism.

There is a tremendous concern in the 
country, great questions about what 
went terribly wrong on September 11, 
and the nation was not as prepared as 
it should have been. Everybody could 
have been doing his or her job perfectly 
well, but the lack of coordination or 
collaboration may be the weakness 
that we need to find. I think we need to 
respond to the concerns of the Amer-

ican people in a responsible way, and 

the independent review as outlined in 

the bill is the appropriate response. 
Who appoints this? The President 

and the leadership of the Senate and 

the House are to appoint the members 

of the commission. I have confidence in 

the President and his intention to ap-

point two members of the highest qual-

ity and independence of thought who 

will fairly but thoroughly discharge 

their responsibilities on this. 

We must focus on the future. That is 
understandable, desirable, necessary, 
but I would submit that it is difficult 
to make wise decisions about future ac-
tions unless we understand what 
worked and what did not in the past. It 
seems to me that it is even more im-
portant in light of the horrific events 
which occurred on September 11. 

b 1130

The unimaginable has now become 
the predictable. We must look to our-
selves to see what exposure we have, 
what vulnerability we have in the sys-
tems, in the agencies that deal with 
terrorism. I think an independent re-
view is what will give the American 
people the confidence that they seek, 
that we are in the best possible posi-
tion to prevent future attacks. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, as I say, we 
cooperated as fully as possible but 
would not give up on the issue of inde-
pendence.

Mr. BOSWELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I will be very brief. 

As I said earlier, I am a newcomer to 
the committee, but the chairman is 
doing a great job, and he has good help 
from our ranking member, and all of 
us.

We had this discussion not too long 
ago, and I understood that the chair-
man was supportive of this at that mo-
ment, and I think that he is. There is 
some difference here. 

I remember one of our Members, and 
I do not think he would mind, I cer-
tainly respect him as a close personal 
friend and ally, a colleague from the 
chairman’s side of the aisle, that said 
we do not need this, we can do it. And 
he was right. We could do it. We could, 
with extra pieces there. Between the 
chairman and the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. PELOSI) there, I have no 
doubt we could do it. But that is not 
the question. Something terrible has 
happened in our country. This is Amer-
ica, and the people of the country want 
to know. 

So I do not feel threatened that we 
would do this. I do not have a problem 
with doing it the chairman’s way. I 
think that would be fine. And then as I 
listen to the discussion and debate in 
committee and in here today, to do the 
amendment of our ranking member, I 
am not troubled with that. I have the 
confidence in our country and our peo-
ple, in this institution, that we can do 
that. America wants answers and we 
can do this. 

This opens up an independent review 
appointed by the President and the 
leaders of these two Houses. It is not a 
threat. We can do it. This is the United 
States of America, a democracy, the 
leading democracy in our history. Let 
us do it. Let us just get it done. I sup-
port the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. PELOSI).

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words.

My colleagues, I raced to the floor as 

I heard the discussion of the Pelosi 

amendment; and although I was not 

able to speak before the final vote, I 

just wanted to rise briefly in strong 

support of the Pelosi amendment. 
As a New Yorker, as we go from one 

funeral to wakes, to vigils, to the site 

to see the pain, to see the suffering of 

the families, of the children, and as we 

work hard to do what we have to do to 

rebuild our great city, I think we 

would be remiss if while we are moving 

forward, and I have confidence that the 

best minds in this country are focused 

like a laser beam on what we have to 

do to move forward to ensure that this 

kind of horror, the incomprehensible, 

does not happen again. I think we 

would be remiss if we did not ensure 

that there was an independent review. 
The amendment of the gentlewoman 

from California emphasized the inde-

pendence of the review and the scope of 

the review. Again, my colleagues, while 

we are moving forward and doing what 

we have to do to prevent the horror of 

this kind of incident ever occurring 

again, I think it is absolutely essential 

that we look at what happened. We can 

only learn from the past. In order to 

move forward, we have to evaluate the 

past and we have to be sure that all the 

information is in place. If the same 

people are doing the review, in my 

judgment we are missing the strength 

and the power of an independent ana-

lyst really looking at the agencies and 

seeing what perhaps we can do dif-

ferently.
So I just wanted to make that point 

again. If we are going to move forward 

and truly understand the future, my 

colleagues, it seems to me we have to 

truly understand what happened in the 

past. And I just wanted to thank my 

colleague, the gentlewoman from Cali-

fornia (Ms. PELOSI), for offering that 

amendment.
I appreciate that there was a com-

promise worked out between the gen-

tleman from Florida (Mr. GOSS) and 

the ranking member, the gentlewoman 

from California (Ms. PELOSI); but I 

wanted to emphasize again that I 

strongly supported the amendment, 

and I thank her for bringing it to my 

colleagues’ attention. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle-

woman from California (Ms. PELOSI) as 

a substitute for the amendment offered 

by the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 

GOSS).
The amendment offered as a sub-

stitute for the amendment was re-

jected.
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gen-

tleman from Florida (Mr. GOSS).
The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer amendment No. 5, the Buy Amer-

ican amendment. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 5 offered by Mr. TRAFI-

CANT:
At the end of title III (page 19, after line 

18), insert the following new section: 

SEC. ll. COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMERICAN 
ACT AND SENSE OF CONGRESS RE-
GARDING PURCHASE OF AMERICAN- 
MADE EQUIPMENT, PRODUCTS, AND 
SERVICES.

(a) COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMERICAN ACT.—

No funds authorized to be appropriated in 

this Act may be provided to a person or enti-

ty unless the person or entity agrees to com-

ply with the Buy American Act (41 U.S.C. 

10a–10c) in the expenditure of the funds. 
(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—In the case of any 

equipment, products, or services that may be 

authorized to be purchased using funds au-

thorized to be appropriated in this Act, it is 

the sense of Congress that recipients of such 

funds should, in expending the funds, pur-

chase only American-made equipment, prod-

ucts, and services. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I do 

plan to withdraw this amendment, and 

I would like to thank the chairman for 

a good bill. I do agree with the gen-

tleman from Illinois (Mr. LAHOOD) that 

the gentleman from Florida (Mr. GOSS)

is certainly our intelligence expert 

here.
Mr. Chairman, I will withdraw my 

Buy American amendment because the 

gentleman from Florida and the gen-

tlewoman from California (Ms. PELOSI)

have put in stealth language, which is 

Traficant procurement language in a 

different form. And being that it is a 

stealth bill, I do appreciate their in-

cluding my stealth amendment into 

the bill. 
I thank the chairman for that. 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-

sent to withdraw the Buy American 

amendment pending at the desk. 
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 

the gentleman’s amendment is with-

drawn.
There was no objection. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer amendment No. 4. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. TRAFI-

CANT:
Page 19, line 15, strike the period and in-

sert the following: ‘‘, and shall include a 

comprehensive assessment of security at the 

borders of the United States with respect to 

terrorist and narcotic interdiction efforts.’’. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 

wanted to say a couple of things, and I 

do not want to belabor the House; but 

I thought I would take time on my 

amendment.
I listened to the words of the gen-

tleman from Illinois (Mr. LAHOOD),

who is certainly one of our outstanding 

leaders; and he made a lot of sense. I 

agreed with the gentleman. 
I was prepared to vote with the gen-

tleman from Florida (Mr. GOSS), but I 

wanted to make a statement today. In 
the back of the room is the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA), and 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
LEWIS) came to the floor and he made 
a point about true bipartisanship. I can 
remember when the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. YOUNG), now the chairman 
of the full Committee on Appropria-
tions, was chairman of the Sub-
committee on Defense and he worked 
with the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. MURTHA). They came to the floor 
and they had their problems worked 
out. The world was not confused with 
what America was going to do mili-
tarily. And we cannot be confused with 
what we are going to do with our intel-
ligence program. 

Let me just take one minute now and 
give some of my views. Pollard, Han-
sen, USS Cole, Pan Am 103, the first at-
tack on the World Trade Center, that 
we were warned about. My colleagues, 
we had anonymous reports and warn-
ings that Pan Am 103 would be blown 
up.

Now, look, it is not about laying 
blame. No one in this Congress, with 
all of our duties, has enough time to 
see and oversee all of these problems. 
That is why we have fine leaders, like 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
LEWIS), the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. MURTHA), the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. GOSS), the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI),
and the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG).

The commission is wise, but I will 
say this: we have to be better, and we 
have to look not only at September 11 
but we must now start looking at root 
causations. I have offered, over a pe-
riod of years, legislation on an issue 
dealing with our borders that politi-
cally has been shot down. It has been 
shot down because it has been looked 
at as an ethnic measure. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not concerned 
about poor people from Mexico running 
across the border trying to better their 
lives. But, my colleagues, the soft un-
derbelly of America is wide open. And 
if we do not take a look at our borders, 
God forbid, there will be more Ameri-
cans that will die. I think the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. DEUTSCH)
made an excellent point. We have got 
to do better. We must have a zero tol-
erance on terrorism. 

The Traficant amendment, Mr. 
Chairman, calls for a study on that 
border. Give us a complete analysis of 
what is happening. And if we are pre-
pared to put the military at our air-
ports, by God, let us protect our bor-
ders.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I ask for an 
affirmative vote on my amendment, 
which calls for a comprehensive assess-
ment by this new commission relative 
to the security of our borders with re-
spect to terrorism and narcotics. And 
let me say this: narcotics and narcotic 
traffickers are terrorists. 

One other thing. We now have seen 
planes, we have seen ships, and, my 
God, there are subways and metros all 
over America. Literally an army of 
guerrillas could penetrate our shore 
with, in fact, a nuclear device; and as 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
DEUTSCH) said, perhaps 6 million Amer-
icans could die. 

Colleagues, when will we address the 
soft underbelly of our national security 
which is our border? 

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to a gen-
tleman who I have tremendous respect 
for, and I compliment him on his bill. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
distinguished gentleman from Ohio for 

yielding.
I want to simply say that I know of 

the gentleman’s work on behalf of the 

support for the men and women in our 

intelligence community. I think he has 

it exactly right on this question of the 

borders. The gentleman has already 

heard one colloquy today with our col-

league, the gentleman from New Jersey 

(Mr. SMITH), on the subject. I certainly 

accept this amendment as timely and 

reasonable; and on behalf of the com-

mittee, I would be prepared to accept 

it.
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-

tlewoman from California. 
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding. 
I just want to comment that the 

amendment focuses the attention of 

the commission to be established by 

section 306 on U.S. border security. Al-

though I believe that important issue 

would receive appropriate attention 

under the charge to the commission ei-

ther as approved by the committee or 

as amended by the gentleman from 

Florida (Mr. GOSS), the increased em-

phasis provided by the Traficant lan-

guage may be helpful. 
We are prepared to accept the Trafi-

cant amendment, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Reclaiming my 

time, Mr. Chairman, I urge an ‘‘aye’’ 

vote.
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gen-

tleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT).
The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 

amendments to title III? 

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. WOLF

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 9 offered by Mr. WOLF:
At the end of title III (page 19, after line 

18) insert the following new section: 

SEC. 307. IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDA-
TIONS OF THE NATIONAL COMMIS-
SION ON TERRORISM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
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the Director of Central Intelligence, in co-

operation with the heads of the departments 

and agencies of the United States involved, 

shall implement the recommended changes 

to counterterrorism policy in preventing and 

punishing international terrorism directed 

toward the United States contained in the 

report submitted to the President and the 

Congress by the National Commission on 

Terrorism established in section 591 of Omni-

bus Consolidated and Emergency Supple-

mental Appropriations Act, 1999 (Public Law 

105–277; 112 Stat. 2681–210). 
(b) REPORT.—(1) Not later than 90 days 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 

if the Director of Central Intelligence deter-

mines that one or more of the recommended 

changes referred to in subsection (a) will not 

be implemented, the Director shall submit to 

the appropriate congressional committees a 

report containing a detailed explanation of 

that determination. 
(2) In this subsection, the term ‘‘appro-

priate congressional committees’’ means the 

Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 

of the House of Representatives and the Se-

lect Committee on Intelligence of the Sen-

ate.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I want to 

thank the chairman, the gentleman 

from Florida (Mr. GOSS), for allowing 

and accepting this amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, as sponsor of the leg-

islation which created the National 

Commission on Terrorism, or what 

some are calling the Bremer Commis-

sion, I want to offer this amendment. 

In light of the tragedy of September 11, 

I believe it is imperative the U.S. Gov-

ernment be responsive and proactive in 

combating terrorism. As we mourn the 

loss of life of the terrorist attacks, 27 

people from my congressional district, 

we must be resolved to do whatever it 

takes to win the war against terrorism. 
The National Commission on Ter-

rorism was established by Public Law 

105–277. No Member, I believe, voted 

against it in 1998. 
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Congress gave the commission 6 

months because they wanted this thing 

done quickly to review the laws, the 

regulations, the directives, the poli-

cies, and the practices for preventing 

and punishing international terrorism 

directed against the United States, as-

sess their effectiveness, and rec-

ommend changes to improve U.S. 

counterterrorism performance. 
The commission issued its rec-

ommendations in June of 2000. Given 

that the commission was comprised of 

the Nation’s leading terrorism experts, 

including L. Paul Bremer, President 

Reagan’s counterterrorism czar; former 

CIA Director, James Woolsey; and re-

tired Army General, Wayne Downing, 

just appointed with a high position 

with this administration, one would 

think that their recommendations and 

advice would have been taken seriously 

by those in government. 
Unfortunately, it appears that some 

in government either ignored or ac-

tively worked to discredit the work of 

the commission. A recent article in 

The New Republic alleges that some 

worked to discredit the findings of the 

commission report by spinning, by in-

ferring that it did certain things that 

it did not do. This is troubling, particu-

larly in the wake of the events of Sep-

tember 11, and is why I am offering the 

amendment today, and for those who 

do not serve on the committee, to have 

some mechanism to find out whether 

any of these recommendations are 

being followed. Because the director of 

the CIA is the lead government official, 

the director has wide-ranging respon-

sibilities in directing the Nation’s pol-

icy on combating terrorism. 
The amendment says not later than 

90 days after the enactment of this leg-

islation, the director of Central Intel-

ligence, in cooperation with the heads 

of the departments and agencies in-

volved, shall implement the rec-

ommended changes to counterter-

rorism policies in preventing and pun-

ishing international terrorism directed 

towards the United States contained in 

the report submitted to the President 

and the Congress by the National Com-

mission on Terrorism. 
In addition, not later than 90 days 

after the date of enactment, if the di-

rector of Central Intelligence deter-

mines that one or more of the rec-

ommended changes will not be imple-

mented, the director shall submit to 

the Permanent Select Committee on 

Intelligence a report containing a de-

tailed explanation of that determina-

tion.
Mr. Chairman, I am not going to go 

through all of the recommendations; 

but there were a couple of rec-

ommendations, some of which are 

being carried out in this bill. For those 

who are interested, Members can view 

the commission’s report at 

www.fas.org.
Mr. Chairman, I would urge that this 

amendment be adopted; and I ask the 

gentleman, the chairman of the Perma-

nent Select Committee on Intelligence, 

that we keep this in, that this not be 

dropped in conference. I morally would 

not be able to support the conference 

report if this language were dropped. 
Having been at a town meeting last 

week where two families lost loved 

ones, knowing the work that was put 

into the commission, the Congress has 

to know what has been adopted and 

what has not, and there very well may 

be good reasons why they have not 

been. I am not on the Permanent Se-

lect Committee on Intelligence, and I 

would trust the committee to know. I 

ask the gentleman to keep this in so I 

can comfortably and morally vote for 

the conference report. 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. WOLF. I yield to the gentleman 

from Florida. 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, of course 

we will do that in conference; and we 

will do more. We have a special sub-

committee that is working on some of 

the matters, as is the whole com-

mittee. I thank the gentleman for his 

efforts to enhance our national secu-

rity.
I especially appreciate the amend-

ment that urges the full information of 

the counterterrorism recommendations 

offered recently by the Bremer Com-

mission. The gentlewoman from Cali-

fornia (Ms. HARMAN) was on that com-

mission. I share the gentleman’s con-

cern that the intelligence community 

has failed to adopt the recommenda-

tions of the Bremer Commission. We 

understand that there is work to be 

done, and we have noted it in this bill. 
As reflected in the committee’s adop-

tion of section 403 rescinding the CIA’s 

1995 guidelines on foreign asset recruit-

ment, the committee as a whole has 

acted on the Bremer Commission’s 

most urgent recommendation. There is 

full committee support on that. Given 

the tragic events of September 11, this 

amendment is timely and reasonable; 

and I will accept it on behalf of the 

committee and thank the gentleman 

for his innovation. 
Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the gentleman and I thank the staff 

and the gentlewoman from California 

(Ms. PELOSI).
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise to speak on the 

Wolf amendment. As I understand the 

purpose of the amendment, it is to en-

sure that the DCI formally responds to 

the recommendations of the Bremer 

Commission on Terrorism by indi-

cating which of those recommenda-

tions make sense to implement and 

which do not. 
As such, a response would be a useful 

contribution to the work of our Sub-

committee on Terrorism; and we are, 

therefore, pleased as the full com-

mittee on the minority side to accept 

the amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gen-

tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF).
The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 

amendments to title III? 
If not, the Clerk will designate title 

IV.
The text of title IV is as follows: 

TITLE IV—CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 
AGENCY

SEC. 401. MODIFICATIONS TO CENTRAL INTEL-
LIGENCE AGENCY’S CENTRAL SERV-
ICES PROGRAM. 

Section 21 of the Central Intelligence Agency 

Act of 1949 (50 U.S.C. 403u) is amended as fol-

lows:
(1) Subsection (g)(1) is amended— 
(A) by striking ‘‘December’’ and inserting 

‘‘January’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘conduct’’ and inserting ‘‘com-

plete’’.
(2) Subsection (h) is amended— 
(A) by striking paragraph (1) and redesig-

nating paragraphs (2) and (3) as paragraphs (1) 

and (2), respectively; 
(B) in paragraph (1), as so redesignated, by 

striking ‘‘(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘(2)’’; and 
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(C) in paragraph (2), as so redesignated, by 

striking ‘‘(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘(1)’’. 

SEC. 402. EXTENSION OF CIA VOLUNTARY SEPA-
RATION PAY ACT. 

(a) EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY.—Section 2(f) of 

the Central Intelligence Agency Voluntary Sep-

aration Pay Act (Public Law 103–36, 50 U.S.C. 

403–4 note) is amended by striking ‘‘September 

30, 2002’’ and inserting ‘‘September 30, 2003’’. 
(b) REMITTANCE OF FUNDS.—Section 2(i) of 

that Act is amended by striking ‘‘or 2002’’ and 

inserting ‘‘2002, or 2003’’. 

SEC. 403. GUIDELINES FOR RECRUITMENT OF 
CERTAIN FOREIGN ASSETS. 

Recognizing dissatisfaction with the provi-

sions of the guidelines of the Central Intel-

ligence Agency (promulgated in 1995) for han-

dling cases involving foreign assets or sources 

with human rights concerns, the Director of 

Central Intelligence shall— 
(1) rescind the provisions of the guidelines for 

handling such cases; and 
(2) provide for provisions for handling such 

cases that more appropriately weigh and 

incentivize risks to achieve successful oper-

ations.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 

amendments to title IV? 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. SIMMONS

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 3 offered by Mr. SIMMONS:

At the end of title IV, page 21, after line 12, 

insert the following new section: 

SEC. 404. FULL REIMBURSEMENT FOR PROFES-
SIONAL LIABILITY INSURANCE OF 
COUNTERTERRORISM EMPLOYEES. 

Section 406(a)(2) of the Intelligence Au-

thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2001 (Public 

Law 106–567; 114 Stat. 2849; 5 U.S.C. prec. 5941 

note) is amended by striking ‘‘one-half’’ and 

inserting ‘‘100 percent’’. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Chairman, I have 

what I believe is a friendly amendment 

to the Intelligence Authorization Act 

of 2002. The purpose of the amendment 

is to require that the Central Intel-

ligence Agency assume 100 percent of 

the cost of personal liability insurance 

for certain CIA employees involved in 

counterterrorism activities. 
For 10 years, I served with the CIA. 

During that period, 5 of which were 

spent overseas, I was engaged in intel-

ligence collection, counterintelligence 

and counterespionage activities, and on 

occasion counterterrorism activities. 

The work was difficult and the work 

was dangerous; but at no time did I 

ever doubt that my government would 

not protect me from personal liability 

if I encountered a lawsuit as a con-

sequence of my professional duties. 
Today I understand that CIA officers 

engaged in counterterrorism activities 

are virtually required to buy liability 

insurance, but the CIA only pays 50 

percent of the cost. What incentive 

does a CIA case officer have to do the 

job if he or she is subject to liability 

lawsuits? Why would they take any 

risks in their professional duties if the 

government was unwilling to cover the 

cost of their liability. 

I realize I served at a different time 

and in different places, but I still had 

100 percent of the backing of my gov-

ernment. And I think it is time that we 

extend this backing to agents today en-

gaged in counterterrorism activities. 
Mr. Chairman, it is not a new idea; 

and it is not an original idea. In fact, it 

was a recommendation of the same 

commission that my colleague, the 

gentleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF),

referred to a few minutes ago. That re-

port said, ‘‘The risk of personal liabil-

ity arising from actions taken in an of-

ficial capacity discourages law enforce-

ment and intelligence personnel from 

taking bold actions to combat ter-

rorism.’’ Discourages intelligence per-

sonnel from taking bold actions to 

combat terrorism. 
The tragic events of September 11 

have changed us all, and it is apparent 

from those events that we must do bet-

ter in our counterterrorism activities. 

We must have case officers and agents 

who are bold in their actions to combat 

these activities. The least we can do is 

provide them with the liability cov-

erage they need to ensure that they 

have the full backing of the govern-

ment.
I believe my amendment provides 

this backing, and I urge my colleagues 

to support the amendment. 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. SIMMONS. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Florida. 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I congratu-

late the gentleman for his amendment 

and his work in the area of the intel-

ligence community. I know that he 

brings a value-added contribution be-

cause of his experience, and we value 

that.
The provision improves on language 

and authority that was included in last 

year’s intelligence act. As does the 

gentleman from Connecticut, I believe 

giving the DCI discretionary authority 

to provide full insurance liability pro-

tection to CIA employees is a small but 

important benefit that we can provide 

to public servants who are putting 

their lives at risk for us. This amend-

ment is timely, and I accept it on be-

half of the committee and congratulate 

the gentleman for it. 
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. SIMMONS. I yield to the gentle-

woman from California. 
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I, too, 

commend the gentleman. The amend-

ment ensures that those CIA employees 

for whom the Director of Central Intel-

ligence determines that there is a need 

to carry professional liability insur-

ance, the full cost of that insurance 

will be borne by the CIA, and as the 

distinguished chairman mentioned, the 

determination of the need is left at the 

discretion of the DCI. The amendment 

serves a very useful purpose. We accept 

it as well. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentlewoman for her com-

ments.
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gen-

tleman from Connecticut (Mr. SIM-

MONS).
The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 

amendments to title IV? 
If not, the Clerk will designate title 

V.
The text of title V is as follows: 

TITLE V—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES 

SEC. 501. AUTHORITY TO PURCHASE ITEMS OF 
NOMINAL VALUE FOR RECRUITMENT 
PURPOSES.

(a) AUTHORITY.—Section 422 of title 10, United 

States Code, is amended by adding at the end 

the following: 
‘‘(b) PROMOTIONAL ITEMS FOR RECRUITMENT

PURPOSES.—The Secretary of Defense may use 

funds available for an intelligence element of 

the Department of Defense to purchase pro-

motional items of nominal value for use in the 

recruitment of individuals for employment by 

that element.’’. 
(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—(1) The heading 

of such section is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘§ 422. Use of funds for certain incidental pur-
poses’’.
(2) Such section is further amended by insert-

ing at the beginning of the text of the section 

the following: 
‘‘(a) COUNTERINTELLIGENCE OFFICIAL RECEP-

TION AND REPRESENTATION EXPENSES.—’’.
(3) The item relating to such section in the 

table of sections at the beginning of subchapter 

I of chapter 21 of such title is amended to read 

as follows: 

‘‘422. Use of funds for certain incidental pur-

poses.’’.

SEC. 502. FUNDING FOR INFRASTRUCTURE AND 
QUALITY-OF-LIFE IMPROVEMENTS 
AT MENWITH HILL AND BAD AIBLING 
STATIONS.

Section 506(b) of the Intelligence Authoriza-

tion Act for Fiscal Year 1996 (Public Law 104–93; 

109 Stat. 974), as amended by section 502 of the 

Intelligence Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 

1998 (Public Law 105–107; 111 Stat. 2262) and by 

section 502 of the Intelligence Authorization Act 

for Fiscal Year 2000 (Public Law 106–120; 113 

Stat. 1619), is further amended by striking ‘‘for 

fiscal years 2000 and 2001’’ and inserting ‘‘for 

fiscal years 2002 and 2003’’. 

SEC. 503. CONTINUATION OF JOINT INTER-
AGENCY TASK FORCE AT CURRENT 
LOCATIONS IN FLORIDA AND CALI-
FORNIA.

(a) MAIN LOCATION.—The Secretary of De-

fense shall continue to maintain the Joint Inter-

agency Task Force at Key West, Florida, with 

the responsibility for coordinating drug interdic-

tion efforts in the Western Hemisphere and with 

such additional responsibilities regarding world-

wide intelligence for counterdrug operations as 

the Secretary may assign. 
(b) COMPONENT LOCATION.—The Secretary of 

Defense shall convert the Joint Interagency 

Task Force located at Alameda, California, to be 

a component site of the main location specified 

in subsection (a). 
(c) DIRECTOR.—The Director of the Joint 

Interagency Task Force shall be a flag officer of 

the Coast Guard. 

SEC. 504. MODIFICATION OF AUTHORITIES RE-
LATING TO INTERDICTION OF AIR-
CRAFT ENGAGED IN ILLICIT DRUG 
TRAFFICKING.

(a) CERTIFICATION REQUIRED FOR IMMU-

NITY.—Subsection (a)(2) of section 1012 of the 
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National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 

Year 1995 (Public Law 103–337; 108 Stat. 2837; 22 

U.S.C. 2291–4) is amended by striking ‘‘, before 

the interdiction occurs, has determined’’ and in-

serting ‘‘has, during the 12-month period ending 

on the date of the interdiction, certified to Con-

gress’’.
(b) ANNUAL REPORTS.—That section is further 

amended—
(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-

section (d); and 
(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-

lowing new subsection: 
‘‘(c) ANNUAL REPORTS.—(1) Not later than 

February 1 each year, the President shall sub-

mit to Congress a report on the assistance pro-

vided under subsection (b) during the preceding 

calendar year. Each report shall include for the 

calendar year covered by such report the fol-

lowing:
‘‘(A) A list specifying each country for which 

a certification referred to in subsection (a)(2) 

was in effect for purposes of that subsection 

during any portion of such calendar year, in-

cluding the nature of the illicit drug trafficking 

threat to each such country. 
‘‘(B) A detailed explanation of the procedures 

referred to in subsection (a)(2)(B) in effect for 

each country listed under subparagraph (A), in-

cluding any training and other mechanisms in 

place to ensure adherence to such procedures. 
‘‘(C) A complete description of any assistance 

provided under subsection (b). 
‘‘(D) A summary description of the aircraft 

interception activity for which the United States 

Government provided any form of assistance 

under subsection (b). 
‘‘(2) Each report under paragraph (1) shall be 

submitted in unclassified form, but may include 

a classified annex.’’. 

SEC. 505. UNDERGRADUATE TRAINING PROGRAM 
FOR EMPLOYEES OF THE NATIONAL 
IMAGERY AND MAPPING AGENCY. 

(a) AUTHORITY TO CARRY OUT TRAINING PRO-

GRAM.—Subchapter III of chapter 22 of title 10, 

United States Code, is amended by adding at the 

end the following new section: 

‘‘§ 462. Financial assistance to certain employ-
ees in acquisition of critical skills 
‘‘The Secretary of Defense may establish an 

undergraduate training program with respect to 

civilian employees of the National Imagery and 

Mapping Agency that is similar in purpose, con-

ditions, content, and administration to the pro-

gram established by the Secretary of Defense 

under section 16 of the National Security Agen-

cy Act of 1959 (50 U.S.C. 402 note) for civilian 

employees of the National Security Agency.’’. 
(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sec-

tions at the beginning of such subchapter is 

amended by adding at the end the following 

new item: 

‘‘462. Financial assistance to certain employees 

in acquisition of critical skills.’’. 

SEC. 506. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS. 
Section 2555 of title 10, United States Code, as 

added by section 1203(a) of the Floyd D. Spence 

National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 

Year 2001 (as enacted by Public Law 106–398; 

114 Stat. 1654, 1654A–324), is amended— 
(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘CONVEY OR’’ in the subsection 

heading and inserting ‘‘TRANSFER TITLE TO OR

OTHERWISE’’;
(B) in paragraph (1)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘convey’’ and inserting ‘‘trans-

fer title’’; and 
(ii) by striking ‘‘and’’ after ‘‘equipment;’’; 
(C) by striking the period at the end of para-

graph (2) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
(D) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph:
‘‘(3) inspect, test, maintain, repair, or replace 

any such equipment.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘conveyed or otherwise pro-

vided’’ and inserting ‘‘provided to a foreign gov-

ernment’’;
(B) by inserting ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-

graph (1); 
(C) by striking ‘‘; and’’ at the end of para-

graph (2) and inserting a period; and 
(D) by striking paragraph (3). 

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. GOSS

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 7 offered by Mr. GOSS:
Strike section 503 (page 23, lines 1 through 

16).
Strike section 506 (page 26, line 1, through 

page 27, line 5). 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, my amend-

ment strikes section 503 and 506. 
By way of explanation, 506 is a tech-

nical amendment which I understand 

has now been incorporated within H.R. 

2586, the National Defense Authoriza-

tion Act for Fiscal Year 2002. With re-

spect to section 503 on the status of in-

telligence fusion centers in Florida and 

California, I have been asked by the 

gentleman from Arizona (Mr. STUMP),

chairman of the Committee on Armed 

Services, to defer further action on this 

provision pending consultations be-

tween our committees. 
Mr. Chairman, I certainly am pre-

pared to honor the gentleman’s request 

and would like to do so. 
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. GOSS. I yield to the gentle-

woman from California. 
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, it is my 

understanding that issues raised by 503 

will be addressed in the conference re-

port. With that understanding, I am 

pleased to agree to the gentleman’s 

amendment.
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming 

my time, I believe that is accurate. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gen-

tleman from Florida (Mr. GOSS).
The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any other 

amendments to the bill? 
If not, the question is on the com-

mittee amendment in the nature of a 

substitute, as amended. 
The committee amendment in the 

nature of a substitute, as amended, was 

agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 

Committee rises. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 

SIMPSON) having assumed the chair, 

Mr. LATOURETTE, Chairman of the 

Committee of the Whole House on the 

State of the Union, reported that that 

Committee, having had under consider-

ation the bill (H.R. 2883) to authorize 

appropriations for fiscal year 2002 for 

intelligence and intelligence-related 

activities of the United States Govern-

ment, the Community Management Ac-
count, and the Central Intelligence 
Agency Retirement and Disability Sys-
tem, and for other purposes, pursuant 
to House Resolution 252, he reported 
the bill back to the House with an 
amendment adopted by the Committee 
of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute 
adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole? If not, the question is on the 
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

f 

b 1200

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO 

MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN-

GROSSMENT OF H.R. 2883, INTEL-

LIGENCE AUTHORIZATION ACT 

FOR FISCAL YEAR 2002 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that in the engrossment 
of the bill, H.R. 2883, the Clerk be au-
thorized to make such technical and 
conforming changes as necessary to re-
flect the actions of the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the bill 
(H.R. 2883) to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2002 for intelligence and 
intelligence-related activities of the 
United States Government, the Com-
munity Management Account, and the 
Central Intelligence Agency Retire-
ment and Disability System, and for 
other purposes. 

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

There was no objection. 

f 

FARM SECURITY ACT OF 2001 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 248 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2646. 

b 1200

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
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