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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 260 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. 2587.
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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
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
2587) making appropriations for the
government of the District of Columbia
and other activities chargeable in
whole or in part against revenues of
said District for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. BEREUTER in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-

mittee of the Whole House rose on
Tuesday, July 27, 1999, all time for gen-
eral debate had expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule.

The amendments printed in House
Report 106–263 may be offered only by a
Member designated in the report and
only at the appropriate point in the
reading of the bill, shall be considered
read, debatable for the time specified
in the report, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent, and shall not be subject to
amendment.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered read.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes

the time for voting on any postponed
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for
voting on the first question shall be a
minimum of 15 minutes.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
District of Columbia for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses, namely:

TITLE I—FISCAL YEAR 2000
APPROPRIATIONS
FEDERAL FUNDS

FEDERAL PAYMENT FOR RESIDENT TUITION
SUPPORT

For a Federal payment to the District of
Columbia for a program to be administered
by the Mayor for District of Columbia resi-
dent tuition support, subject to the enact-
ment of authorizing legislation for such pro-
gram by Congress, $17,000,000, to remain
available until expended: Provided, That such
funds shall be used on behalf of eligible Dis-
trict of Columbia residents to pay an amount
based upon the difference between in-State
and out-of-State tuition at public institu-
tions of higher education, usable at both
public and private institutions of higher edu-
cation anywhere within the United States:
Provided further, That the awarding of such
funds shall be prioritized on the basis of a
resident’s academic merit and such other
factors as may be authorized.

FEDERAL PAYMENT FOR INCENTIVES FOR
ADOPTION OF CHILDREN

For a Federal payment to the District of
Columbia to create incentives to promote
the adoption of children in the District of
Columbia foster care system, $8,500,000: Pro-
vided, That such funds shall remain available
until September 30, 2001 and shall be used in
accordance with a program established by
the Mayor and the Council of the District of
Columbia and approved by the Committees
on Appropriations of the House of Represent-
atives and the Senate.

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to consider my
amendment out of order.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.
AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. BILBRAY

Mr. BILBRAY. 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 printed in House Report
106–263 offered by Mr. BILBRAY:

Page 65, insert after line 24 the following:

BANNING POSSESSION OF TOBACCO PRODUCTS BY
MINORS

SEC. 167. (a) IN GENERAL.—It shall be un-
lawful for any individual under 18 years of
age to possess any cigarette or other tobacco
product in the District of Columbia.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—
(1) POSSESSION IN COURSE OF EMPLOYMENT.—

Subsection (a) shall not apply with respect
to an individual making a delivery of ciga-
rettes or tobacco products in pursuance of
employment.

(2) PARTICIPATION IN LAW ENFORCEMENT OP-
ERATION.—Subsection (a) shall not apply
with respect to an individual possessing
products in the course of a valid, supervised
law enforcement operation.

(c) PENALTIES.—Any individual who vio-
lates subsection (a) shall be subject to the
following penalties:

(1) For any violation, the individual may
be required to perform community service or
attend a tobacco cessation program.

(2) Upon the first violation, the individual
shall be subject to a civil penalty not to ex-
ceed $50.

(3) Upon the second and each subsequent
violation, the individual shall be subject to a
civil penalty not to exceed $100.

(4) Upon the third and each subsequent vio-
lation, the individual may have his or her
driving privileges in the District of Columbia
suspended for a period of 90 consecutive days.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall
apply during fiscal year 2000 and each suc-
ceeding fiscal year.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 260, the gentleman from
California (Mr. BILBRAY) and a Member
opposed each will control 10 minutes.
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1 Jim, the table on page 22 of the committee report
states that $26,950,000 in federal funds go to the Dis-
trict’s general funds. While true from an accounting
perspective, all $26,950,000 is restricted on how it can
be spent: $17 million for in-state tuition, $8.5 million
for incentives for adoption, $1.2 million for the Citi-
zens Complaint Review Board, and $250,000 for
Human Services.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. BILBRAY).

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

Mr. Chairman, this year, I reintro-
duced an amendment to the D.C. bill to
specifically address the issue that
Washington, D.C. has been and con-
tinues to be a sanctuary for underaged
consumption and possession of tobacco.

While Washington, D.C. has endeav-
ored to reform and transform itself as
quickly as possible on many fronts, it
has not addressed the issue that it con-
tinues to be the only jurisdiction with-
in hundreds of miles of the Capitol still
allowing underaged individuals to con-
sume and possess tobacco products.

I was intending, Mr. Chairman, to
ask for a vote on this amendment. The
amendment passed overwhelmingly
last year and I think sent a clear mes-
sage not only to Washington, D.C. that
this is wrong and inappropriate but to
every jurisdiction in the United States
and especially to the children of this
city and to the children of America,
that minor’s possession and use of to-
bacco is not acceptable to this Con-
gress.

Mr. Chairman, I intend to withdraw
this motion, and I intend to withdraw
it because I have received, on July 27,
a letter from Mayor Williams specifi-
cally committing to introducing legis-
lation that seeks to prohibit teen to-
bacco use.

I talked last night with the mayor,
Mr. Chairman, and he personally com-
mitted to me that he will aggressively
pursue this issue. He has stated that he
thinks it is an outrage that Congress
and Washington has not addressed this
issue in the past and overlooked this
issue, something that all of us could
have done a long time ago.

The mayor agrees with me that, if we
are going to stand up and point fingers
at businesses and individuals who con-
tinue to encourage individuals to
smoke, then we have an obligation to
point a finger at ourselves and say even
those of us in Congress and those of us
in Washington have not done our fair
share of addressing this hideous prob-
lem.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would ask that
we give the new mayor of Washington,
D.C. a chance to initiate this legisla-
tion locally and that we hold this
amendment in abeyance for this year
and give them the chance to do the
right thing that should have been done
a long time ago.

I make a personal commitment that
I will work with the mayor and the
city council, but I also make the per-
sonal commitment that if Washington,
D.C.’s local government agencies will
not do right by the children of this city
and by the children that come and visit
the city, then I, along with the major-
ity of this body, will take action to al-
leviate the problem.

I think Mayor Williams has made a
sincere request. As an ex-mayor my-
self, I cannot deny him this chance to
make his contribution to eliminating

smoking within Washington, D.C. and
hopefully setting an example for those
other States and other jurisdictions
who have not done the same in their
area.

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

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
claim the time in opposition to the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the Chair recognizes the gentlewoman
from the District of Columbia (Ms.
NORTON) for 10 minutes.

There was no objection.
Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Chairman, I simply rise to thank

the gentleman from California (Mr.
BILBRAY) for working with me and
working with Mayor Williams until we
reached a satisfactory accommodation
on this matter. I want to assure him
that he should not have any doubt that
we will, quote, do right by our own
children.

All that was necessary was the op-
portunity for the mayor, who has, after
all, had many things on his plate inher-
iting the kind of government he did, to
get to the notion that is close to him
as well, to aggressively seek legislation
that would deal comprehensively with
smoking and tobacco use by children.

I do want to thank the gentleman
from California (Mr. BILBRAY), though,
for the way in which he pursued this
and to indicate to other Members that
he went at this matter in a way that
was satisfactory to him and to us in
the way I most prefer, by simply work-
ing with me until we got it right. I ap-
preciate the way in which he worked
with me and with the city.

I want to assure other Members that
I always stand ready to work, to reach
a similar accommodation when they
have problems that they want solved in
the city.

b 1130

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. NORTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentlewoman from
the District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON),
for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to begin as I did
in the Appropriations Committee by thanking
Chairman ISTOOK for the way he has chaired
the D.C. Subcommittee and prepared today’s
legislation.

He has made a sincere effort to familiarize
himself with the affairs of the District of Co-
lumbia by walking the city’s streets, meeting
with Mayor Williams and the City Council on
several occasions, and touring the District’s
schools, its low income housing, the courts
and the administrative offices.

I know he shares my observation that many
of the challenges and issues confronting the
District are identical to those confronting most
older urban communities.

At the same time, there are a number of cir-
cumstances that make the District unique: it’s
a creation by Congress under Article I of the

U.S. Constitution and the seat of the federal
government, it has a large amount of federal
property within its boundaries, and its local
laws and budget may be subject to congres-
sional review and approval.

The fact that we are considering the District
of Columbia Appropriations Act for fiscal Year
2000 reflects the District’s unique status.

In reviewing this legislation, let me begin by
highlighting some of its positive aspects: it
fully funds the consensus budget both the
spending priorities and the tax cuts; it provides
the federal funding level requested by the ad-
ministration; in fact, it brings additional federal
money to the District’s aid, providing $8.5 mil-
lion for adoption incentives for foster children;
$20 million for severance pay for the Mayor’s
management initiative; more than $13 million
for expanded drug treatment programs; $17
million to fund the in-state tuition benefits ini-
tiative and close to $20 million to help the Of-
fice of Offender Supervision tackle the very
serious crime problems caused by repeat of-
fenders; and it helps address a number of city
concerns from the operation of the District’s
courts to the hospitals.

On the whole, this legislation is an improve-
ment over the bill that came before us last
year.

With all that said, I must still object to a
number of provisions that are in this legisla-
tion.

These provisions, known collectively as ‘‘rid-
ers,’’ prohibit or tie the hands of District offi-
cials and its citizens to carry out and imple-
ment their own prerogatives.

Perhaps when there was a large direct fed-
eral payment to the District’s general funds,
some could justify prohibiting the District’s
needle exchange program, its domestic part-
ners’ law, or even the counting of ballots on its
medical marijuana initiative.

The last direct payment in the fiscal 1999
appropriations act, combined with federal
grant assistance, comprised more than 43 per-
cent of the District’s budget.

Federal funds could co-mingle with local
funds making it difficult to distinguish what
was funded locally or with federal taxpayer
dollars.

The 1997 Revitalization Act changed all that
and eliminated the concern that federal funds
could co-mingle with local initiatives deemed
inappropriate by a majority in Congress.

For all intents and purposes, the 1997 Act
discontinued the direct federal payment to the
District’s general fund.1

Any funds Congress may now appropriate
to the general fund are for a specific spending
purpose and can only be spent for that pur-
pose.

In return for the elimination of the direct fed-
eral payment, the federal government as-
sumed direct financial responsibility for obliga-
tions and responsibilities traditionally assumed
by state governments.

Instead, the District will receive direct fed-
eral grants identical to those received by most
local jurisdictions or federal payments to de-
fray the cost of responsibilities assumed by
most states and now assumed by the federal
government in the case of the District.
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In this light, adding language prohibiting the

District from implementing local initiatives,
where no federal funds are involved, is a bla-
tant abuse of congressional power.

Using this bill to prohibit the District from
using its resources to fund a needle exchange
program, a program proven effective at reduc-
ing the spread of AIDS, is no different than
Congress passing a law prohibiting needle ex-
change programs specifically in Oklahoma
City, Oklahoma, but permitting other locally
funded needle exchange programs elsewhere
to continue.

Prohibiting the District of Columbia from ex-
pending its use of local funds to provide abor-
tion services for its low-income residents,
when other jurisdictions are free to use local
funds for similar programs is just plain wrong.

Banning the use of local funds to prohibit
the District from seeking redress in federal
court on its voting rights claim, is like telling
the City of Boerne it could not challenge the
‘‘Religious Freedom Restoration Act’’ that it
successfully argued before the Supreme
Court.

Barring the District from implementing its
local domestic partnership law is like Con-
gress passing a law to overturn Wichita, Kan-
sas and Jasper, Alabama’s health benefit plan
for their public employees, teachers and police
officers.

And, preventing the District’s election offi-
cials from counting the ballot on a local ref-
erendum is just plain anti-democratic.

You may object to the use of marijuana for
medicinal purposes, but to deny the election
result from being tallied is like telling the citi-
zens of Farmington, Missouri or Manchester,
New Hampshire they cannot approve their ref-
erendums to finance building new schools.

Have we become so arrogant in power and
fearful of local initiatives that we have to block
election results?

I know some will argue that these riders are
merely an extension of current law—they are.

But, the context and circumstances with
which Congress might have justified past inter-
vention is now gone with the elimination of the
direct federal payment.

Federal taxpayer funds are no longer in-
volved.

We should, therefore, no longer concern
ourselves with the actions of one local jurisdic-
tion unless what we choose to do with it is ap-
plied equally to all jurisdictions.

If a majority in Congress can accept the
Labor-HHS restriction on abortion as a com-
promise, then this Congress should accept
similar language restricting just the use of fed-
eral funds on these social riders.

I was pleased to see that a majority of the
full committee shared this perspective and ap-
proved two amendments that will permit the
District to use non-federal funds to count the
ballots on its referendum on the medicinal use
of marijuana and revive its needle exchange
program.

I should also note that the White House op-
poses these social riders as well.

The White House: strongly opposes the pro-
hibition on the use of both federal and local
funds to provide abortion services; objects to
a provision prohibiting the use of federal or
local funds to implement or enforce the Dis-
trict’s Health Care Benefits Expansion Act
(Domestic Partners Act); strongly objects to
the limit on attorneys’ fees in special edu-
cation cases; and strongly opposes and may

veto any bill that includes a prohibition on the
use of local funds for needle exchange pro-
grams.

I encourage the House to respect the Dis-
trict’s right to pursue its own prerogatives with
its own funds regardless of how members
might feel about the merits of the specific local
initiative.

We should refrain from imposing any addi-
tional restrictions on the District’s use of its
own funds and support possible floor amend-
ments that seek to remove those restrictions
that still remain.

Now, Mr. Chairman, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
is absolutely right, and I just want to
reiterate her comments.

The amendment of the gentleman
from California (Mr. BILBRAY) was in-
tended to do the right thing for the
children of the District of Columbia.
Tobacco usage is wrong, it is harmful,
and we want to work with him to re-
duce the amount of tobacco smoking
on the part of youth, particularly given
the fact that almost 3,000 children
start smoking, teenagers, every day,
and about a thousand of them are
going to die as a result.

So we had no objection to the good
intentions on the part of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BILBRAY).
The only problem is the appropriate-
ness of that kind of legislation that
normally is considered by the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary and in other
manners other than the Committee on
Appropriations. But, again, we thank
him for his amendment. We particu-
larly thank him for withdrawing it at
this time, and we certainly want to
work with him in other constructive
approaches to reduce the amount of to-
bacco usage in the District.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

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

Mr. Chairman, I will have inserted
into the RECORD at the appropriate
place the letters from Mayor Williams,
the American Heart Association, and
the Campaign for Tobacco-Free Kids,
and while introducing these letters, I
am hoping that the Mayor is trying to
introduce these issues and that he does
not run into the opposition from orga-
nizations that claim they want to do
everything possible to initiate this
common sense approach, but mention
that one little thing of saying that we
will hold everyone responsible, and
that individuals, even young people,
have to be told quite clearly that they
are going to be held responsible for
staying away from tobacco products as
much as possible.

Mr. Chairman, I am speaking from a
position as coming from a local govern-
ment agency; but I think anyone in
this House would realize no State, no
jurisdiction is more anti-smoking than
the State of California. Some of us call
it zealous. Even restaurants and bars
do not allow smoking in California.
What we found in California was that
when a city in my district started en-
forcing a law against minor possession

of tobacco, they found out there was no
such law even in California.

So those of us in local government
and State government looked around
and said, while we have been so busy
pointing fingers at others, we have not
been asking ourselves what can we do
in our jurisdictions. So that is why I
am asking that we ask the Federal dis-
trict to do this, the city council to do
this.

Mr. Chairman, I think that this will
give us the chance to be able to set an
example; and, hopefully today, while
we are discussing this, there are may-
ors, council members and legislators
out there who will ask, is it illegal in
our jurisdiction; have we done as much
to send a clear message to children as
Washington, D.C. is committed to
doing today?

Mr. Chairman, I hope all of us will
look at ourselves and ask what have we
done to keep our children away from
tobacco; and I think this amendment,
when it is passed by the city of D.C.,
will send that message.

Mr. Chairman, the letters referred to
above follow herewith:

JULY 27, 1999.
Hon. BRIAN BILBRAY,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BILBRAY: Thank you
for your July 8th letter regarding your con-
tinued efforts to fight the damaging effects
of teen smoking and your continuing contact
with my staff. While I appreciate and respect
your concerns on this issue, and indeed share
your goal of greatly reducing the consump-
tion of tobacco by minors, I believe an
amendment to the FY 2000 District of Colum-
bia Appropriations would not be the appro-
priate vehicle. I am asking that you with-
draw the proposed amendment and allow
elected District officials to pursue the
issues.

As our offices have discussed we share a
common goal of reducing teen tobacco con-
sumption. In fact, I have often stated that
the care and safety of the District’s children
is my top priority. To this end, I have spo-
ken with Councilmember Sandy Allen, the
Chair of the Human Services Committee, and
she has agreed to hold a public hearing on
the issue of teen smoking as soon as the
Council convenes after its recess. In addi-
tion, I will introduce legislation that seeks
prohibitions on teen tobacco consumption
when the City Council returns.

I look forward to your continued support
and good wishes. I appreciate your willing-
ness to work with local officials on this
issue.

Sincerely,
ANTHONY A. WILLIAMS,

Mayor.

AMERICAN HEART ASSOCIATION, OF-
FICE OF COMMUNICATIONS AND AD-
VOCACY,

Washington, DC.
Hon. BRIAN BILBRAY,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE BILBRAY: I am writ-
ing to express the concerns of the American
Heart Association regarding your possible
amendment to the District of Columbia Ap-
propriations bill (H.R. 2587), that would pe-
nalize D.C. children who are caught with
cigarettes or other tobacco products.

We firmly believe that children who be-
come addicted to tobacco are victims of an
industry whose own stated goal is to find
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‘‘replacement smokers’’ for the hundreds of
thousands of people who die each year from
using their products. By targeting children
with billions in marketing and advertising
dollars, the tobacco industry has been very
successful in maintaining a customer base,
in spite of the 430,000 American deaths from
tobacco use each year. Adults in the tobacco
industry and retail establishments that fa-
cilitate underage marketing of tobacco prod-
ucts—not children—are the ones who need to
be penalized. Unfortunately, the United
States Congress has a very clear record of
letting tobacco companies off the hook.

Because the repercussions of tobacco use
are not always immediately apparent to
young people, we recognize your motive to
provide immediate consequences to children
who are caught with tobacco. We are not op-
posed to finding ways to educate children on
the dangers and consequences of tobacco use
and we would willingly work with you in the
future to accomplish this. However, unless
this amendment is part of a comprehensive
approach to limit access to tobacco—and
punish adults who ignore access restric-
tions—then we believe it will merely punish
the victims of tobacco promotion.

Although I am respectfully asking mem-
bers to vote against your amendment, I hope
there will still be opportunities for us to
work together in the future to eliminate un-
derage tobacco use.

Sincerely,
M. CASS WHEELER,
Chief Executive Officer.

CAMPAIGN FOR TOBACCO-FREE KIDS,
Washington, DC, July 27, 1999.

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: The Campaign for
Tobacco-Free Kids opposes the amendment
that may be offered later today by Rep-
resentative Bilbray to the District of Colum-
bia appropriations bill. This amendment
would penalize youth for possession of to-
bacco products without creating a thought-
ful, comprehensive plan to reduce tobacco
use among children and without first ensur-
ing that adults who illegally sell tobacco to
kids are held responsible.

There is no silver bullet to reducing to-
bacco use among kids, but this amendment,
in the absence of other effective policies, will
do little to end tobacco’s grip on the children
of D.C. There is little evidence to indicate
that in the absence of a concerted, com-
prehensive program, penalizing kids will
work to reduce tobacco use rates. A com-
prehensive effective program should include
not only vigorous enforcement of laws
against selling tobacco to kids but also pub-
lic education efforts, community and school
based programs, and help for smokers who
want to quit.

The narrow focus of this amendment will
further divert resources away from effective
enforcement of the current laws that pro-
hibit retailers from selling to kids. Although
the District of Columbia penalizes retailers
for selling to kids, this law is not being en-
forced adequately. According to Department
of Health and Human Services, compliance
checks showed that 42.3 percent of retailers
in D.C. sell tobacco products to minors.

Additionally, this amendment does not ad-
dress the fact that the tobacco industry
spends $5 billion a year marketing its prod-
ucts. Kids in D.C. continually see tobacco
ads on storefronts and in magazines. The to-
bacco industry’s marketing tactics work: 85
percent of kids who smoke use the three
most heavily advertised brands (Marlboro,
Camel and Newport). In addition, the success
of the tobacco industry targeted marketing
efforts is evidenced by the fact that 75 per-
cent of young African Americans smoke

Newport, a brand heavily marketed to this
group.

Any discussion of holding children respon-
sible for their addiction to tobacco should
only come after or as part of a comprehen-
sive approach, which insures that adults are
being held responsible for marketing and
selling to children. Therefore, we ask that
you oppose this amendment. Thank you.

Sincerely,
MATTHEW L. MYERS,
Executive Vice President.

CAMPAIGN FOR TOBACCO-FREE KIDS,
Washington, DC, August 6, 1998.

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MEMBER OF CONGRESS: The Campaign
for Tobacco-Free Kids opposes the amend-
ment that may be offered later today by
Representative Bilbray to the District of Co-
lumbia appropriations bill (H.R. 4380). This
amendment would penalize youth for posses-
sion of tobacco products without creating a
thoughtful, comprehensive plan to reduce to-
bacco use among children and without first
ensuring that adults who illegally sell to-
bacco to kids are held responsible.

There is no silver bullet to reducing to-
bacco use among kids, but this amendment,
in the absence of other effective policies, will
do little to end tobacco’s grip on the children
of D.C. There is little evidence to indicate
that in the absence of a concerted, com-
prehensive program, penalizing kids will
work to reduce tobacco use rates. Rather, ex-
perience from other cities indicates that
only a comprehensive program which vigor-
ously enforces laws against selling tobacco
to kids through compliance checks of retail-
ers, and which included restrictions on to-
bacco ads aimed at kids, will be effective.

The narrow focus of this bill will further
divert resources away from effective enforce-
ment of the current laws that prohibit re-
tailers from selling to kids. Although the
District of Columbia penalizes retailers for
selling to kids, this law is not being enforced
adequately. According to Department of
Health and Human Services, compliance
checks showed that 42.3 percent of retailers
in D.C. sell tobacco products to minors.

Additionally, this amendment does not ad-
dress the fact that the tobacco industry
spends $5 billion a year marketing its prod-
ucts. Kids in D.C. continually see tobacco
ads on billboards, bus shelters, and store-
fronts. The tobacco industry’s marketing
tactics work: 85 percent of kids who smoke
use the three most heavily advertised brands
(Marlboro, Camel and Newport).

Any discussion of holding children respon-
sible for their addiction to tobacco should
only come after or as part of a comprehen-
sive approach, which insures that adults are
being held responsible for marketing and
selling to children. Therefore, we ask that
you oppose this amendment. Thank you.

Sincerely,
MATTHEW L. MYERS,
Executive Vice President.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, March 22, 1999.

Hon. ANTHONY WILLIAMS,
Mayor, District of Columbia,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MAYOR WILLIAMS: I would like to
take this opportunity to congratulate you on
your recent election victory. As a part-time
resident of the District and as someone who
spent twenty years in local government, in-
cluding two years as a councilman and six
years as a mayor, I wish you the best of luck
in your first term as Mayor of the District of
Columbia.

As you may already be aware, during the
House of Representatives Fiscal Year (FY)

1999 appropriation process I introduced an
amendment to the D.C. Appropriation Act
(H.R. 4380) that prohibited individuals under
the age of 18 years old from possessing and
consuming tobacco products in the District
of Columbia. This amendment received
strong bipartisan support and passed through
the House by a 238–138 vote on August 6, 1999,
but unfortunately it was not included in the
final conference report.

At the time I introduced this amendment
only 21 states in the nation had minor pos-
session laws outlawing tobacco, and my
amendment would have added the District of
Columbia to this growing list of states. My
amendment was very straight forward and
easy to understand. It contained a provision
to exempt from this prohibition a minor in-
dividual ‘‘making a delivery of cigarettes or
tobacco products in his or her employment’’
while on the job.

My amendment also contained a penalty
section, which was modeled after the state of
Virginia’s penalty section for minors found
in violation of tobacco possession. For the
first violation, the minor would, at the dis-
cretion of the judge, be subject to a civil pen-
alty not to exceed $50. For the second viola-
tion, the minor would be subject to a civil
penalty not to exceed $100. For a third or
subsequent violation, the minor would have
his or her driver’s license suspended for a pe-
riod of 90 consecutive days. The 90 day sus-
pension is consistent with penalties for
minor possession of alcohol in the District of
Columbia. Any minor found to be in posses-
sion of tobacco may also be required to per-
form community service or attend a tobacco
cessation program. Each of these penalties
are at the judge’s discretion.

I understand that the District of Columbia
already has tough laws on the books to ad-
dress the issue of sales of tobacco to minors.
My amendment focused specifically on the
possession of tobacco products by minors in
order to put minor possession of tobacco
with minor possession of alcohol. All three
cities in my district have passed anti-posses-
sion laws, so I am not asking the District to
do anything my own communities have not
already done.

I was an original cosponsor of the strong-
est anti-tobacco bill in the 105th Congress,
the Bipartisan NO Tobacco for Kids Act
(H.R. 3868). The intentions of my amendment
was to encourage youth to take responsi-
bility for their actions. If individuals under
the age of 18 know they will face a penalty
for possession of tobacco, they might be de-
terred from ever starting to smoke in the
first place.

As we move forward in the 106th Congress
I would like to know whether you plan to ad-
dress this issue at the local level. I think it
is important that all levels of government
work together to help stop children from
smoking. I also believe we should send the
right message to our children, and the first
step in this process would be for the District
of Columbia to join Virginia, Maryland, and
the twenty other states who have passed
youth possession and consumption laws. I
would appreciate knowing of your inten-
tions, and to work with you and Members on
both sides of the aisle in 1999 to make sure
this important piece of legislation becomes
law.

Again, congratulations on your new posi-
tion as Mayor and I look forward to working
with you in the future.

Sincerely,
BRIAN P. BILBRAY,

Member of Congress.
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ANTHONY A. WILLIAMS,
Mayor, District of Columbia,

May 21, 1999.
Hon. BRIAN BILBRAY,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BILBRAY: Thank you
for your letter sharing your concern about
teenage smoking in the District and your
congratulations on my November election to
the Office of Mayor.

In response to your inquiry, the District of
Columbia is addressing the issue of teen
smoking through a variety of methods. DC
Public Schools has two programs—The Great
American Smoke-out and ‘‘2 Smart 2
Smoke’’—to raise children’s awareness of the
dangers of smoking. Additionally, the De-
partment of Health supports the efforts of
local and community-based initiatives like
‘‘Ad-Up, Word-Up and Speak-Out,’’ which en-
courages school age children to perform
their own research on the effects of adver-
tising directed at children.

Finally, the school system recently ele-
vated possession of tobacco to a ‘‘level one’’
infraction—which means violators could
incur the most severe disciplinary measures,
including possible suspension. To assess our
progress, the District is tracking youth
smoking related data through grants pro-
vided by the Center for Disease Control.

I want to assure you that I share your con-
cerns about teenage smokers. Sandra Allen,
Chairperson of the City Council’s Committee
on Human Services, and I are working dili-
gently to strengthen enforcement which
should, in combination with the other initia-
tives, result in a real reduction of teenage
smoking. We believe that the cumulative ef-
fect of these initiatives will have a marked
improvement on the incidence of teen smok-
ing.

Again thank you for bringing this issue to
the forefront of my attention. I agree that
discouraging our youth from engaging in
this terrible habit of smoking is very impor-
tant in the fight to curtail tobacco’s tragic
and inevitable long-term effects.

Sincerely,
ANTHONY A. WILLIAMS,

Mayor.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, July 8, 1999.
Hon. ANTHONY WILLIAMS,
Mayor, District of Columbia,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MAYOR WILLIAMS: I would like to
thank you for your response to my letter re-
garding my youth consumption amendment
and the tobacco strategies in the District of
Columbia. I appreciate the information you
provided regarding the programs the D.C.
public schools are implementing to combat
youth smoking.

As I mentioned in my first letter, in the
105th Congress I introduced an amendment
to H.R. 4380, FY 1999 District of Columbia ap-
propriations bill that sought to prohibit in-
dividuals under the age of 18 years from pos-
sessing and consuming tobacco products in
the District of Columbia. This amendment
received strong bipartisan support and
passed through the House by a 238–138 vote
on August 6, 1998.

I intend to reintroduce this amendment to
the FY 2000 D.C. Appropriations Bill later in
the year when Congress takes up this legisla-
tion. I believe at the same time we are edu-
cating youths on the dangers of tobacco and
curtailing advertisements by the tobacco in-
dustry, we need to strive for new and innova-
tive ways to reduce tobacco use along with
sending a clear message to our youth that we
will not tolerate the consumption of tobacco.
This is what a youth consumption law in the
District will accomplish.

My amendment contains a penalty section,
which is modeled after the state of Virginia’s
penalty section for minors found in violation
of tobacco possession. For the first violation,
the minor would, at the discretion of the
judge, be subject to a civil penalty not to ex-
ceed $50. For the second violation, the minor
would be subject to a civil penalty not to ex-
ceed $100. For a third or subsequent viola-
tion, the minor would have his or her driv-
er’s license suspended for a period of 90 con-
secutive days. The 90 day suspension is con-
sistent with penalties for minor possession of
alcohol in the District of Columbia. Any
minor found to be in possession of tobacco
may also be required to perform community
service or attend a tobacco cessation pro-
gram. Each of these penalties are at the
judge’s discretion (I have attached a draft of
my amendment for your convenience).

My amendment focuses specifically on the
possession of tobacco products by minors in
order to put minor possession of tobacco
with minor possession of alcohol. If we are
really serious about reducing youth con-
sumption of tobacco we need to put it on the
same level as alcohol and treat it equally.

Again, thank you for responding to my
original letter and I look forward to working
with you on this important issue. Please feel
free to contact me if you have any additional
questions.

Sincerely,
BRIAN P. BILBRAY,

Member of Congress.

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to withdraw my
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is

withdrawn.
Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I move

to strike the last word.
Mr. Chairman, I rise today to enter

into a colloquy with the distinguished
chairman of the Subcommittee on the
District of Columbia of the Committee
on Appropriations, the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK).

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the
gentleman from Oklahoma for his sup-
port in providing $250,000 in the bill to
continue the mentoring program for
at-risk children and the resource hot-
line for low-income individuals in the
District.

Last year, Congress appropriated
$250,000 to the International Youth
Service and Development and Corpora-
tion to provide these worthwhile and
much-needed services to the District.
During the past year, I had the privi-
lege to visit the southeast White House
in Anacostia, where some of these serv-
ices are provided to low-income citi-
zens and at-risk children. I am pleased
to report to the Congress that this
minor allocation of $250,000 is making a
real difference in the lives of many
families who were struggling to survive
and protect their children who are at
risk in their community.

Is it the chairman’s intention that
this appropriation of $250,000 be used by
the city to continue the good work
which is currently being accomplished
by the International Youth Service De-
velopment Corporation?

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

Mr. TIAHRT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I want
to first thank the gentleman from Kan-
sas (Mr. TIAHRT) for his hard work in
this area. I know personally how active
and vocal he has been as an advocate
for the families and their children in
the District that are most at risk.

The gentleman is correct that we
have worked with the District and pro-
vided funding for them, which they are
using to carry on this program that the
gentleman has been discussing, and we
are happy to be able to do that so that
this work might continue and that the
District might be able to work with
him to do so.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his comments.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill
through page 25, line 12 be considered
as read, printed in the RECORD, and
open to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.
The text of the bill from page 3, line

7, through page 25, line 12 is as follows:
FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE CITIZEN COMPLAINT

REVIEW BOARD

For a Federal payment to the District of
Columbia for administrative expenses of the
Citizen Complaint Review Board, $1,200,000,
to remain available until September 30, 2001.

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DEPARTMENT OF
HUMAN SERVICES

For a Federal payment to the Department
of Human Services for a mentoring program
and for hotline services, $250,000.

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA CORRECTIONS TRUSTEE OPERATIONS

For salaries and expenses of the District of
Columbia Corrections Trustee, $183,000,000
for the administration and operation of cor-
rectional facilities and for the administra-
tive operating costs of the Office of the Cor-
rections Trustee, as authorized by section
11202 of the National Capital Revitalization
and Self-Government Improvement Act of
1997 (Public Law 105–33, approved August 5,
1997; 111 Stat. 712): Provided, That notwith-
standing any other provision of law, funds
appropriated in this Act for the District of
Columbia Corrections Trustee shall be ap-
portioned quarterly by the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget and obligated and expended
in the same manner as funds appropriated
for salaries and expenses of other Federal
agencies.

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA COURTS

For salaries and expenses for the District
of Columbia Courts, $100,714,000 to be allo-
cated as follows: for the District of Columbia
Court of Appeals, $7,209,000; for the District
of Columbia Superior Court, $75,245,000; for
the District of Columbia Court System,
$9,260,000 and $9,000,000, to remain available
until September 30, 2001, for capital improve-
ments for District of Columbia courthouse
facilities: Provided, That of the amounts
available for operations of the District of Co-
lumbia Courts, not to exceed $2,500,000 shall
be for the design of an Integrated Justice In-
formation System and that such funds shall
be used in accordance with a plan and design
developed by the courts and approved by the
Committees on Appropriations of the House
of Representatives and the Senate: Provided
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further, That notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, all amounts under this heading
shall be apportioned quarterly by the Office
of Management and Budget and obligated
and expended in the same manner as funds
appropriated for salaries and expenses of
other Federal agencies, with payroll and fi-
nancial services to be provided on a contrac-
tual basis with the General Services Admin-
istration, said services to include the prepa-
ration of monthly financial reports, copies of
which shall be submitted directly by GSA to
the President and to the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives, the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs of the Senate, and the Com-
mittee on Government Reform of the House
of Representatives.
DEFENDER SERVICES IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

COURTS

For payments authorized under section 11–
2604 and section 11–2605, D.C. Code (relating
to representation provided under the District
of Columbia Criminal Justice Act), pay-
ments for counsel appointed in proceedings
in the Family Division of the Superior Court
of the District of Columbia under chapter 23
of title 16, D.C. Code, and payments for coun-
sel authorized under section 21–2060, D.C.
Code (relating to representation provided
under the District of Columbia Guardian-
ship, Protective Proceedings, and Durable
Power of Attorney Act of 1986), $33,336,000, to
remain available until expended: Provided,
That such funds shall be administered by the
Joint Committee on Judicial Administration
in the District of Columbia: Provided further,
That notwithstanding any other provision of
law, this appropriation shall be apportioned
quarterly by the Office of Management and
Budget and obligated and expended in the
same manner as funds appropriated for ex-
penses of other Federal agencies.
FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE COURT SERVICES

AND OFFENDER SUPERVISION AGENCY FOR
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

For salaries and expenses of the Court
Services and Offender Supervision Agency
for the District of Columbia, as authorized
by the National Capital Revitalization and
Self-Government Improvement Act of 1997,
as amended (Public Law 105–33, approved Au-
gust 5, 1997; 111 Stat. 712), $105,500,000, of
which $69,400,000 shall be for necessary ex-
penses of Parole Revocation, Adult Proba-
tion and Offender Supervision, to include ex-
penses relating to supervision of adults sub-
ject to protection orders or provision of serv-
ices for or related to such persons; $17,400,000
shall be available to the Public Defender
Service; and $18,700,000 shall be available to
the Pretrial Services Agency: Provided, That
notwithstanding any other provision of law,
all amounts under this heading shall be ap-
portioned quarterly by the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget and obligated and expended
in the same manner as funds appropriated
for salaries and expenses of other Federal
agencies: Provided further, That of the
amounts made available under this heading,
$32,192,000 shall be used in support of uni-
versal drug screening and testing for those
individuals on pretrial, probation, or parole
supervision with continued testing, inter-
mediate sanctions, and other treatment for
those identified in need, of which not to ex-
ceed $13,245,000 shall be available until Sep-
tember 30, 2001, for treatment services.

CHILDREN’S NATIONAL MEDICAL CENTER

For a Federal contribution to the Chil-
dren’s National Medical Center in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, $3,500,000 for construction,
renovation, and information technology in-
frastructure costs associated with estab-
lishing community pediatric health clinics
for high risk children in medically under-
served areas of the District of Columbia.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FUNDS

OPERATING EXPENSES

DIVISION OF EXPENSES

The following amounts are appropriated
for the District of Columbia for the current
fiscal year out of the general fund of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, except as otherwise spe-
cifically provided.

GOVERNMENTAL DIRECTION AND SUPPORT

Governmental direction and support,
$162,356,000 (including $137,134,000 from local
funds, $11,670,000 from Federal funds, and
$13,552,000 from other funds): Provided, That
not to exceed $2,500 for the Mayor, $2,500 for
the Chairman of the Council of the District
of Columbia, and $2,500 for the City Adminis-
trator shall be available from this appropria-
tion for official purposes: Provided further,
That any program fees collected from the
issuance of debt shall be available for the
payment of expenses of the debt manage-
ment program of the District of Columbia:
Provided further, That no revenues from Fed-
eral sources shall be used to support the op-
erations or activities of the Statehood Com-
mission and Statehood Compact Commis-
sion: Provided further, That the District of
Columbia shall identify the sources of fund-
ing for Admission to Statehood from its own
locally-generated revenues: Provided further,
That all employees permanently assigned to
work in the Office of the Mayor shall be paid
from funds allocated to the Office of the
Mayor.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION

Economic development and regulation,
$190,335,000 (including $52,911,000 from local
funds, $84,751,000 from Federal funds, and
$52,673,000 from other funds), of which
$15,000,000 collected by the District of Colum-
bia in the form of BID tax revenue shall be
paid to the respective BIDs pursuant to the
Business Improvement Districts Act of 1996
(D.C. Law 11–134; D.C. Code, sec. 1–2271 et
seq.), and the Business Improvement Dis-
tricts Temporary Amendment Act of 1997
(D.C. Law 12–23): Provided, That such funds
are available for acquiring services provided
by the General Services Administration: Pro-
vided further, That Business Improvement
Districts shall be exempt from taxes levied
by the District of Columbia.

PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE

Public safety and justice, including pur-
chase or lease of 135 passenger-carrying vehi-
cles for replacement only, including 130 for
police-type use and five for fire-type use,
without regard to the general purchase price
limitation for the current fiscal year,
$785,670,000 (including $565,411,000 from local
funds, $29,012,000 from Federal funds, and
$191,247,000 from other funds): Provided, That
the Metropolitan Police Department is au-
thorized to replace not to exceed 25 pas-
senger-carrying vehicles and the Department
of Fire and Emergency Medical Services of
the District of Columbia is authorized to re-
place not to exceed five passenger-carrying
vehicles annually whenever the cost of repair
to any damaged vehicle exceeds three-
fourths of the cost of the replacement: Pro-
vided further, That not to exceed $500,000
shall be available from this appropriation for
the Chief of Police for the prevention and de-
tection of crime: Provided further, That the
Metropolitan Police Department shall pro-
vide quarterly reports to the Committees on
Appropriations of the House and Senate on
efforts to increase efficiency and improve
the professionalism in the department: Pro-
vided further, That notwithstanding any
other provision of law, or Mayor’s Order 86–
45, issued March 18, 1986, the Metropolitan
Police Department’s delegated small pur-
chase authority shall be $500,000: Provided

further, That the District of Columbia gov-
ernment may not require the Metropolitan
Police Department to submit to any other
procurement review process, or to obtain the
approval of or be restricted in any manner
by any official or employee of the District of
Columbia government, for purchases that do
not exceed $500,000: Provided further, That the
Mayor shall reimburse the District of Colum-
bia National Guard for expenses incurred in
connection with services that are performed
in emergencies by the National Guard in a
militia status and are requested by the
Mayor, in amounts that shall be jointly de-
termined and certified as due and payable for
these services by the Mayor and the Com-
manding General of the District of Columbia
National Guard: Provided further, That such
sums as may be necessary for reimbursement
to the District of Columbia National Guard
under the preceding proviso shall be avail-
able from this appropriation, and the avail-
ability of the sums shall be deemed as con-
stituting payment in advance for emergency
services involved: Provided further, That the
Metropolitan Police Department is author-
ized to maintain 3,800 sworn officers, with
leave for a 50 officer attrition: Provided fur-
ther, That no more than 15 members of the
Metropolitan Police Department shall be de-
tailed or assigned to the Executive Protec-
tion Unit, until the Chief of Police submits a
recommendation to the Council for its re-
view: Provided further, That $100,000 shall be
available for inmates released on medical
and geriatric parole: Provided further, That
commencing on December 31, 1999, the Met-
ropolitan Police Department shall provide to
the Committees on Appropriations of the
Senate and House of Representatives, the
Committee on Governmental Affairs of the
Senate, and the Committee on Government
Reform of the House of Representatives,
quarterly reports on the status of crime re-
duction in each of the 83 police service areas
established throughout the District of Co-
lumbia.

PUBLIC EDUCATION SYSTEM

Public education system, including the de-
velopment of national defense education pro-
grams, $867,411,000 (including $721,847,000
from local funds, $120,951,000 from Federal
funds, and $24,613,000 from other funds), to be
allocated as follows: $713,197,000 (including
$600,936,000 from local funds, $106,213,000 from
Federal funds, and $6,048,000 from other
funds), for the public schools of the District
of Columbia; $17,000,000 from local funds
being the Federal payment appropriated ear-
lier in this Act for resident tuition support
at public and private institutions of higher
learning for eligible District residents;
$10,700,000 from local funds for the District of
Columbia Teachers’ Retirement Fund; and
not less than $27,885,000 from local funds for
public charter schools: Provided, That if the
entirety of this allocation has not been pro-
vided as payments to any public charter
schools currently in operation through the
per pupil funding formula, the funds shall be
available for new public charter schools on a
per pupil basis: Provided further, That $480,000
of this amount shall be available to the Dis-
trict of Columbia Public Charter School
Board for administrative costs; $72,347,000
(including $40,491,000 from local funds,
$13,536,000 from Federal funds, and $18,320,000
from other funds) for the University of the
District of Columbia; $24,171,000 (including
$23,128,000 from local funds, $798,000 from
Federal funds and $245,000 other funds) for
the Public Library; $2,111,000 (including
$1,707,000 from local funds and $404,000 from
Federal funds) for the Commission on the
Arts and Humanities: Provided further, That
the public schools of the District of Colum-
bia are authorized to accept not to exceed 31
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motor vehicles for exclusive use in the driver
education program: Provided further, That
not to exceed $2,500 for the Superintendent of
Schools, $2,500 for the President of the Uni-
versity of the District of Columbia, and
$2,000 for the Public Librarian shall be avail-
able from this appropriation for official pur-
poses: Provided further, That none of the
funds contained in this Act may be made
available to pay the salaries of any District
of Columbia Public School teacher, prin-
cipal, administrator, official, or employee
who knowingly provides false enrollment or
attendance information under article II, sec-
tion 5 of the Act entitled ‘‘An Act to provide
for compulsory school attendance, for the
taking of a school census in the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes’’, approved
February 4, 1925 (D.C. Code, sec. 31–401 et
seq.): Provided further, That this appropria-
tion shall not be available to subsidize the
education of any nonresident of the District
of Columbia at any District of Columbia pub-
lic elementary and secondary school during
fiscal year 2000 unless the nonresident pays
tuition to the District of Columbia at a rate
that covers 100 percent of the costs incurred
by the District of Columbia which are attrib-
utable to the education of the nonresident
(as established by the Superintendent of the
District of Columbia Public Schools): Pro-
vided further, That this appropriation shall
not be available to subsidize the education of
nonresidents of the District of Columbia at
the University of the District of Columbia,
unless the Board of Trustees of the Univer-
sity of the District of Columbia adopts, for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2000, a
tuition rate schedule that will establish the
tuition rate for nonresident students at a
level no lower than the nonresident tuition
rate charged at comparable public institu-
tions of higher education in the metropoli-
tan area.

HUMAN SUPPORT SERVICES

Human support services, $1,526,361,000 (in-
cluding $635,373,000 from local funds,
$875,814,000 from Federal funds, and
$15,174,000 from other funds): Provided, That
$25,150,000 of this appropriation, to remain
available until expended, shall be available
solely for District of Columbia employees’
disability compensation: Provided further,
That a peer review committee shall be estab-
lished to review medical payments and the
type of service received by a disability com-
pensation claimant: Provided further, That
the District of Columbia shall not provide
free government services such as water,
sewer, solid waste disposal or collection,
utilities, maintenance, repairs, or similar
services to any legally constituted private
nonprofit organization, as defined in section
411(5) of the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless
Assistance Act (101 Stat. 485; Public Law 100–
77; 42 U.S.C. 11371), providing emergency
shelter services in the District, if the Dis-
trict would not be qualified to receive reim-
bursement pursuant to such Act (101 Stat.
485; Public Law 100–77; 42 U.S.C. 11301 et
seq.).

PUBLIC WORKS

Public works, including rental of one pas-
senger-carrying vehicle for use by the Mayor
and three passenger-carrying vehicles for use
by the Council of the District of Columbia
and leasing of passenger-carrying vehicles,
$271,395,000 (including $258,341,000 from local
funds, $3,099,000 from Federal funds, and
$9,955,000 from other funds): Provided, That
this appropriation shall not be available for
collecting ashes or miscellaneous refuse
from hotels and places of business: Provided
further, That $2,620,000 shall be available for
program enhancements ($1,370,000 for se-
lected increases in District bus service;
$800,000 for new feeder bus service; $200,000

for new small bus operations; and $250,000 for
the planning and development of the pro-
posed New York Avenue Metrorail station).

RECEIVERSHIP PROGRAMS

For all agencies of the District of Colum-
bia government under court ordered receiv-
ership, $345,577,000 (including $221,106,000
from local funds, $106,111,000 from Federal
funds, and $18,360,000 from other funds).

WORKFORCE INVESTMENTS

For workforce investments, $8,500,000 from
local funds, to be transferred by the Mayor
of the District of Columbia within the var-
ious appropriation headings in this Act for
which employees are properly payable.

RESERVE

For a reserve to be established by the Chief
Financial Officer of the District of Columbia
and the District of Columbia Financial Re-
sponsibility and Management Assistance Au-
thority, $150,000,000 from local funds: Pro-
vided, That the reserve shall only be ex-
pended according to criteria established by
the Chief Financial Officer and approved by
the District of Columbia Financial Responsi-
bility and Management Assistance Author-
ity, and the House and Senate Committees
on Appropriations.
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FINANCIAL RESPONSI-

BILITY AND MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE AU-
THORITY

For the District of Columbia Financial Re-
sponsibility and Management Assistance Au-
thority, established by section 101(a) of the
District of Columbia Financial Responsi-
bility and Management Assistance Act of
1995, approved April 17, 1995 (109 Stat. 97;
Public Law 104–8), $3,140,000: Provided, That
none of the funds contained in this Act may
be used to pay any compensation of the Ex-
ecutive Director or General Counsel of the
Authority at a rate in excess of the max-
imum rate of compensation which may be
paid to such individual during fiscal year
2000 under section 102 of such Act, as deter-
mined by the Comptroller General (as de-
scribed in GAO letter report B–279095.2).

REPAYMENT OF LOANS AND INTEREST

For payment of principal, interest and cer-
tain fees directly resulting from borrowing
by the District of Columbia to fund District
of Columbia capital projects as authorized
by sections 462, 475, and 490 of the District of
Columbia Home Rule Act, approved Decem-
ber 24, 1973, as amended, and that funds shall
be allocated for expenses associated with the
Wilson Building, $328,417,000 from local
funds: Provided, That for equipment leases,
the Mayor may finance $27,527,000 of equip-
ment cost, plus cost of issuance not to ex-
ceed two percent of the par amount being fi-
nanced on a lease purchase basis with a ma-
turity not to exceed five years: Provided fur-
ther, That $5,300,000 is allocated to the Met-
ropolitan Police Department, $3,200,000 for
the Fire and Emergency Medical Services
Department, $350,000 for the Department of
Corrections, $15,949,000 for the Department of
Public Works and $2,728,000 for the Public
Benefit Corporation.

REPAYMENT OF GENERAL FUND RECOVERY
DEBT

For the purpose of eliminating the
$331,589,000 general fund accumulated deficit
as of September 30, 1990, $38,286,000 from
local funds, as authorized by section 461(a) of
the District of Columbia Home Rule Act, ap-
proved December 24, 1973, as amended (105
Stat. 540; Public Law 102–106; D.C. Code, sec.
47–321(a)(1)).

PAYMENT OF INTEREST ON SHORT-TERM
BORROWING

For payment of interest on short-term bor-
rowing, $9,000,000 from local funds.

CERTIFICATES OF PARTICIPATION

For lease payments in accordance with the
Certificates of Participation involving the
land site underlying the building located at
One Judiciary Square, $7,950,000 from local
funds.

OPTICAL AND DENTAL PAYMENTS

For optical and dental payments, $1,295,000
from local funds.

PRODUCTIVITY BANK

The Chief Financial Officer of the District
of Columbia, under the direction of the
Mayor and the District of Columbia Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assist-
ance Authority, shall finance projects total-
ing $20,000,000 in local funds that result in
cost savings or additional revenues, by an
amount equal to such financing: Provided,
That the Mayor shall provide quarterly re-
ports to the Committees on Appropriations
of the House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate by the 15th calendar day after the end of
each quarter beginning December 31, 1999, on
the status of the projects financed under this
heading.

PRODUCTIVITY BANK SAVINGS

The Chief Financial Officer of the District
of Columbia, under the direction of the
Mayor and the District of Columbia Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assist-
ance Authority, shall make reductions total-
ing $20,000,000 in local funds. The reductions
are to be allocated to projects funded
through the Productivity Bank that produce
cost savings or additional revenues in an
amount equal to the Productivity Bank fi-
nancing: Provided, That the Mayor shall pro-
vide quarterly reports to the Committees on
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate by the 15th calendar
day after the end of each quarter beginning
December 31, 1999, on the status of the cost
savings or additional revenues funded under
this heading.

PROCUREMENT AND MANAGEMENT SAVINGS

The Chief Financial Officer of the District
of Columbia, under the direction of the
Mayor and the District of Columbia Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assist-
ance Authority, shall make reductions of
$14,457,000 for general supply schedule sav-
ings and $7,000,000 for management reform
savings, in local funds to one or more of the
appropriation headings in this Act: Provided,
That the Mayor shall provide quarterly re-
ports to the Committees on Appropriations
of the House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate by the 15th calendar day after the end of
each quarter beginning December 31, 1999, on
the status of the general supply schedule
savings and management reform savings pro-
jected under this heading.

ENTERPRISE AND OTHER FUNDS
WATER AND SEWER AUTHORITY AND THE

WASHINGTON AQUEDUCT

For operation of the Water and Sewer Au-
thority and the Washington Aqueduct,
$279,608,000 from other funds (including
$236,075,000 for the Water and Sewer Author-
ity and $43,533,000 for the Washington Aque-
duct) of which $35,222,000 shall be appor-
tioned and payable to the District’s debt
service fund for repayment of loans and in-
terest incurred for capital improvement
projects.

For construction projects, $197,169,000, as
authorized by An Act authorizing the laying
of watermains and service sewers in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the levying of assessments
therefor, and for other purposes, approved
April 22, 1904 (33 Stat. 244; Public Law 58–140;
D.C. Code, sec. 43–1512 et seq.): Provided, That
the requirements and restrictions that are
applicable to general fund capital improve-
ments projects and set forth in this Act
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under the Capital Outlay appropriation title
shall apply to projects approved under this
appropriation title.
LOTTERY AND CHARITABLE GAMES ENTERPRISE

FUND

For the Lottery and Charitable Games En-
terprise Fund, established by the District of
Columbia Appropriation Act for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1982, approved De-
cember 4, 1981 (95 Stat. 1174, 1175; Public Law
97–91), as amended, for the purpose of imple-
menting the Law to Legalize Lotteries,
Daily Numbers Games, and Bingo and Raffles
for Charitable Purposes in the District of Co-
lumbia, effective March 10, 1981 (D.C. Law 3–
172; D.C. Code, secs. 2–2501 et seq. and 22–1516
et seq.), $234,400,000: Provided, That the Dis-
trict of Columbia shall identify the source of
funding for this appropriation title from the
District’s own locally generated revenues:
Provided further, That no revenues from Fed-
eral sources shall be used to support the op-
erations or activities of the Lottery and
Charitable Games Control Board.

SPORTS AND ENTERTAINMENT COMMISSION

For the Sports and Entertainment Com-
mission, $10,846,000 from other funds for ex-
penses incurred by the Armory Board in the
exercise of its powers granted by the Act en-
titled ‘‘An Act To Establish A District of Co-
lumbia Armory Board, and for other pur-
poses’’, approved June 4, 1948 (62 Stat. 339;
D.C. Code, sec. 2–301 et seq.) and the District
of Columbia Stadium Act of 1957, approved
September 7, 1957 (71 Stat. 619; Public Law
85–300; D.C. Code, sec. 2–321 et seq.): Provided,
That the Mayor shall submit a budget for
the Armory Board for the forthcoming fiscal
year as required by section 442(b) of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Home Rule Act, approved
December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 824; Public Law
93–198; D.C. Code, sec. 47–301(b)).
D.C. HEALTH AND HOSPITALS PUBLIC BENEFIT

CORPORATION

For the District of Columbia Health and
Hospitals Public Benefit Corporation, estab-
lished by D.C. Law 11–212, D.C. Code, sec. 32–
262.2, effective April 9, 1997, $133,443,000 of
which $44,435,000 shall be derived by transfer
from the general fund and $89,008,000 from
other funds.

D.C. RETIREMENT BOARD

For the D.C. Retirement Board, established
by section 121 of the District of Columbia Re-
tirement Reform Act of 1979, approved No-
vember 17, 1979 (93 Stat. 866; D.C. Code, sec.
1–711), $9,892,000 from the earnings of the ap-
plicable retirement funds to pay legal, man-
agement, investment, and other fees and ad-
ministrative expenses of the District of Co-
lumbia Retirement Board: Provided, That the
District of Columbia Retirement Board shall
provide to the Congress and to the Council of
the District of Columbia a quarterly report
of the allocations of charges by fund and of
expenditures of all funds: Provided further,
That the District of Columbia Retirement
Board shall provide the Mayor, for trans-
mittal to the Council of the District of Co-
lumbia, an itemized accounting of the
planned use of appropriated funds in time for
each annual budget submission and the ac-
tual use of such funds in time for each an-
nual audited financial report: Provided fur-
ther, That section 121(c)(1) of the District of
Columbia Retirement Reform Act (D.C.
Code, sec. 1–711(c)(1)) is amended by striking
‘‘the total amount to which a member may
be entitled’’ and all that follows and insert-
ing the following: ‘‘the total amount to
which a member may be entitled under this
subsection during a year (beginning with
1998) may not exceed $5,000, except that in
the case of the Chairman of the Board and
the Chairman of the Investment Committee
of the Board, such amount may not exceed
$10,000 (beginning with 2000).’’.

CORRECTIONAL INDUSTRIES FUND

For the Correctional Industries Fund, es-
tablished by the District of Columbia Correc-
tional Industries Establishment Act, ap-
proved October 3, 1964 (78 Stat. 1000; Public
Law 88–622), $1,810,000 from other funds.
WASHINGTON CONVENTION CENTER ENTERPRISE

FUND

For the Washington Convention Center En-
terprise Fund, $50,226,000 from other funds.

CAPITAL OUTLAY

(INCLUDING RESCISSIONS)

For construction projects, $1,260,524,000 of
which $929,450,000 is from local funds,
$54,050,000 is from the highway trust fund,
and $277,024,000 is from Federal funds, and a
rescission of $41,886,500 from local funds
approriated under this heading in prior fiscal
years, for a net amount of $1,218,637,500 to re-
main available until expended: Provided,
That funds for use of each capital project im-
plementing agency shall be managed and
controlled in accordance with all procedures
and limitations established under the Finan-
cial Management System: Provided further,
That all funds provided by this appropriation
title shall be available only for the specific
projects and purposes intended: Provided fur-
ther, That notwithstanding the foregoing, all
authorizations for capital outlay projects,
except those projects covered by the first
sentence of section 23(a) of the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1968, approved August 23,
1968 (82 Stat. 827; Public Law 90–495; D.C.
Code, sec. 7–134, note), for which funds are
provided by this appropriation title, shall ex-
pire on September 30, 2001, except authoriza-
tions for projects as to which funds have
been obligated in whole or in part prior to
September 30, 2001: Provided further, That
upon expiration of any such project author-
ization the funds provided herein for the
project shall lapse.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to that portion of the bill?

If not, the Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 101. The expenditure of any appropria-
tion under this Act for any consulting serv-
ice through procurement contract, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 3109, shall be limited to those
contracts where such expenditures are a
matter of public record and available for
public inspection, except where otherwise
provided under existing law, or under exist-
ing Executive order issued pursuant to exist-
ing law.

SEC. 102. Except as otherwise provided in
this Act, all vouchers covering expenditures
of appropriations contained in this Act shall
be audited before payment by the designated
certifying official, and the vouchers as ap-
proved shall be paid by checks issued by the
designated disbursing official.

SEC. 103. Whenever in this Act, an amount
is specified within an appropriation for par-
ticular purposes or objects of expenditure,
such amount, unless otherwise specified,
shall be considered as the maximum amount
that may be expended for said purpose or ob-
ject rather than an amount set apart exclu-
sively therefor.

SEC. 104. Appropriations in this Act shall
be available, when authorized by the Mayor,
for allowances for privately owned auto-
mobiles and motorcycles used for the per-
formance of official duties at rates estab-
lished by the Mayor: Provided, That such
rates shall not exceed the maximum pre-
vailing rates for such vehicles as prescribed
in the Federal Property Management Regu-
lations 101–7 (Federal Travel Regulations).

SEC. 105. Appropriations in this Act shall
be available for expenses of travel and for

the payment of dues of organizations con-
cerned with the work of the District of Co-
lumbia government, when authorized by the
Mayor: Provided, That in the case of the
Council of the District of Columbia, funds
may be expended with the authorization of
the chair of the Council.

SEC. 106. There are appropriated from the
applicable funds of the District of Columbia
such sums as may be necessary for making
refunds and for the payment of judgments
that have been entered against the District
of Columbia government: Provided, That
nothing contained in this section shall be
construed as modifying or affecting the pro-
visions of section 11(c)(3) of title XII of the
District of Columbia Income and Franchise
Tax Act of 1947, approved March 31, 1956 (70
Stat. 78; Public Law 84–460; D.C. Code, sec.
47–1812.11(c)(3)).

SEC. 107. Appropriations in this Act shall
be available for the payment of public assist-
ance without reference to the requirement of
section 544 of the District of Columbia Public
Assistance Act of 1982, effective April 6, 1982
(D.C. Law 4–101; D.C. Code, sec. 3–205.44), and
for the payment of the non-Federal share of
funds necessary to qualify for grants under
subtitle A of title II of the Violent Crime
Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994.

SEC. 108. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 109. No funds appropriated in this Act
for the District of Columbia government for
the operation of educational institutions,
the compensation of personnel, or for other
educational purposes may be used to permit,
encourage, facilitate, or further partisan po-
litical activities. Nothing herein is intended
to prohibit the availability of school build-
ings for the use of any community or par-
tisan political group during non-school
hours.

SEC. 110. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act shall be made available to pay the
salary of any employee of the District of Co-
lumbia government whose name, title, grade,
salary, past work experience, and salary his-
tory are not available for inspection by the
House and Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions, the Subcommittee on the District of
Columbia of the House Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform, the Subcommittee on Over-
sight of Government Management, Restruc-
turing and the District of Columbia of the
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs,
and the Council of the District of Columbia,
or their duly authorized representative.

SEC. 111. There are appropriated from the
applicable funds of the District of Columbia
such sums as may be necessary for making
payments authorized by the District of Co-
lumbia Revenue Recovery Act of 1977, effec-
tive September 23, 1977 (D.C. Law 2–20; D.C.
Code, sec. 47–421 et seq.).

SEC. 112. No part of this appropriation shall
be used for publicity or propaganda purposes
or implementation of any policy including
boycott designed to support or defeat legisla-
tion pending before Congress or any State
legislature.

SEC. 113. At the start of the fiscal year, the
Mayor shall develop an annual plan, by quar-
ter and by project, for capital outlay bor-
rowings: Provided, That within a reasonable
time after the close of each quarter, the
Mayor shall report to the Council of the Dis-
trict of Columbia and the Congress the ac-
tual borrowings and spending progress com-
pared with projections.

SEC. 114. The Mayor shall not borrow any
funds for capital projects unless the Mayor
has obtained prior approval from the Council
of the District of Columbia, by resolution,
identifying the projects and amounts to be
financed with such borrowings.
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SEC. 115. The Mayor shall not expend any

moneys borrowed for capital projects for the
operating expenses of the District of Colum-
bia government.

SEC. 116. None of the funds provided under
this Act to the agencies funded by this Act,
both Federal and District government agen-
cies, that remain available for obligation or
expenditure in fiscal year 2000, or provided
from any accounts in the Treasury of the
United States derived by the collection of
fees available to the agencies funded by this
Act, shall be available for obligation or ex-
penditure for an agency through a re-
programming of funds which: (1) creates new
programs; (2) eliminates a program, project,
or responsibility center; (3) establishes or
changes allocations specifically denied, lim-
ited or increased by Congress in the Act; (4)
increases funds or personnel by any means
for any program, project, or responsibility
center for which funds have been denied or
restricted; (5) reestablishes through re-
programming any program or project pre-
viously deferred through reprogramming; (6)
augments existing programs, projects, or re-
sponsibility centers through a reprogram-
ming of funds in excess of $1,000,000 or 10 per-
cent, whichever is less; or (7) increases by 20
percent or more personnel assigned to a spe-
cific program, project, or responsibility cen-
ter; unless the Appropriations Committees of
both the Senate and House of Representa-
tives are notified in writing 30 days in ad-
vance of any reprogramming as set forth in
this section.

SEC. 117. None of the Federal funds pro-
vided in this Act shall be obligated or ex-
pended to provide a personal cook, chauffeur,
or other personal servants to any officer or
employee of the District of Columbia.

SEC. 118. None of the Federal funds pro-
vided in this Act shall be obligated or ex-
pended to procure passenger automobiles as
defined in the Automobile Fuel Efficiency
Act of 1980, approved October 10, 1980 (94
Stat. 1824; Public Law 96–425; 15 U.S.C.
2001(2)), with an Environmental Protection
Agency estimated miles per gallon average
of less than 22 miles per gallon: Provided,
That this section shall not apply to security,
emergency rescue, or armored vehicles.

COMPENSATION FOR CERTAIN OFFICIALS

SEC. 119. (a) CITY ADMINISTRATOR.—The
last sentence of section 422(7) of the District
of Columbia Home Rule Act (D.C. Code, sec.
1–242(7)) is amended by striking ‘‘, not to ex-
ceed’’ and all that follows and inserting a pe-
riod.

(b) BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF REDEVELOP-
MENT LAND AGENCY.—Section 1108(c)(2)(F) of
the District of Columbia Government Com-
prehensive Merit Personnel Act of 1978 (D.C.
Code, sec. 1–612.8(c)(2)(F)) is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘(F) Redevelopment Land Agency board
members shall be paid per diem compensa-
tion at a rate established by the Mayor, ex-
cept that such rate may not exceed the daily
equivalent of the annual rate of basic pay for
level 15 of the District Schedule for each day
(including travel time) during which they
are engaged in the actual performance of
their duties.’’.

SEC. 120. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sions of law, the provisions of the District of
Columbia Government Comprehensive Merit
Personnel Act of 1978, effective March 3, 1979
(D.C. Law 2–139; D.C. Code, sec. 1–601.1 et
seq.), enacted pursuant to section 422(3) of
the District of Columbia Home Rule Act, ap-
proved December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 790; Public
Law 93–198; D.C. Code, sec. 1–242(3)), shall
apply with respect to the compensation of
District of Columbia employees: Provided,
That for pay purposes, employees of the Dis-
trict of Columbia government shall not be

subject to the provisions of title 5, United
States Code.

SEC. 121. No later than 30 days after the
end of the first quarter of the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2000, the Mayor of the Dis-
trict of Columbia shall submit to the Council
of the District of Columbia the new fiscal
year 2000 revenue estimates as of the end of
the first quarter of fiscal year 2000. These es-
timates shall be used in the budget request
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2001.
The officially revised estimates at midyear
shall be used for the midyear report.

SEC. 122. No sole source contract with the
District of Columbia government or any
agency thereof may be renewed or extended
without opening that contract to the com-
petitive bidding process as set forth in sec-
tion 303 of the District of Columbia Procure-
ment Practices Act of 1985, effective Feb-
ruary 21, 1986 (D.C. Law 6–85; D.C. Code, sec.
1–1183.3), except that the District of Colum-
bia government or any agency thereof may
renew or extend sole source contracts for
which competition is not feasible or prac-
tical: Provided, That the determination as to
whether to invoke the competitive bidding
process has been made in accordance with
duly promulgated rules and procedures and
said determination has been reviewed and
approved by the District of Columbia Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assist-
ance Authority.

SEC. 123. For purposes of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985, approved December 12, 1985, (99 Stat.
1037; Public Law 99–177), as amended, the
term ‘‘program, project, and activity’’ shall
be synonymous with and refer specifically to
each account appropriating Federal funds in
this Act, and any sequestration order shall
be applied to each of the accounts rather
than to the aggregate total of those ac-
counts: Provided, That sequestration orders
shall not be applied to any account that is
specifically exempted from sequestration by
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985.

SEC. 124. In the event a sequestration order
is issued pursuant to the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985,
approved December 12, 1985 (99 Stat. 1037:
Public Law 99–177), as amended, after the
amounts appropriated to the District of Co-
lumbia for the fiscal year involved have been
paid to the District of Columbia, the Mayor
of the District of Columbia shall pay to the
Secretary of the Treasury, within 15 days
after receipt of a request therefor from the
Secretary of the Treasury, such amounts as
are sequestered by the order: Provided, That
the sequestration percentage specified in the
order shall be applied proportionately to
each of the Federal appropriation accounts
in this Act that are not specifically exempt-
ed from sequestration by such Act.

SEC. 125. (a) An entity of the District of Co-
lumbia government may accept and use a
gift or donation during fiscal year 2000 if—

(1) the Mayor approves the acceptance and
use of the gift or donation: Provided, That
the Council of the District of Columbia may
accept and use gifts without prior approval
by the Mayor; and

(2) the entity uses the gift or donation to
carry out its authorized functions or duties.

(b) Each entity of the District of Columbia
government shall keep accurate and detailed
records of the acceptance and use of any gift
or donation under subsection (a) of this sec-
tion, and shall make such records available
for audit and public inspection.

(c) For the purposes of this section, the
term ‘‘entity of the District of Columbia
government’’ includes an independent agen-
cy of the District of Columbia.

(d) This section shall not apply to the Dis-
trict of Columbia Board of Education, which

may, pursuant to the laws and regulations of
the District of Columbia, accept and use
gifts to the public schools without prior ap-
proval by the Mayor.

SEC. 126. None of the Federal funds pro-
vided in this Act may be used by the District
of Columbia to provide for salaries, expenses,
or other costs associated with the offices of
United States Senator or United States Rep-
resentative under section 4(d) of the District
of Columbia Statehood Constitutional Con-
vention Initiatives of 1979, effective March
10, 1981 (D.C. Law 3–171; D.C. Code, sec. 1–
113(d)).

SEC. 127. (a) The University of the District
of Columbia shall submit to the Mayor, the
District of Columbia Financial Responsi-
bility and Management Assistance Authority
(hereafter in this section referred to as ‘‘Au-
thority’’), and the Council of the District of
Columbia (hereafter in this section referred
to as ‘‘Council’’) no later than 15 calendar
days after the end of each quarter a report
that sets forth—

(1) current quarter expenditures and obli-
gations, year-to-date expenditures and obli-
gations, and total fiscal year expenditure
projections versus budget broken out on the
basis of control center, responsibility center,
and object class, and for all funds, non-ap-
propriated funds, and capital financing;

(2) a list of each account for which spend-
ing is frozen and the amount of funds frozen,
broken out by control center, responsibility
center, detailed object, and for all funding
sources;

(3) a list of all active contracts in excess of
$10,000 annually, which contains the name of
each contractor; the budget to which the
contract is charged, broken out on the basis
of control center and responsibility center,
and contract identifying codes used by the
University of the District of Columbia; pay-
ments made in the last quarter and year-to-
date, the total amount of the contract and
total payments made for the contract and
any modifications, extensions, renewals; and
specific modifications made to each contract
in the last month;

(4) all reprogramming requests and reports
that have been made by the University of the
District of Columbia within the last quarter
in compliance with applicable law; and

(5) changes made in the last quarter to the
organizational structure of the University of
the District of Columbia, displaying previous
and current control centers and responsi-
bility centers, the names of the organiza-
tional entities that have been changed, the
name of the staff member supervising each
entity affected, and the reasons for the
structural change.

(b) The Mayor, the Authority, and the
Council shall provide the Congress by Feb-
ruary 1, 2001, a summary, analysis, and rec-
ommendations on the information provided
in the quarterly reports.

SEC. 128. None of the funds contained in
this Act may be made available to pay the
fees of an attorney who represents a party
who prevails in an action, including an ad-
ministrative proceeding, brought against the
District of Columbia Public Schools under
the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act (20 U.S.C. 1400 et seq.) if—

(1) the hourly rate of compensation of the
attorney exceeds the hourly rate of com-
pensation under section 11–2604(a), District
of Columbia Code; or

(2) the maximum amount of compensation
of the attorney exceeds the maximum
amount of compensation under section 11–
2604(b)(1), District of Columbia Code, except
that compensation and reimbursement in ex-
cess of such maximum may be approved for
extended or complex representation in ac-
cordance with section 11–2604(c), District of
Columbia Code.
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ABORTION FUNDS RESTRICTION

SEC. 129. None of the funds appropriated
under this Act shall be expended for any
abortion except where the life of the mother
would be endangered if the fetus were carried
to term or where the pregnancy is the result
of an act of rape or incest.

DOMESTIC PARTNERS FUNDS RESTRICTION

SEC. 130. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to implement or en-
force the Health Care Benefits Expansion
Act of 1992 (D.C. Law 9–114; D.C. Code, sec.
36–1401 et seq.) or to otherwise implement or
enforce any system of registration of unmar-
ried, cohabiting couples (whether homo-
sexual, heterosexual, or lesbian), including
but not limited to registration for the pur-
pose of extending employment, health, or
governmental benefits to such couples on the
same basis that such benefits are extended to
legally married couples.

SEC. 131. The Superintendent of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Public Schools shall sub-
mit to the Congress, the Mayor, the District
of Columbia Financial Responsibility and
Management Assistance Authority, and the
Council of the District of Columbia no later
than 15 calendar days after the end of each
quarter a report that sets forth—

(1) current quarter expenditures and obli-
gations, year-to-date expenditures and obli-
gations, and total fiscal year expenditure
projections versus budget, broken out on the
basis of control center, responsibility center,
agency reporting code, and object class, and
for all funds, including capital financing;

(2) a list of each account for which spend-
ing is frozen and the amount of funds frozen,
broken out by control center, responsibility
center, detailed object, and agency reporting
code, and for all funding sources;

(3) a list of all active contracts in excess of
$10,000 annually, which contains the name of
each contractor; the budget to which the
contract is charged, broken out on the basis
of control center, responsibility center, and
agency reporting code; and contract identi-
fying codes used by the District of Columbia
Public Schools; payments made in the last
quarter and year-to-date, the total amount
of the contract and total payments made for
the contract and any modifications, exten-
sions, renewals; and specific modifications
made to each contract in the last month;

(4) all reprogramming requests and reports
that are required to be, and have been, sub-
mitted to the Board of Education; and

(5) changes made in the last quarter to the
organizational structure of the D.C. Public
Schools, displaying previous and current
control centers and responsibility centers,
the names of the organizational entities that
have been changed, the name of the staff
member supervising each entity affected,
and the reasons for the structural change.

SEC. 132. (a) IN GENERAL.—The Super-
intendent of the District of Columbia Public
Schools and the University of the District of
Columbia shall annually compile an accurate
and verifiable report on the positions and
employees in the public school system and
the university, respectively. The annual re-
port shall set forth—

(1) the number of validated schedule A po-
sitions in the District of Columbia public
schools and the University of the District of
Columbia for fiscal year 1999, fiscal year 2000,
and thereafter on full-time equivalent basis,
including a compilation of all positions by
control center, responsibility center, funding
source, position type, position title, pay
plan, grade, and annual salary; and

(2) a compilation of all employees in the
District of Columbia public schools and the
University of the District of Columbia as of
the preceding December 31, verified as to its
accuracy in accordance with the functions

that each employee actually performs, by
control center, responsibility center, agency
reporting code, program (including funding
source), activity, location for accounting
purposes, job title, grade and classification,
annual salary, and position control number.

(b) SUBMISSION.—The annual report re-
quired by subsection (a) of this section shall
be submitted to the Congress, the Mayor, the
District of Columbia Council, the Consensus
Commission, and the Authority, not later
than February 15 of each year.

SEC. 133. (a) No later than October 1, 1999,
or within 30 calendar days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, which ever occurs
later, and each succeeding year, the Super-
intendent of the District of Columbia Public
Schools and the University of the District of
Columbia shall submit to the appropriate
congressional committees, the Mayor, the
District of Columbia Council, the Consensus
Commission, and the District of Columbia
Financial Responsibility and Management
Assistance Authority, a revised appropriated
funds operating budget for the public school
system and the University of the District of
Columbia for such fiscal year that is in the
total amount of the approved appropriation
and that realigns budgeted data for personal
services and other-than-personal services, re-
spectively, with anticipated actual expendi-
tures.

(b) The revised budget required by sub-
section (a) of this section shall be submitted
in the format of the budget that the Super-
intendent of the District of Columbia Public
Schools and the University of the District of
Columbia submit to the Mayor of the Dis-
trict of Columbia for inclusion in the May-
or’s budget submission to the Council of the
District of Columbia pursuant to section 442
of the District of Columbia Home Rule Act,
Public Law 93–198, as amended (D.C. Code,
sec. 47–301).

SEC. 134. The District of Columbia Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assist-
ance Authority, acting on behalf of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS) in
formulating the DCPS budget, the Board of
Trustees of the University of the District of
Columbia, the Board of Library Trustees,
and the Board of Governors of the University
of the District of Columbia School of Law
shall vote on and approve their respective
annual or revised budgets before submission
to the Mayor of the District of Columbia for
inclusion in the Mayor’s budget submission
to the Council of the District of Columbia in
accordance with section 442 of the District of
Columbia Home Rule Act, Public Law 93–198,
as amended (D.C. Code, sec. 47–301), or before
submitting their respective budgets directly
to the Council.

CEILING ON TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES

SEC. 135. (a) CEILING ON TOTAL OPERATING
EXPENSES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the total amount ap-
propriated in this Act for operating expenses
for the District of Columbia for fiscal year
2000 under the caption ‘‘Division of Ex-
penses’’ shall not exceed the lesser of—

(A) the sum of the total revenues of the
District of Columbia for such fiscal year; or

(B) $5,522,779,000 (of which $152,753,000 shall
be from intra-District funds and $3,117,254,000
shall be from local funds), which amount
may be increased by the following:

(i) proceeds of one-time transactions,
which are expended for emergency or unan-
ticipated operating or capital needs approved
by the District of Columbia Financial Re-
sponsibility and Management Assistance Au-
thority; or

(ii) after notification to the Council, addi-
tional expenditures which the Chief Finan-
cial Officer of the District of Columbia cer-

tifies will produce additional revenues dur-
ing such fiscal year at least equal to 200 per-
cent of such additional expenditures, and
that are approved by the Authority.

(2) ENFORCEMENT.—The Chief Financial Of-
ficer of the District of Columbia and the Au-
thority shall take such steps as are nec-
essary to assure that the District of Colum-
bia meets the requirements of this section,
including the apportioning by the Chief Fi-
nancial Officer of the appropriations and
funds made available to the District during
fiscal year 2000, except that the Chief Finan-
cial Officer may not reprogram for operating
expenses any funds derived from bonds,
notes, or other obligations issued for capital
projects.

(b) ACCEPTANCE AND USE OF GRANTS NOT
INCLUDED IN CEILING.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub-
section (a), the Mayor, in consultation with
the Chief Financial Officer, during a control
year, as defined in section 305(4) of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Financial Responsibility
and Management Assistance Act of 1995, ap-
proved April 17, 1995 (Public Law 104–8; 109
Stat. 152), may accept, obligate, and expend
Federal, private, and other grants received
by the District government that are not re-
flected in the amounts appropriated in this
Act.

(2) REQUIREMENT OF CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFI-
CER REPORT AND AUTHORITY APPROVAL.—No
such Federal, private, or other grant may be
accepted, obligated, or expended pursuant to
paragraph (1) until—

(A) the Chief Financial Officer of the Dis-
trict of Columbia submits to the Authority a
report setting forth detailed information re-
garding such grant; and

(B) the Authority has reviewed and ap-
proved the acceptance, obligation, and ex-
penditure of such grant in accordance with
review and approval procedures consistent
with the provisions of the District of Colum-
bia Financial Responsibility and Manage-
ment Assistance Act of 1995.

(3) PROHIBITION ON SPENDING IN ANTICIPA-
TION OF APPROVAL OR RECEIPT.—No amount
may be obligated or expended from the gen-
eral fund or other funds of the District gov-
ernment in anticipation of the approval or
receipt of a grant under paragraph (2)(B) of
this subsection or in anticipation of the ap-
proval or receipt of a Federal, private, or
other grant not subject to such paragraph.

(4) QUARTERLY REPORTS.—The Chief Finan-
cial Officer of the District of Columbia shall
prepare a quarterly report setting forth de-
tailed information regarding all Federal, pri-
vate, and other grants subject to this sub-
section. Each such report shall be submitted
to the Council of the District of Columbia,
and to the Committees on Appropriations of
the House of Representatives and the Senate,
not later than 15 days after the end of the
quarter covered by the report.

(c) REPORT ON EXPENDITURES BY FINANCIAL
RESPONSIBILITY AND MANAGEMENT ASSIST-
ANCE AUTHORITY.—Not later than 20 calendar
days after the end of each fiscal quarter
starting October 1, 1999, the Authority shall
submit a report to the Committees on Appro-
priations of the House of Representatives
and the Senate, the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform of the House, and the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs of the Sen-
ate providing an itemized accounting of all
non-appropriated funds obligated or ex-
pended by the Authority for the quarter. The
report shall include information on the date,
amount, purpose, and vendor name, and a de-
scription of the services or goods provided
with respect to the expenditures of such
funds.

(d) APPLICATION OF EXCESS REVENUES.—
Local revenues collected in excess of
amounts required to support appropriations
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in this Act for operating expenses for the
District of Columbia for fiscal year 2000
under the caption ‘‘Division of Expenses’’
shall be applied first to a reserve account not
to exceed $250,000,000 to be used to finance
seasonal cash needs (in lieu of short-term
borrowings); second to accelerate repayment
of cash borrowed from the Water and Sewer
Fund; and third to reduce the outstanding
long-term bonded indebtedness.

SEC. 136. If a department or agency of the
government of the District of Columbia is
under the administration of a court-ap-
pointed receiver or other court-appointed of-
ficial during fiscal year 2000 or any suc-
ceeding fiscal year, the receiver or official
shall prepare and submit to the Mayor, for
inclusion in the annual budget of the Dis-
trict of Columbia for the year, annual esti-
mates of the expenditures and appropriations
necessary for the maintenance and operation
of the department or agency. All such esti-
mates shall be forwarded by the Mayor to
the Council, for its action pursuant to sec-
tions 446 and 603(c) of the District of Colum-
bia Home Rule Act, without revision but
subject to the Mayor’s recommendations.
Notwithstanding any provision of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Home Rule Act, approved
December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 790; Public Law
93–198; D.C. Code, sec. 1–101 et seq.) the Coun-
cil may comment or make recommendations
concerning such annual estimates but shall
have no authority under such Act to revise
such estimates.

SEC. 137. The District of Columbia Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assist-
ance Authority and the Superintendent of
the District of Columbia Public Schools are
hereby directed to report to the Appropria-
tions Committees of the Senate and the
House of Representatives, the Committee on
Governmental Affairs of the Senate, and the
Committee on Government Reform of the
House of Representatives not later than
April 1, 2000, on all measures necessary and
steps to be taken to ensure that the Dis-
trict’s Public Schools open on time to begin
the 2000–2001 academic year.

SEC. 138. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, rule, or regulation, an em-
ployee of the District of Columbia public
schools shall be—

(1) classified as an Educational Service em-
ployee;

(2) placed under the personnel authority of
the Board of Education; and

(3) subject to all Board of Education rules.
(b) School-based personnel shall constitute

a separate competitive area from nonschool-
based personnel who shall not compete with
school-based personnel for retention pur-
poses.

RESTRICTIONS ON USE OF OFFICIAL VEHICLES

SEC. 139. (a) RESTRICTIONS ON USE OF OFFI-
CIAL VEHICLES.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this section, none of the funds made
available by this Act or by any other Act
may be used to provide any officer or em-
ployee of the District of Columbia with an
official vehicle unless the officer or em-
ployee uses the vehicle only in the perform-
ance of the officer’s or employee’s official
duties. For purposes of this paragraph, the
term ‘‘official duties’’ does not include trav-
el between the officer’s or employee’s resi-
dence and workplace (except (1) in the case
of an officer or employee of the Metropolitan
Police Department who resides in the Dis-
trict of Columbia or is otherwise designated
by the Chief of the Department; (2) at the
discretion of the Fire Chief, an officer or em-
ployee of the D.C. Fire and Emergency Med-
ical Services Department who resides in the
District of Columbia and is on call 24 hours
a day; (3) the Mayor of the District of Colum-
bia; and (4) the Chairman of the Council of
the District of Columbia).

(b) INVENTORY OF VEHICLES.—The Chief Fi-
nancial Officer of the District of Columbia
shall submit, by November 15, 1999, an inven-
tory, as of September 30, 1999, of all vehicles
owned, leased or operated by the District of
Columbia government. The inventory shall
include, but not be limited to, the depart-
ment to which the vehicle is assigned; the
year and make of the vehicle; the acquisition
date and cost; the general condition of the
vehicle; annual operating and maintenance
costs; current mileage; and whether the vehi-
cle is allowed to be taken home by a District
officer or employee and if so, the officer or
employee’s title and resident location.

SEC. 140. (a) SOURCE OF PAYMENT FOR EM-
PLOYEES DETAILED WITHIN GOVERNMENT.—
For purposes of determining the amount of
funds expended by any entity within the Dis-
trict of Columbia government during fiscal
year 2000 and each succeeding fiscal year,
any expenditures of the District government
attributable to any officer or employee of
the District government who provides serv-
ices which are within the authority and ju-
risdiction of the entity (including any por-
tion of the compensation paid to the officer
or employee attributable to the time spent
in providing such services) shall be treated
as expenditures made from the entity’s budg-
et, without regard to whether the officer or
employee is assigned to the entity or other-
wise treated as an officer or employee of the
entity.

(b) MODIFICATION OF REDUCTION IN FORCE
PROCEDURES.—The District of Columbia Gov-
ernment Comprehensive Merit Personnel Act
of 1978 (D.C. Code, sec. 1–601.1 et seq.), as
amended, is further amended in section
2408(a) by deleting ‘‘1999’’ and inserting,
‘‘2000’’; in subsection (b), by deleting ‘‘1999’’
and inserting ‘‘2000’’; in subsection (i), by de-
leting ‘‘1999’’ and inserting, ‘‘2000’’; and in
subsection (k), by deleting ‘‘1999’’ and insert-
ing, ‘‘2000’’.

SEC. 141. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, not later than 120 days after the
date that a District of Columbia Public
Schools [DCPS] student is referred for eval-
uation or assessment—

(1) the District of Columbia Board of Edu-
cation (referred to in this section as the
‘‘Board’’), or its successor and DCPS shall
assess or evaluate a student who may have a
disability and who may require special edu-
cation services; and

(2) if a student is classified as having a dis-
ability, as defined in section 101(a)(1) of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(84 Stat. 175; 20 U.S.C. 1401(a)(1)) or in section
7(8) of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (87 Stat.
359; 29 U.S.C. 706(8)), the Board and DCPS
shall place that student in an appropriate
program of special education services.

SEC. 142. (a) COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMER-
ICAN ACT.—None of the funds made available
in this Act may be expended by an entity un-
less the entity agrees that in expending the
funds the entity will comply with the Buy
American Act (41 U.S.C. 10a–10c).

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS; REQUIREMENT RE-
GARDING NOTICE.—

(1) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIPMENT
AND PRODUCTS.—In the case of any equipment
or product that may be authorized to be pur-
chased with financial assistance provided
using funds made available in this Act, it is
the sense of the Congress that entities re-
ceiving the assistance should, in expending
the assistance, purchase only American-
made equipment and products to the great-
est extent practicable.

(2) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.—
In providing financial assistance using funds
made available in this Act, the head of each
agency of the Federal or District of Colum-
bia government shall provide to each recipi-
ent of the assistance a notice describing the

statement made in paragraph (1) by the Con-
gress.

(c) PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS WITH PER-
SONS FALSELY LABELING PRODUCTS AS MADE
IN AMERICA.—If it has been finally deter-
mined by a court or Federal agency that any
person intentionally affixed a label bearing a
‘‘Made in America’’ inscription, or any in-
scription with the same meaning, to any
product sold in or shipped to the United
States that is not made in the United States,
the person shall be ineligible to receive any
contract or subcontract made with funds
made available in this Act, pursuant to the
debarment, suspension, and ineligibility pro-
cedures described in sections 9.400 through
9.409 of title 48, Code of Federal Regulations.

SEC. 143. None of the funds contained in
this Act may be used for purposes of the an-
nual independent audit of the District of Co-
lumbia government (including the District of
Columbia Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Authority) for fiscal
year 2000 unless—

(1) the audit is conducted by the Inspector
General of the District of Columbia pursuant
to section 208(a)(4) of the District of Colum-
bia Procurement Practices Act of 1985 (D.C.
Code, sec. 1–1182.8(a)(4)); and

(2) the audit includes a comparison of au-
dited actual year-end results with the reve-
nues submitted in the budget document for
such year and the appropriations enacted
into law for such year.

SEC. 144. Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued to authorize any office, agency or en-
tity to expend funds for programs or func-
tions for which a reorganization plan is re-
quired but has not been approved by the Dis-
trict of Columbia Financial Responsibility
and Management Assistance Authority. Ap-
propriations made by this Act for such pro-
grams or functions are conditioned only on
the approval by the Authority of the re-
quired reorganization plans.

SEC. 145. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, rule, or regulation, the evalua-
tion process and instruments for evaluating
District of Columbia Public School employ-
ees shall be a non-negotiable item for collec-
tive bargaining purposes.

SEC. 146. None of the funds contained in
this Act may be used by the District of Co-
lumbia Corporation Counsel or any other of-
ficer or entity of the District government to
provide assistance for any petition drive or
civil action which seeks to require Congress
to provide for voting representation in Con-
gress for the District of Columbia.

SEC. 147. None of the funds contained in
this Act may be used to transfer or confine
inmates classified above the medium secu-
rity level, as defined by the Federal Bureau
of Prisons classification instrument, to the
Northeast Ohio Correctional Center located
in Youngstown, Ohio.

RESERVE

SEC. 148. Section 202(i) of the District of
Columbia Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Act of 1995 (D.C. Code,
sec. 47–392.1(i)), as added by section 155 of the
District of Columbia Appropriations Act,
1999 (Public Law 105–277; 112 Stat. 2681–146) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(j) RESERVE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Beginning with fiscal

year 2000, the financial plans and budgets
submitted pursuant to this Act shall contain
$150,000,000 for a reserve to be established by
the Chief Financial Officer of the District of
Columbia and the Authority.

‘‘(2) EXPENDITURE.—The reserve shall only
be expended according to criteria established
by the Chief Financial Officer and approved
by the Authority and the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the House of Representatives
and Senate.’’.
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SEC. 149. (a) No later than November 1,

1999, or within 30 calendar days after the
date of the enactment of this Act, whichever
occurs later, the Chief Financial Officer of
the District of Columbia shall submit to the
appropriate committees of Congress, the
Mayor, and the District of Columbia Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assist-
ance Authority a revised appropriated funds
operating budget for all agencies of the Dis-
trict of Columbia government for such fiscal
year that is in the total amount of the ap-
proved appropriation and that realigns budg-
eted data for personal services and other-
than-personal-services, respectively, with
anticipated actual expenditures.

(b) The revised budget required by sub-
section (a) of this section shall be submitted
in the format of the budget that the District
of Columbia government submitted pursuant
to section 442 of the District of Columbia
Home Rule Act, Public Law 93–198, as amend-
ed (D.C. Code, sec. 47–301).

STERILE NEEDLES FUNDS RESTRICTION

SEC. 150. None of the Federal funds con-
tained in this Act may be used for any pro-
gram of distributing sterile needles or sy-
ringes for the hypodermic injection of any il-
legal drug.

SEC. 151. None of the Federal funds con-
tained in this Act may be used to conduct
any ballot initiative which seeks to legalize
or otherwise reduce penalties associated
with the possession, use, or distribution of
any schedule I substance under the Con-
trolled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 802) or any
tetrahydrocannabinols derivative.

MONITORING OF REAL PROPERTY LEASES

SEC. 152. (a) RESTRICTIONS.—None of the
funds contained in this Act may be used to
make rental payments under a lease for the
use of real property by the District of Co-
lumbia government (including any inde-
pendent agency of the District) unless—

(1) the lease and an abstract of the lease
have been filed with the central office of the
Deputy Mayor for Economic Development;
and

(2)(A) the District of Columbia government
occupies the property during the period of
time covered by the rental payment; or

(B) within 60 days of enactment of this Act
the Mayor certifies to Congress and the land-
lord that occupancy is impracticable and
submits with the certification a plan to ter-
minate or renegotiate the lease or rental
agreement.

(b) UNOCCUPIED PROPERTY.—After 120 days
from the date of enactment of this Act, none
of the funds contained in this Act may be
used to make rental payments for property
described in subsection (a)(2)(B) of this sec-
tion.

(c) SEMI-ANNUAL REPORTS BY MAYOR.—Not
later than 20 days after the end of each six-
month period that begins on October 1, 1999,
the Mayor of the District of Columbia shall
submit a report to the Committees on Appro-
priations of the House of Representatives
and the Senate listing the leases for the use
of real property by the District of Columbia
government that were in effect during the
six-month period, and including for each
such lease the location of the property, the
name of any person with any ownership in-
terest in the property, the rate of payment,
the period of time covered by the lease, and
the conditions under which the lease may be
terminated.

NEW LEASES AND PURCHASES OF REAL
PROPERTY

SEC. 153. None of the funds contained in
this Act may be used to enter into a lease on
or after the date of the enactment of this
Act (or to make rental payments under such
a lease) for the use of real property by the

District of Columbia government (including
any independent agency of the District) or to
purchase real property for the use of the Dis-
trict of Columbia government (including any
independent agency of the District) or to
manage real property for the use of the Dis-
trict of Columbia (including any independent
agency of the District) unless—

(1) the Mayor certifies to the Committees
on Appropriations of the House of Represent-
atives and the Senate that existing real
property available to the District (whether
leased or owned by the District government)
is not suitable for the purposes intended;

(2) notwithstanding any other provisions of
law, there is made available for sale or lease
all property of the District of Columbia
which the Mayor from time to time deter-
mines is surplus to the needs of the District
of Columbia;

(3) the Mayor implements a program for
the periodic survey of all District property
to determine if it is surplus to the needs of
the District; and

(4) the Mayor within 60 days of the date of
enactment of this Act has filed a report with
the appropriations and authorizing commit-
tees of the House and Senate providing a
comprehensive plan for the management of
District of Columbia real property assets and
is proceeding with the implementation of the
plan.

CHARTER SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION AND REPAIR
FUNDS

SEC. 154. Section 603(e)(2)(B) of the Student
Loan Marketing Association Reorganization
Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–208; 110 Stat.
3009–293) is amended by inserting ‘‘and public
charter’’ after ‘‘public’’.

DISPOSAL OF EXCESS SCHOOL PROPERTY

SEC. 155. The Mayor, District of Columbia
Financial Responsibility and Management
Assistance Authority, and the Super-
intendent of Schools shall implement a proc-
ess to dispose of excess public school real
property within 90 days of the enactment of
this Act.

SEC. 156. Section 2003 of the District of Co-
lumbia School Reform Act of 1995 (Public
Law 104–134; D.C. Code, sec. 31–2851) is
amended by striking ‘‘during the period’’ and
‘‘and ending 5 years after such date.’’

CHARTER SCHOOL SIBLING PREFERENCE

SEC. 157. Section 2206(c) of the District of
Columbia School Reform Act of 1995 (Public
Law 104–134; D.C. Code, sec. 31–2853.16(c)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
‘‘, except that a preference in admission may
be given to an applicant who is a sibling of
a student already attending or selected for
admission to the public charter school in
which the applicant is seeking enrollment.’’

BUYOUTS AND OTHER MANAGEMENT REFORMS

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 158. (a) TRANSFER OF FUNDS.—There is
hereby transferred from the District of Co-
lumbia Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Authority (hereafter re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Authority’’) to the District
of Columbia the sum of $20,000,000 for sever-
ance payments to individuals separated from
employment during fiscal year 2000 (under
such terms and conditions as the Mayor con-
siders appropriate), expanded contracting
authority of the Mayor, and the implementa-
tion of a system of managed competition
among public and private providers of goods
and services by and on behalf of the District
of Columbia: Provided, That such funds shall
be used only in accordance with a plan
agreed to by the Council and the Mayor and
approved by the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and
the Senate.

(b) SOURCE OF FUNDS.—The amount trans-
ferred under subsection (a) shall be derived

from interest earned on accounts held by the
Authority on behalf of the District of Colum-
bia.

FOURTEENTH STREET BRIDGE

SEC. 159. (a) IN GENERAL.—The District of
Columbia Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Authority (hereafter re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Authority’’), working with
the Commonwealth of Virginia and the Di-
rector of the National Park Service, shall
carry out a project to complete all design re-
quirements and all requirements for compli-
ance with the National Environmental Pol-
icy Act for the construction of expanded lane
capacity for the Fourteenth Street Bridge.

(b) SOURCE OF FUNDS.—In carrying out the
project under subsection (a), the Authority
shall use funds contained in the escrow ac-
count held by the Authority pursuant to sec-
tion 134 of division A of the Omnibus Con-
solidated and Emergency Supplemental Ap-
propriations Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277;
112 Stat. 2681–552), for infrastructure needs of
the District of Columbia, except that the
amount used may not exceed $7,500,000.

ANACOSTIA RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 160. (a) IN GENERAL.—The Mayor of
the District of Columbia shall carry out
through the Army Corps of Engineers, an
Anacostia River environmental cleanup pro-
gram.

(b) SOURCE OF FUNDS.—There are hereby
transferred to the Mayor from the escrow ac-
count held by the District of Columbia Fi-
nancial Responsibility and Management As-
sistance Authority pursuant to section 134 of
division A of the Omnibus Consolidated and
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations
Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277; 112 Stat. 2681–
552), for infrastructure needs of the District
of Columbia, $5,000,000.

CRIME VICTIMS COMPENSATION FUND

SEC. 161. (a) PROHIBITING PAYMENT OF AD-
MINISTRATIVE COSTS FROM FUND.—Section
16(e) of the Victims of Violent Crime Com-
pensation Act of 1996 (D.C. Code, sec. 3–
435(e)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and administrative costs
necessary to carry out this chapter’’; and

(2) by striking the period at the end and in-
serting the following: ‘‘, and no monies in
the Fund may be used for any other pur-
pose.’’.

(b) ANNUAL TRANSFER OF UNOBLIGATED
BALANCES TO TREASURY.—Section 16 of such
Act (D.C. Code, sec. 3–435) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (f) as sub-
section (g); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (e) the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘‘(f) Any unobligated balance existing in
the Fund as of the end of each fiscal year
(beginning with fiscal year 2000) shall be
transferred to the Treasury of the United
States.’’.

DUTIES OF CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICERS TO
FOLLOW ACT

SEC. 162. (a) CERTIFICATION.—None of the
funds contained in this Act may be used
after the expiration of the 60-day period that
begins on the date of the enactment of this
Act to pay the salary of any chief financial
officer of any office of the District of Colum-
bia government (including any independent
agency of the District) who has not filed a
certification with the Mayor and the Chief
Financial Officer of the District of Columbia
that the officer understands the duties and
restrictions applicable to the officer and
their agency as a result of this Act (and the
amendments made by this Act).

SEC. 163. The proposed budget of the gov-
ernment of the District of Columbia for fis-
cal year 2001 that is submitted by the Dis-
trict to Congress shall specify potential ad-
justments that might become necessary in
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the event that the management savings
achieved by the District during the year do
not meet the level of management savings
projected by the District under the proposed
budget.

SEC. 164. In submitting any document
showing the budget for an office of the Dis-
trict of Columbia government (including an
independent agency of the District) that con-
tains a category of activities labeled as
‘‘other’’, ‘‘miscellaneous’’, or a similar gen-
eral, nondescriptive term, the document
shall include a description of the types of ac-
tivities covered in the category and a de-
tailed breakdown of the amount allocated for
each such activity.
CORPS OF ENGINEERS AUTHORIZATION TO PER-

FORM REPAIRS AND IMPROVEMENTS ON THE
SOUTHWEST WATERFRONT

SEC. 165. In using the funds made available
under this Act or any other Act for carrying
out improvements to the Southwest Water-
front in the District of Columbia (including
upgrading marina dock pilings and paving
and restoring walkways in the marina and
fish market areas) for the portions of Fed-
eral property in the Southwest quadrant of
the District of Columbia within Lots 847 and
848, a portion of Lot 846, and the unassessed
Federal real property adjacent to Lot 848 in
Square 473, any entity of the District of Co-
lumbia government (including the District of
Columbia Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Authority or its des-
ignee) may place orders for engineering and
construction and related services with the
Chief of Engineers of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers. The Chief of Engineers may ac-
cept such orders on a reimbursable basis and
may provide any part of such services by
contract. In providing such services, the
Chief of Engineers shall follow the Federal
Acquisition Regulations and the imple-
menting Department of Defense regulations.
This section shall apply to fiscal year 2000
and each fiscal year thereafter.

SEC. 166. It is the sense of Congress that
the District of Columbia should not impose
or take into consideration any height,
square footage, set-back, or other construc-
tion or zoning requirements in authorizing
the issuance of industrial revenue bonds for
a project of the American National Red
Cross at 2025 E Street Northwest, Wash-
ington, D.C., in as much as this project is
subject to approval of the National Capital
Planning Commission and the Commission of
Fine Arts pursuant to section 11 of the joint
resolution entitled ‘‘Joint Resolution to
grant authority for the erection of a perma-
nent building for the American National Red
Cross, District of Columbia Chapter, Wash-
ington, District of Columbia’’, approved July
1, 1947 (Public Law 100–637; 36 U.S.C. 300108
note).

This title may be cited as the ‘‘District of
Columbia Appropriations Act, 2000’’.

TITLE II—TAX REDUCTION
SEC. 201. COMMENDING REDUCTION OF TAXES

BY
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.

Congress commends the District of Colum-
bia for its action to reduce taxes, and ratifies
D.C. Act 13–111 (commonly known as the
Service Improvement and Fiscal Year 2000
Budget Support Act of 1999).
SEC. 202. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.

Nothing in this title may be construed to
limit the ability of the Council of the Dis-
trict of Columbia to amend or repeal any
provision of law described in this title.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill
through page 66, line 13 be considered
as read, printed in the RECORD, and
open to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-

ments to this portion of the bill?
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ISTOOK

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. ISTOOK:
Page 65, insert after line 24 the following:

SEX OFFENDER REGISTRATION

SEC. 167. (a) PERMITTING COURT SERVICES
AND OFFENDER SUPERVISION AGENCY TO
CARRY OUT SEX OFFENDER REGISTRATION.—
Section 11233(c) of the National Capital Revi-
talization and Self-Government Improve-
ment Act of 1997 (DC Code, sec. 24–1233(c)) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(5) SEX OFFENDER REGISTRATION.—The
Agency shall carry out sex offender registra-
tion functions in the District of Columbia,
and shall have the authority to exercise all
powers and functions relating to sex offender
registration that are granted to the Agency
under any District of Columbia law.’’.

(b) AUTHORITY DURING TRANSITION TO FULL
OPERATION OF AGENCY.—

(1) AUTHORITY OF PRETRIAL SERVICES, PA-
ROLE, ADULT PROBATION AND OFFENDER SUPER-
VISION TRUSTEE.—Notwithstanding section
11232(b)(1) of the National Capital Revitaliza-
tion and Self-Government Improvement Act
of 1997 (DC Code, sec. 24–1232(b)(1)), the Pre-
trial Services, Parole, Adult Probation and
Offender Supervision Trustee appointed
under section 11232(a) of such Act (hereafter
referred to as the ‘‘Trustee’’) shall, in ac-
cordance with section 11232 of such Act, exer-
cise the powers and functions of the Court
Services and Offender Supervision Agency
for the District of Columbia (hereafter re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Agency’’) relating to sex of-
fender registration (as granted to the Agency
under any District of Columbia law) only
upon the Trustee’s certification that the
Trustee is able to assume such powers and
functions.

(2) AUTHORITY OF METROPOLITAN POLICE DE-
PARTMENT.—During the period that begins on
the date of the enactment of the Sex Of-
fender Registration Emergency Act of 1999
and ends on the date the Trustee makes the
certification described in paragraph (1), the
Metropolitan Police Department of the Dis-
trict of Columbia shall have the authority to
carry out any powers and functions relating
to sex offender registration that are granted
to the Agency or to the Trustee under any
District of Columbia law.

Mr. ISTOOK (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 gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.
Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Chairman, this is an amendment

that we have received a request for
from the District of Columbia, and in
particular Linda Cropp, the council
member who serves as the chairman of
the city council.

Mr. Chairman, this is to permit the
Federally run Office of Offender Super-
vision, the Court Services and Offender
Service Agency, to administer the sex
offender registration pursuant to local

ordinance recently adopted by the Dis-
trict of Columbia City Council.

The City Council, on July 13, unani-
mously enacted their Sex Offender
Registration Emergency Act of 1999
and the Sex Offender Registration
Temporary Act of 1999. This establishes
an effective sex offender registration
and community notification system
within the District.

Because the Federal agency, the
Court Services and Offender Super-
vision Agency, is now involved with
the supervision of persons on pretrial
release, parole and probation, it is nec-
essary that they be authorized to ad-
minister the sex offender registration
program. This legislation permits them
to do that. That also permits the Dis-
trict to come into compliance with
Federal law requiring these registries
to qualify for different Federal fund-
ing.

The community notification portion,
I understand, will be conducted by offi-
cials of the District Government,
whereas the registration portion will
be conducted under this amendment by
the Federal agency that is involved
with those that are being supervised
while they are free on pretrial release,
probation, parole, and so forth.

Mr. Chairman, we have worked with
the ranking member, and I understand
we have the consent of the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
as well, and I believe this amendment
should prompt no objection from any-
one and urge it be adopted.

Mr. Chairman, I submit for the
RECORD a letter and supporting docu-
mentation with regard to this par-
ticular issue:

COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA,

Washington, DC, July 27, 1999.
Re Federal legislation to effectuate D.C. sex

offender registry.

Hon. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON,
Longworth House Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN NORTON: We write to
request that you attach the enclosed draft
legislation to the next available vehicle in
Congress which may present itself this week
during the budget process.

At the Council’s legislative session on July
13, 1999, we voted unanimously to enact the
Sex Offender Registration Emergency Act of
1999 and the Sex Offender Registration Tem-
porary Act of 1999. The purpose of this legis-
lation was to establish an effective sex of-
fender registration and community notifica-
tion system in the District of Columbia and
to bring the District into compliance with
the Jacob Wetterling Crimes Against Chil-
dren and Sexually Violent Offender Registra-
tion Act (42 U.S.C. 14071), which establishes
national criteria for such programs. A copy
of the emergency act is enclosed.

The Council vested the Metropolitan Po-
lice Department (‘‘MPD’’) with community
notification duties regarding sex offenders.
(See section 12 at pp. 10–11.) The Court Serv-
ices and Offender Supervision Agency
(‘‘Agency’’), established pursuant to section
11233 of the National Capital Revitalization
and Self-Government Improvement Act of
1997, will be charged with the task of reg-
istering sex offenders in the District. (See
sections 5, 8, 9 and 10.) The registration func-
tions including obtaining the initial reg-
istration information of sex offenders and in-
forming them of registration requirements,
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periodically verifying address information
and other registration information, report-
ing changes in address, notifying other juris-
dictions when sex offenders leave the Dis-
trict, entering information on D.C. offenders
in the National Sex Offender Registry and
providing information on sex offenders to the
MPD. Since the Agency is already respon-
sible for tracking and supervising released
sex offenders under the Revitalization Act, it
is efficient and cost-effective to have this en-
tity perform registration functions.

The U.S. Attorney’s Office has informed us
that federal legislation, in the form en-
closed, is needed to clarify the ability of the
Agency to carry out its registration func-
tions. In view of the sensitive nature of mon-
itoring sex offenders, it is important that
each affected governmental entity be clearly
empowered to perform its functions and that
the transition of registration duties from the
MPD to the Agency be as seamless and
prompt as possible.

Thank you for your assistance. Should you
have any questions, we are available to dis-
cuss this matter with you at any time.

Sincerely,
LINDA W. CROPP,

Chairman.
HAROLD BRAZIL,

Chairman, Judiciary
Committee.

Enclosures: Draft federal legislation; Sex
Offender Registration Emergency Act of 1999.

SEC. . SEX OFFENDER REGISTRATION.
(a) OFFENDER SUPERVISION AGENCY.—Sec-

tion 11233(c) of the National Capital Revital-
ization and Self-Government Improvement
Act of 1997 is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(5) SEX OFFENDER REGISTRATION.—The
Agency shall carry out sex offender registra-
tion functions in the District of Columbia,
and shall have the authority to exercise all
powers and functions authorized for the
Agency by any District of Columbia law re-
lating to sex offender registration.’’.

(b) OFFENDER SUPERVISION TRUSTEE.—(1)
As used in this subsection—

(A) ‘‘Act’’ means the Sex Offender Reg-
istration Emergency Act of 1999;

(B) ‘‘Agency’’ means the Court Services
and Offender Supervision Agency for the Dis-
trict of Columbia; and

(C) ‘‘Trustee’’ means the Trustee appointed
under section 11232(a) of the National Capital
Revitalization and Self-Government Im-
provement Act of 1997.

(2) The Trustee shall have the authority to
exercise all powers and functions authorized
for the Agency or the Trustee by the Act or
by any other District of Columbia law relat-
ing to sex offender registration, effective im-
mediately upon the Trustee’s certification
that the Trustee is able to assume these
powers and functions. Pending a certifi-
cation by the Trustee under this paragraph,
the Metropolitan Police Department shall
continue to have the authority to carry out
any functions assigned to the Agency or
Trustee under the Act or other District of
Columbia law relating to sex offender reg-
istration.

EXPLANATION

The District of Columbia government has
recently approved emergency legislation—
the Sex Offender Registration Emergency
Act of 1999—which assigns sex offender reg-
istration functions (other than community
notification functions) to the Court Services
and Offender Supervision Agency for the Dis-
trict of Columbia. This section validates this
assignment of responsibility, and ensures an
uninterrupted transition of sex offender reg-
istration functions from the D.C. Metropoli-

tan Police Department to the Offender Su-
pervision Agency. The enactment of this sec-
tion is necessary to implement an effective
sex offender registration program in the Dis-
trict and to enable the District to comply
with the federal law standards for such pro-
grams.

The Jacob Wetterling Crimes Against Chil-
dren and Sexually Violent Offender Registra-
tion Act (42 U.S.C. 14071) establishes min-
imum national standards for state sex of-
fender registration and notification pro-
grams. See 42 U.S.C. 14071 (Wetterling Act); 64
FR 572–87, 3590 (Wetterling Act guidelines).
At the present time, all 50 states and the
District of Columbia have established sex of-
fender registration programs, and are at-
tempting to bring their programs into com-
pliance with the Wetterling Act standards.
States (including D.C.) which fail to comply
with the Wetterling Act standards within
the applicable statutory time frames are
subject to a mandatory 10% reduction of fed-
eral Byrne Grant funding—a reduction that
would cost D.C. about $200,000 a year at cur-
rent funding levels.

The sex offender registration provisions
initially enacted in the District of Columbia
(D.C. Code §§ 24–1101 through 1117) did not
achieve full compliance with the Wetterling
Act standards, and have proven to be largely
dysfunctional, for a number of reasons: (1)
The D.C. registration provisions did not re-
flect new requirements that Congress added
to the Wetterling Act in relatively recent
amendments—for example, expanded lifetime
registration requirements for the most vio-
lent and recidivistic sex offenders, and provi-
sions promoting the registration of sex of-
fenders in states where they work or attend
school as well as states of residence. (2) The
D.C. registration provisions could not oper-
ate as intended because they predated the re-
forms of the National Capital Revitalization
and Self-Government Improvement Act of
1997. For example, the D.C. provisions di-
rected the D.C. Department of Corrections to
obtain registration information from incar-
cerated sex offenders and to advise them of
registration obligations at the time of re-
lease—but this assignment of responsibility
will not work in the future because all incar-
cerated D.C. felons will be transferred to fed-
eral Bureau of Prisons facilities under the
Revitalization Act’s reforms. (3) Experience
has shown other problems with the original
D.C. provisions. For example, the original
D.C. system relied on a volunteer Advisory
Council for risk assessments of sex offenders
as the basis for registration and notification
requirements. Since the Advisory Council
has been totally dysfunctional as a practical
matter, there is currently no community no-
tification regarding registered sex offenders
in D.C., notwithstanding the Wetterling
Act’s community notification requirements
and the establishment of community notifi-
cation programs in most states.

The D.C. government has accordingly ap-
proved, in the form of emergency legislation,
a new act (the ‘‘Sex Offender Registration
Emergency Act of 1999’’) which will enable
the District to implement an effective sex of-
fender registration and notification program
and achieve compliance with the federal
Wetterling Act standards for such programs.
Under the new D.C. legislation, the Metro-
politan Police Department will be respon-
sible for the community notification aspects
of the program. Other sex offender registra-
tion functions will be the responsibility of
the Court Services and Offender Supervision
Agency for the District of Columbia (here-
after, the ‘‘Agency’’)—the entity established
by the D.C. Revitalization Act to handle
adult offender post-conviction supervision in
the District. Pursuant to §§ 11232–33 of the
Revitalization Act, the Agency will formally

assume its duties as a federal executive
agency at the end of a transitional period,
and currently operates as an independent
Trusteeship.

Since the Agency is responsible in any
event for tracking and oversight of released
sex offenders in the District as part of its su-
pervision responsibilities, it is sensible and
efficient to vest responsibility for sex of-
fender registration functions in the same
agency. The contemplated functions of the
Agency under the new D.C. legislation in-
clude (inter alia) obtaining the initial reg-
istration information on sex offenders and
informing them of registration require-
ments, periodically verifying address infor-
mation and other registration information;
adopting procedures for reporting of change
of address or other changes in registration
information by sex offenders; notifying reg-
istration authorities in other jurisdictions
when sex offenders leave D.C.; maintaining
and operating the sex offender registry for
D.C.; entering information on D.C. sex of-
fenders in the National Sex Offender Reg-
istry; and providing information on sex of-
fenders to the Metropolitan Police Depart-
ment and other law enforcement and govern-
mental agencies as appropriate.

Because of the federal character of the
Agency, complementary federal legislation
is needed for the Agency to actually assume
this role. The new D.C. sex offender registra-
tion legislation (the Sex Offender Registra-
tion Emergency Act of 1999) recognizes this
need, providing in § 18 that the Metropolitan
Police Department shall have the authority
to carry out the Agency’s functions under
the act, ’’[p]ending the enactment of a fed-
eral law that authorizes the Agency to carry
out sex offender registration functions in the
District of Columbia.’’

The proposal in this section provides the
necessary federal legislation. Subsection (a)
in the section amends the specification of
permanent functions of the Agency in
§ 11233(c) of the Revitalization Act to include
carrying out sex offender registration func-
tions in D.C., and provides for the Agency’s
exercise of all powers and functions author-
ized for the Agency by the D.C. sex offender
registration laws.

Subsection (b) in the section addresses
more immediate transitional issues. The
Agency in its current form is the office of
the Trustee established by section 11232 of
the Revitalization Act. Subsection (b) pro-
vides, in part, that the Trustee shall have
the authority to exercise all powers and
functions authorized for the Agency or the
Trustee by the D.C. emergency legislation or
any other D.C. law relating to sex offender
registration. as indicated above, this in-
cludes (under the emergency legislation)
such measures as adopting and implementing
requirements and procedures for obtaining,
periodically verifying, and keeping current
sex offender registration information; main-
taining the sex offender registry for the Dis-
trict of Columbia; participating in the Na-
tional Sex Offender Registry on behalf of the
District; and providing information on sex
offenders to the Metropolitan Police Depart-
ment and other law enforcement and govern-
mental agencies. The subsection refers to
other D.C. laws relating to sex offender reg-
istration, as well as to the current emer-
gency legislation, because the emergency
legislation lapses after 90 days, and will be
succeeded by temporary and permanent D.C.
sex offender registration acts of similar
character that the Trustee will need to im-
plement.

Since any gap between the end of the Met-
ropolitan Police Department’s exercise of
these functions and the start of the Trustee’s
exercise of these functions could bring about
an abrupt cessation of all sex offender reg-
istration in the District, it is important to
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ensure a seamless transition that will result
in no interruption of sex offender registra-
tion. Subsection (b) accordingly provides
that the transition of functions will occur
when the Trustee certifies that the Trustee
is able to assume the pertinent powers and
functions. This will enable the Trustee to
make necessary institutional arrangements
prior to the transition, such as training of
personnel in sex offender registration re-
quirements and procedures. Upon the Trust-
ee’s certification, the Trustee will be author-
ized to immediately exercise these powers
and functions. Pending the Trustee’s certifi-
cation, the Metropolitan Police Department
will retain the authority to carry out all
functions relating to sex offender registra-
tion.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the amend-
ment, and would simply say that we
are happy that it is in the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma.

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. TIAHRT

Mr. TIAHRT. 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 printed in House Report
106–263 offered by Mr. TIAHRT:

On page 56 strike lines 18 through 22 and
insert in lieu, thereof the following:

STERILE NEEDLES FUNDS RESTRICTION

SEC. 150. None of the funds contained in
this Act may be used for any program of dis-
tributing sterile needles or syringes for the
hypodermic injection of any illegal drug, or
for any payment to any individual or entity
who carries out any such program.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 260, the gentleman from
Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT), and a Member op-
posed each will control 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT).

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

Mr. Chairman, my amendment, if
passed, will retain current law, which
says simply that we will not use public
funds or tax dollars to provide needles
for injection drug abusers to inject ille-
gal drugs into their veins. In other
words, our taxes will not be spent to
enable injection drug abusers to con-
tinue a destructive behavior.

Mr. Chairman, that was the will of
the House last year, it was passed by
the Senate, and it was signed by the
President. The President’s appointed
drug czar, General Barry McCaffrey,
supports this language, which publicly
opposes publicly funded needle ex-
change programs. Let me give the
highlights of his letter to me, which is
shown on this chart here.

He says basically that the public
health risks outweigh the benefits;
that in needle exchange programs
treatment should be our priority; that
this sends the wrong message; and that
this places disadvantaged neighbor-
hoods at a greater risk.

These are very good reasons why pub-
lic funds should not be used to enable

people to continue their destructive be-
havior. As General McCaffrey also says
in his letter, science is uncertain. The
supporters of needle exchange pro-
grams cite successful studies. I have
read many of these studies and they
are very inconclusive. For example, the
study that supports the Baltimore nee-
dle exchange program simply measures
the amount of returned needles that
are positive with HIV. It does not ac-
count for those needles which are not
returned, it does not account for those
needles which are shared by drug abus-
ers, but it does say that the needle ex-
change program is a success.

The needle exchange program is not a
success, Mr. Chairman. As the Associ-
ated Press reported on July 5, this
year, the Johns Hopkins University
School of Public Health found in their
study that in Baltimore, after 5 years
of a needle exchange program, that 9
out of 10 needle-using addicts are in-
fected with Hepatitis C, a blood-borne
virus transmitted by needles. Nine out
of 10 are infected with the deadly virus.
If this is a success, then how do we de-
fine failure?

There have been more complete long-
term studies in Montreal and Van-
couver. These studies of needle ex-
change programs, which have been
going on for more than a decade, reveal
that the death rate among illegal drug
users has skyrocketed; that injection
drug abusers are twice as likely to be-
come HIV positive if they are involved
in a needle exchange program than if
they were not involved in the program.
They also say the crime rate around
the needle exchange program increases.

There has been a lot of confusing in-
formation around. For example, there
is a letter by Surgeon General C. Ever-
ett Koop saying he supports the needle
program. He does say it is not a pan-
acea for all settings, but there was a
conversation between the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN), who is
also a physician; and I would like the
gentleman from Oklahoma to discuss
with my colleagues his conversation
with C. Everett Koop of just yesterday.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
COBURN).
[From the Policy Review, July-August, 1998]

KILLING THEM SOFTLY

(By Joe Loconte)
The Clinton administration says giving

clean needles to drug users will slow the
spread of AIDS and save lives. But former
addicts—and the specialists who treat
them—say their greatest threats come from
the soul-destroying culture of addiction.

In a midrise office building on Manhattan’s
West 37th Street, about two blocks south of
the Port Authority bus terminal, sits the
Positive Health Project, one of 11 needle-ex-
change outlets in New York City. This par-
ticular neighborhood, dotted by X-rated
video stores, peep shows, and a grimy hot
dog stand, could probably tolerate some posi-
tive health. But it’s not clear that’s what the
program’s patrons are getting.

The clients are intravenous (IV) drug
users. They swap their used needles for clean
ones and, it is hoped, avoid the AIDS virus,
at least until their next visit. There’s no

charge, no hassles, no meddlesome questions.
That’s just the way Walter, a veteran heroin
user, likes it.

‘‘Just put me on an island and don’t mess
with me,’’ he says, lighting up a cigarette.

A tall, thinnish man, Walter seems weary
for his 40-some years. Like many of the esti-
mated 250,000 IV drug users in this city, he
has spent years shooting up and has bounced
in and out of detoxification programs.
‘‘Don’t get the idea in your mind you’re
going to control it,’’ he says. ‘‘I thought I
could control it. But dope’s a different thing.
You just want it.’’ Can he imagine his life
without drugs? ‘‘I’m past that,’’ he says, his
face tightening. ‘‘The only good thing I do is
getting high.

HEROIN FIRST, THEN BREATHING

Supporters of needle-exchange programs
(NEPs), from AIDS activists to Secretary of
Health and Human Services Donna Shalala,
seem to have reached the same verdict on
Walter’s life. They take his drug addiction as
a given, but want to keep him free of HIV by
making sure he isn’t borrowing dirty sy-
ringes. Says Shalala, ‘‘This is another life-
saving intervention.’’ That message is gain-
ing currency, thanks in part to at least 112
programs in 29 states, distributing millions
of syringes each year.

Critics say free needles just make it easier
for addicts to go about their business: abus-
ing drugs. Ronn Constable, a Brooklynite
who used heroin and cocaine for nearly 20
years, says he would have welcomed the nee-
dle-exchange program—for saving him
money. ‘‘An addict doesn’t want to spend a
dollar on anything else but his drugs,’’ he
says.

Do needle exchanges, then, save lives or
fuel addiction?

The issue flared up earlier this year when
Shalala indicated the Clinton Administra-
tion would lift the ban on federal funding.
Barry McCaffrey, the national drug policy
chief, denounced the move, saying it would
sanction drug use. Fearing a political deba-
cle, the White House upheld the federal ban
but continues to trumpet the effectiveness of
NEPs. Meanwhile, Representative Gerald
Solomon and Senator Paul Coverdell are
pushing legislation in Congress to extend the
prohibition indefinitely.

There is more than politics at work here.
The debate reveals a deepening philosophical
rift between the medical and moral ap-
proaches to coping with social ills.

Joined by much of the scientific commu-
nity, the Clinton administration has tacitly
embraced a profoundly misguided notion:
that we must not confront drug abusers on
moral or religious grounds. Instead, we
should use medical interventions to mini-
mize the harm their behavior invites. Direc-
tors of needle-exchange outlets pride them-
selves on running ‘‘nonjudgmental’’ pro-
grams. While insisting they do not encourage
illegal drug use, suppliers distribute ‘‘safe
crack kits’’ explaining the best ways to in-
ject crack cocaine. Willie Easterlins, an out-
reach worker at a needle-stocked van in
Brooklyn, sums up the philosophy this way:
‘‘I have to give you a needle. I can’t judge,’’
he says. ‘‘That’s the first thing they teach
us.’’

This approach, however well intentioned,
ignores the soul-controlling darkness of ad-
diction and the moral freefall that sustains
it. ‘‘When addicts talk about enslavement,
they’re not exaggerating,’’ says Terry Hor-
ton, the medical director of Phoenix House,
one of the nation’s largest residential treat-
ment centers. ‘‘It is their first and foremost
priority. Heroin first, then breathing, then
food.’’
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It is true that needle-sharing among IV

drug users is a major source of HIV trans-
mission, and that the incidence of HIV is ris-
ing most rapidly among this group—a popu-
lation of more than a million people. Last
year, about 30 percent of all new HIV infec-
tions were linked to IV drug use. The Clinton
administration is correct to call this a major
public-health risk.

Nevertheless, NEP advocates seem steeped
in denial about the behavioral roots of the
crisis, conduct left unchallenged by easy ac-
cess to clean syringes. Most IV drug users, in
fact, die not from HIV-tainted needles but
from other health problems, overdoses, or
homicide. By evading issues of personal re-
sponsibility, the White House and its NEP
allies are neglecting the most effective help
for drug abusers; enrollment in tough-mind-
ed treatment programs enforced by drug
courts. Moreover, in the name of ‘‘saving
lives,’’ they seem prepared to surrender
countless addicts to life on the margins—an
existence of scheming, scamming, disease,
and premature death.

CURIOUS SCIENCE

Over the last decade, NEPs have secured
funding from local departments of public
health to establish outlets in 71 cities. But
that may be as far as their political argu-
ment will take them: Federal law prohibits
federal money from flowing to the programs
until it can be proved they prevent AIDS
without encouraging drug use.

It’s no surprise, then, that advocates are
trying to enlist science as an ally. They
claim that numerous studies of NEPs prove
they are effective. Says Sandra Thurman,
the director of the Office of National AIDS
Policy, ‘‘There is very little doubt that these
programs reduce HIV transmission.’’ In argu-
ing for federal funding, a White House panel
on AIDS recently cited ‘‘clear scientific evi-
dence of the efficacy of such programs.’’

The studies, though suggestive, prove no
such thing. Activists tout the results of a
New Haven study, published in the American
Journal of Medicine, saying the program re-
duces HIV among participants by a third.
Not exactly. Researchers tested needles from
anonymous users—not the addicts them-
selves—to see if they contained HIV. They
never measured ‘‘seroconversion rates,’’ the
portion of participants who became HIV
positive during the study. Even Peter Lurie,
a University of Michigan researcher and avid
NEP advocate, admits that ‘‘the validity of
testing of syringes is limited.’’ A likely ex-
planation for the decreased presence of HIV
in syringes, according to scientists, is sam-
pling error.

Another significant report was published
in 1993 by the University of California and
funded by the U.S. Centers for Disease Con-
trol. A panel reviewed 21 studies on the im-
pact of NEPs on HIV infection rates. But the
best the authors could say for the programs
was that none showed a higher prevalence of
HIV among program clients.

Even those results don’t mean much. Panel
members rated the scientific quality of the
studies on a five-point scale: one meant ‘‘not
valid,’’ three ‘‘acceptable,’’ and five ‘‘excel-
lent.’’ Only two of the studies earned ratings
of three or higher. Of those, neither showed
a reduction in HIV levels. No wonder the au-
thors concluded that the data simply do not,
and for methodological reasons probably
cannot, provide clear evidence that needle
exchanges decrease HIV infection rates.

THE MISSING LINK

The most extensive review of needle-ex-
change studies was commissioned in 1993 by
the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS), which directed the National
Academy of Sciences (NAS) to oversee the
project. Their report, ‘‘Preventing HIV

Transmission: The Role of Sterile Needles
and Bleach,’’ was issued in 1995 and set off a
political firestorm.

‘‘Well-implemented needle-exchange pro-
grams can be effective in preventing the
spread of HIV and do not increase the use of
illegal drugs,’’ a 15-member panel concluded.
It recommended lifting the ban on federal
funding for NEPs, along with laws against
possession of injection paraphernalia. The
NAS report has emerged as the bible for true
believers of needle exchange.

It is not likely to stand the test of time. A
truly scientific trial testing the ability of
NEPs to reduce needle-sharing and HIV
transmission would set up two similar, ran-
domly selected populations of drug users.
One group would be given access to free nee-
dles, the other would not. Researchers would
follow them for at least a year, taking peri-
odic blood tests.

None of the studies reviewed by NAS re-
searchers, however, were designed in this
way. Their methodological problems are le-
gion: Sample sizes are often too small to be
statistically meaningful. Participants are
self-selected, so that the more health-con-
scious could be skewing the results. As many
as 60 percent of study participants drop out.
And researchers rely on self-reporting, a no-
toriously untrustworthy tool.

‘‘Nobody has done the basic science yet,’’
says David Murray, the research director of
the Statistical Assessment Service, a watch-
dog group in Washington, D.C. ‘‘If this were
the FDA applying the standard for a new
drug, they would [block] it right there.’’

The NAS panel admitted its conclusions
were not based on reviews of well-designed
trials. Such studies, the authors agreed, sim-
ply do not exist. Not to worry, they said:
‘‘The limitations of individual studies do not
necessarily preclude us from being able to
reach scientifically valid conclusions.’’ When
all of the studies are considered together,
they argued, the results are compelling.

‘‘That’s like tossing a bunch of broken
Christmas ornaments in a box and claiming
you have something nice and new and usa-
ble,’’ Murray says. ‘‘What you have is a lot of
broken ornaments.’’ Two of the three physi-
cians on the NAS panel, Lawrence Brown
and Herbert Kleber, agree. They deny their
report established anything like a scientific
link between lower HIV rates and needle ex-
changes. ‘‘The existing data is flawed,’’ says
Kleber, executive vice president for medical
research at Columbia University. ‘‘NEPs
may, in theory, be effective, but the data
doesn’t prove that they are.’’

Some needle-exchange advocates acknowl-
edge the dearth of hard science. Don Des
Jarlais, a researcher at New York’s Beth
Israel Medical Center, writes in a 1996 report
that ‘‘there has been no direct evidence that
participation is associated with a lower
risk’’ of HIV infection. Lurie, writing in the
American Journal of Epidemiology, says
that ‘‘no one study, on its own, should be
used to declare the programs effective.’’ Nev-
ertheless, supporters insist, the ‘‘pattern of
evidence’’ is sufficient to march ahead with
the programs.

MIXED RESULTS

That argument might make sense if all the
best studies created a happy, coherent pic-
ture. They don’t. In fact, more-recent and
better-controlled studies cast serious doubt
on the ability of NEPs to reduce HIV infec-
tion.

In 1996, Vancouver researchers followed
1,006 intravenous cocaine and heroin users
who visited needles exchanges, conducting
periodic blood tests and interviews. The re-
sults, published in the British research jour-
nal AIDS, were not encouraging: About 40
percent of the test group reported borrowing

a used needle in the preceding six months.
Worse, after only eight months, 18.6 percent
of those initially HIV negative became in-
fected with the virus.

Dr. Steffanie Strathdee, of the British Co-
lumbia Centre for Excellence in HIV/AIDS,
was the report’s lead researcher. She found it
‘‘particularly disturbing’’ that needle-shar-
ing among program participants, despite ac-
cess to clean syringes, is common. Though
an NEP advocate, Strathdee concedes that
the high HIV rates are ‘‘alarming.’’ Shepherd
Smith, founder of Americans for a Sound
AIDS/HIV Policy, says that compared to
similar drug-using populations in the United
States, the Vancouver results are ‘‘disas-
trous.’’

Though it boasts the largest needle-ex-
change program in North America, Van-
couver is straining under an AIDS epidemic.
When its NEP began in 1988, HIV prevalence
among IV drug users was less than 2 percent.
Today it’s about 23 percent, despite a city-
wide program that dispenses 2.5 million nee-
dles a year.

A 1997 Montreal study is even more trou-
bling. It showed that addicts who used needle
exchanges were more than twice as likely to
become infected with HIV as those who
didn’t. Published in the American Journal of
Epidemiology, the report found that 33 per-
cent of NEP users and 13 percent of nonusers
became infected during the study period.
Moreover, about three out of four program
clients continued to share needles, roughly
the same rate as nonparticipants.

The results are hard to dismiss. The re-
port, though it did not rely on truly random
selection, is the most sophisticated attempt
so far to overcome the weaknesses of pre-
vious NEP studies. Researchers worked with
a statistically significant sample (about
1,500), established test groups with better
controls and lower dropout rates, and took
greater care to account for ‘‘confounding
variables.’’ They followed each participant
for an average of 21 months, taking blood
samples every six months.

Blood samples don’t lie. Attending an NEP
was ‘‘a strong predictor’’ of the risk of con-
tracting HIV, according to Julie Bruneau of
the University of Montreal, the lead re-
searcher. Bruneau’s team then issued a
warning: ‘‘We believe caution is warranted
before accepting NEPs as uniformly bene-
ficial in any setting.’’

The findings have sent supporters into a
frenzy, with many fretting about their im-
pact on public funding. ‘‘While it was impor-
tant that the study be published,’’ Peter
Lurie complained to one magazine, ‘‘whether
that information outweighs the political
costs is another matter.’’ In a bizarre New
York Times op-ed, Bruneau recently dis-
avowed some of her own conclusions. She
said the results could be explained by higher-
risk behavior engaged in by program users, a
claim anticipated and rejected by her own
report.

And that objection lands NEP supporters
on the horns of a dilemma: Any control
weaknesses in the Canadian reports are also
present in the pro-exchange studies. ‘‘You
can’t have it both ways,’’ Kleber says. ‘‘You
can’t explain away Montreal and Vancouver
without applying the same scientific meas-
ures to the studies you feel are on your
side.’’

Defending an expansion of the programs,
AIDS policy czar Thurman says, ‘‘We need to
let science drive the issue of needle ex-
change.’’ The best that can be said for the
evidence so far is that it doesn’t tell us
much. Without better-controlled studies,
science cannot be hauled out as a witness for
either side of the debate.

DEATH-DEFYING LOGIC

Critics of needle exchanges are forced to
admit there’s a certain logic to the concept,
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at least in theory: Give enough clean needles
to an IV drug user and he won’t bum con-
taminated ‘‘spikes’’ when he wants a fix.

But ex-addicts themselves, and the medical
specialists who treat them, say it isn’t that
simple. ‘‘People think that everybody in
shooting galleries worries about AIDS or
syphilis or crack-addicted babies. That’s the
least of people’s worries,’’ says Jean Scott,
the director of adult programs at Phoenix
House in Manhattan. ‘‘While they’re using,
all they can think about is continuing to use
and where they’re going to get their next
high.’’

Indeed, the NEP crowd mistakenly as-
sumes that most addicts worry about getting
AIDS. Most probably don’t: The psychology
and physiology of addiction usually do not
allow them the luxury. ‘‘Once they start
pumping their system with drugs, judgment
disappears. Memory disappears. Nutrition
disappears. The ability to evaluate their life
needs disappears,’’ says Eric Voth, the chair-
man of the International Drug Strategy In-
stitute and one of the nation’s leading addic-
tion specialists. ‘‘What makes anybody think
they’ll make clean needles a priority?’’

Ronn Constable, now a program director at
Teen Challenge International in New York,
says his addiction consumed him 24 hours a
day, seven days a week. Addicts call it
‘‘chasing the bag’’: shooting up, feeling the
high, and planning the next hit before with-
drawal. ‘‘For severe addicts, that’s all they
do,’’ Constable says. ‘‘Their whole life is just
scheming to get their next dollar to get their
next bundle of dope.’’

Ernesto Margaro fed his heroin habit for
seven years, at times going through 40 bags—
or $400—a day. He recalls walking up to a no-
torious drug den in the Bedford-Stuyvestant
section of Brooklyn with a few of his friends.
A man stumbled out onto the sidewalk and
collapsed. They figured he was dying.

Margaro opened a fire hydrant on him.
‘‘When he finally came to, the first thing we
asked him was where he got that dope from,’’
he says. ‘‘We needed to know, because if it
made him feel like that, we were going to
take just a little bit less than he did.’’

This is typical of the hard-core user: The
newest, most potent batch of heroin on the
streets, the one causing the most deaths, is
in greatest demand. ‘‘They run around trying
to find out who the dead person copped
from,’’ says Scott, a drug-treatment spe-
cialist with 30 years’ experience. ‘‘The more
deaths you have, the more popular the her-
oin is. That’s the mentality of the addict.’’

NEEDLE ENTREPRENEURS

Some younger addicts may at first be fear-
ful of the AIDS virus, though that concern
probably melts away as they continue to
shoot up. But the hard-core abusers live in a
state of deep denial. ‘‘I had them dying next
to me,’’ Constable says. ‘‘One of my closest
buddies withered away. I never thought
about it.’’

Needle-exchange programs are doing brisk
business all over the country: San Diego, Se-
attle, Denver, Baltimore, Boston, and be-
yond. San Francisco alone hands out 2.2 mil-
lion needles a year. If most addicts really
aren’t worried about HIV, then why do they
come?

In most states, it is difficult to buy drug
paraphernalia without a prescription. That
makes it hard, some claim, to find syringes.
But drug users can get them easily enough
on the streets. The main reason they go to
NEPs, it seems, is that the outlets are a free
source of needles, cookers, cotton, and
bleach. They’re also convenient. They are
run from storefronts or out of vans, and they
operate several days a week at regular hours.

And they are hassle-free. Users are issued
ID cards that entitle them to carry drug par-

aphernalia wherever they go. Police are
asked to keep their distance lest they scare
off clients.

Most programs require that users swap
their old needles for new equipment, but peo-
ple aren’t denied if they ‘‘forget’’ to bring in
the goods. And most are not rigid one-for-
one exchanges. Jose Castellar works an NEP
van at the corner of South Fifth Street and
Marcy Avenue in Brooklyn. On a recent
Thursday afternoon, a man walked up and
mechanically dropped off 18 syringes in a
lunch sack. Castellar recognized him as a
regular, and gave him back 28—standard pro-
cedure. ‘‘It’s sort of like an incentive,’’ he
explains.

It’s the ‘‘incentive’’ part of the program
that many critics find so objectionable. An
apparently common strategy of NEP clients
is to keep a handful of needles for themselves
and sell the rest. Says Margaro, ‘‘They give
you five needles. That’s $2 a needle, that’s
$10. That’s your next fix. That’s all you’re
worried about.’’

It may also explain why many addicts who
know they are HIV positive—older users
such as Walter—still visit NEPs. Nobody
knows how many there are, because no ex-
changes require blood tests. In New York,
health officials say that perhaps half of the
older IV addicts on the streets are infected.

Defenders admit the system is probably
being abused. ‘‘An addict is an addict. He’s
going to do what he needs to maintain his
habit,’’ says Easterlins, who works a van for
ADAPT, one of New York City’s largest nee-
dle-exchange programs. Naomi Fatt,
ADAPT’s executive director, is a little more
coy. ‘‘We don’t knowingly participate’’ in
the black market for drug paraphernalia, she
says. And if NEP clients are simply selling
their syringes to other drug users? ‘‘We don’t
personally care how they get their sterile
needles. If that’s the only way they can save
their lives is to get these needles on the
streets, is that really so awful?’’

NAME YOUR POISON

In the debate over federal funding for
NEPs, herein lies their siren song: Clean nee-
dles save lives. But there just isn’t much evi-
dence, scientific or otherwise, that free drug
paraphernalia is protecting users.

The reason is drug addiction. Addicts at-
tending NEPs continue to swap needles and
engage in risky sexual behavior. All the
studies that claim otherwise are based on
self-reporting, an unreliable gauge.

By not talking much about drug abuse,
NEP activists effectively sidestep the des-
peration created by addiction. When drug
users run out of money for their habit, for
example, they often turn to prostitution—no
matter how many clean needles are in the
cupboard. And the most common way of con-
tracting HIV is, of course, sexual inter-
course. ‘‘Sex is a currency in the drug
world,’’ says Horton of Phoenix House. ‘‘It is
a major mode of HIV infection. And you
don’t address that with needle exchange.’’

At least a third of the women in treatment
at the Brooklyn Teen Challenge had been
lured into prostitution. About 15 percent of
the female clients in Manhattan’s Phoenix
House contracted HIV by exchanging sex for
drugs. In trying to explain the high HIV
rates in Vancouver, researchers admitted ‘‘it
may be that sexual transmission plays an
important role.’’

Kleber, a psychiatrist and a leading addic-
tion specialist, has been treating drug abus-
ers for 30 years. He says NEPs, even those
that offer education and health services,
aren’t likely to become beacons of behavior
modification. ‘‘Addiction erodes your ability
to change your behavior,’’ he says. ‘‘And
NEPs have no track record of changing risky
sexual behavior.’’

Or discouraging other reckless choices, for
that matter. James Curtis, the director of
addiction services at the Harlem Hospital
Center, says addicts are not careful about
cleanliness and personal hygiene, so they
often develop serious infections, such as sep-
ticemia, around injection areas. ‘‘It is false,
misleading, and unethical,’’ he says, ‘‘to give
addicts the idea that they can be intra-
venous drug abusers without suffering seri-
ous self-injury.’’

A recent University of Pennsylvania study
followed 415 IV drug users in Philadelphia
over four years. Twenty-eight died during
the study. Only five died from causes associ-
ated with HIV. Most died for other reasons:
overdoses, homicide, heart disease, kidney
failure, liver disease, and suicide. Writing in
the New England Journal of Medicine, med-
ical professors George Woody and David
Metzger said that compared to the risk of
HIV infection, the threat of death to drug
abusers from other causes is ‘‘more immi-
nent.’’

That proved tragically correct for John
Watters and Brian Weil, two prominent
founders of needle exchanges who died of ap-
parent heroin overdoses. Indeed, deaths from
drug dependence in cities with active needle
programs have been on an upward trajectory
for years. In New York City hospitals, the
number has jumped from 413 in 1990 to 909 in
1996.

GOOD AND READY?
Keeping drug users free of AIDS is a

noble—but narrow—goal. Surely the best
hope of keeping them alive is to get them off
drugs and into treatment. Research from the
National Institute for Drug Abuse (NIDA)
shows that untreated opiate addicts die at a
rate seven to eight times higher than similar
patients in methadone-based treatment pro-
grams.

Needle suppliers claim they introduce ad-
dicts to rehab services, and Shalala wants
local officials to include treatment referral
in any new needle-exchange programs. But
program staffers are not instructed to con-
front addicts about their drug habit. The as-
sumption: Unless drug abusers are ready to
quit on their own, it won’t work.

This explains why NEP advocates smooth-
ly assert they support drug treatment, yet
gladly supply users with all the drug-injec-
tion equipment they need. ‘‘The idea that
they will choose on their own when they’re
ready is nonsense,’’ says Voth, who says he’s
treated perhaps 5,000 abusers of cocaine, her-
oin, and crack. ‘‘Judgment is one of the
things that disappears with addiction. The
worst addicts are the ones least likely to
stumble into sobriety and treatment.’’

According to health officials, most addicts
do not seek treatment voluntarily, but enter
through the criminal-justice system. Even
those who volunteer do so because of intense
pressure from spouses or employers or raw
physical pain from deteriorating health. In
other words, they begin to confront some of
the unpleasant consequences of their drug
habit.

‘‘The only way a drug addict is going to
consider stopping is by experiencing pain,’’
says Robert Dupont, a clinical professor of
psychiatry at Georgetown University Med-
ical School. ‘‘Pain is what helps to break
their delusion,’’ says David Batty, the direc-
tor of Teen Challenge in Brooklyn. ‘‘The
faster they realize they’re on a dead-end
street, the faster they see the need to
change.’’

JUSTICE FOR JUNKIES

Better law enforcement, linked to drug
courts and alternative sentencing for offend-
ers, could be the best way to help them see
the road signs up ahead. ‘‘It is common for
an addict to say that jail saved his life,’’
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says Dr. Janet Lapey, the president of Drug
Watch International. ‘‘Not until the drugs
are out of his system does he usually think
clearly enough to see the harm drugs are
causing.’’

The key is to use the threat of jail time to
prod offenders into long-term treatment.
More judges seem ready to do so, and it’s not
hard to see why: In 1971, about 15 percent of
all crime in New York was connected to drug
use, according to law enforcement officials.
Today it’s about 85 percent.

‘‘There has been an enormous increase in
drug-related crime because the only response
of society has been a jail cell,’’ says Brook-
lyn district attorney Charles Hynes. ‘‘But it
is morally and fiscally irresponsible to ware-
house nonviolent drug addicts.’’ Since 1990,
Hynes has helped reshape the city’s drug-
court system to offer nonviolent addicts a
choice: two to four years in prison or a shot
at rehabilitation and job training.

Many treatment specialists believe drug
therapies will fail unless they’re backed up
with punishment and other pressures. Ad-
dicts need ‘‘socially imposed consequences’’
at the earliest possible stage—and the sim-
plest way is through the criminal-justice
system, says Dupont, a former director of
NIDA. Sally Satel, a psychiatrist special-
izing in addiction, says ‘‘coercion can be the
clinician’s best friend.’’

That may not be true of all addicts, but it
took stiff medicine to finally get the atten-
tion of Canzada Edmonds, a heroin user for
27 years. ‘‘I was in love with heroin. I took it
into the bathroom, I took it into church,’’
she says. ‘‘I was living in a fantasy. I was liv-
ing in a world all to myself.’’

And she was living in Washington, D.C.,
which in the early 1990s had passed tougher
sentencing laws for felony drug offenders.
After her third felony arrest, a district judge
said she faced a possible 30-year term in pris-
on—or a trip to a residential rehab program.
Edmonds went to Teen Challenge in New
York in January 1995 and has been free of
drugs ever since.

REDUCING HARM

Needle-exchange advocates chafe at the
thought of coercing drug users into treat-
ment. This signals perhaps their most griev-
ous omission: They refuse to challenge the
self-absorption that nourishes drug addic-
tion.

In medical terms, it’s called ‘‘harm reduc-
tion’’—accept the irresponsible behavior and
try to minimize its effects with health serv-
ices and education. Some needle exchanges,
for example, distribute guides to safer drug
use. A pamphlet from an NEP in Bridgeport,
Connecticut, explains how to prepare crack
cocaine for injection (see box). It then urges
users to ‘‘take care of your veins. Rotate in-
jection sites. . . .’’

‘‘Harm reduction is the policy manifesta-
tion of the addict’s personal wish,’’ says
Satel, ‘‘which is to use drugs without con-
sequences.’’ The concept is backed by numer-
ous medical and scientific groups, including
the American Medical Association, the
American Public Health Association, and the
National Academy of Sciences.

In legal terms, harm reduction means the
decriminalization of drug use. Legalization
advocates, from financier George Soros to
the Drug Policy Foundation, are staunch
needle-exchange supporters. San Francisco
mayor Willie Brown, who presides over per-
haps the nation’s busiest needle programs, is
a leading voice in the harm-reduction cho-
rus. ‘‘It is time,’’ he has written, ‘‘to stop al-
lowing moral or religious tradition to define
our approach to a medical emergency.’’

It is time, rather, to stop medicalizing
what is fundamentally a moral problem.
Treatment communities that stress absti-

nence, responsibility, and moral renewal,
backed up by tough law enforcement, are the
best hope for addicts to escape drugs and
adopt safer, healthier lifestyles.

Despite different approaches, therapeutic
communities share at least one goal: drug-
free living. Though they commonly regard
addiction as a disease, they all insist that
addicts take full responsibility for their
cure. Program directors aren’t afraid of con-
frontation, they push personal responsi-
bility, and they tackle the underlying causes
of drug abuse.

The Clinton administration already knows
these approaches are working. NIDA re-
cently completed a study of 10,010 drug abus-
ers who entered nearly 100 different treat-
ment programs in 11 cities. Researchers
looked at daily drug use a year before and a
year-after treatment. Long-term residential
settings—those with stringent anti-drug
policies—did best. Heroin use dropped by 71
percent, cocaine use by 68 percent, and ille-
gal activity in general by 62 percent.

NEP supporters are right to point out that
these approaches are often expensive and
cannot reach most of the nation’s estimated
1.2 million IV drug users. Syringe exchanges,
they say, are a cost-effective alternative.

NEPs may be cheaper to run, but they are
no alternative, they offer no remedy for the
ravages of drug addiction. The expense of
long-term residential care surely cannot be
greater than the social and economic costs of
failing to liberate large populations from
drug abuse.

Phoenix House, with residential sites in
New York, New Jersey, California, and
Texas, works with about 3,000 abusers a day.
It is becoming a crucial player in New York
City’s drug courts, targeting roughly 500 ado-
lescents and 1,400 adults. ‘‘Coerced treatment
works better than noncoerced,’’ says Anne
Swern, a deputy district attorney in Brook-
lyn. ‘‘Judicially coerced residential treat-
ment works best of all.’’

Nonviolent drug felons are diverted into
the program as part of a parole agreement or
as an alternative to prison. They sign up for
a tightly scripted routine of counseling, edu-
cation, and work, with rewards and sanctions
to reinforce good behavior. Though clients
are not locked in at night, police send out
‘‘warrant teams’’ to make regular visits.

Prosecutors and judges like the approach
because of its relatively high retention rates.
Sixty percent graduate from the program,
Swern says, compared to the 13 percent na-
tional average for all drug programs. Grad-
uates usually undergo 24 months of treat-
ment and must find housing and employ-
ment. Says Horton, ‘‘The ability of a judge
to tell an addict it’s Rikers Island or Phoe-
nix House is a very effective tool.’’

Narcotics Anonymous (NA), like Alco-
holics Anonymous (AA), is a community-
based association of recovering addicts.
Since its formation in the 1950s, NA has
stressed the therapeutic value of addicts
helping other addicts; its trademark is the
weekly group meeting, run out of homes,
churches, and community centers.

‘‘You get the benefit of hearing how others
stayed clean today, with the things life gave
them,’’ says Tim, a 20-year heroin user and
NA member since 1995. NA offers no profes-
sional therapists, no residential facilities, no
clinics. Yet its 12-step philosophy, adapted
from AA, is perhaps the most common treat-
ment strategy in therapeutic communities.

The 12-step model includes admitting there
is a problem, agreeing to be open about one’s
life, and making amends where harm has
been done. The only requirement for NA
membership is a desire to stop using. ‘‘Com-
plete and continuous abstinence provides the
best foundation for recovery and personal
growth,’’ according to NA literature.

As in AA, members must admit they can-
not end their addiction on their own. The
philosophy’s second step is the belief that ‘‘a
power greater than ourselves can restore us
to sanity.’’ NA considers itself nonreligious,
but urges members to seek ‘‘spiritual awak-
ening’’—however they choose to define it—to
help them stay clean.

Teen Challenge, founded in 1958 by Pente-
costal minister David Wilkerson, is a pioneer
in therapeutic communities and has
achieved some remarkable results in getting
addicts off drugs permanently. One federal
study found that 86 percent of the program’s
graduates were drug free seven years after
completing the regimen. On any given day,
about 2,500 men and women are in its 125 res-
idential centers nationwide.

The program uses an unapologetically
Christian model of education and counseling.
Moral and spiritual problems are assumed to
lie at the root of drug addiction. Explains a
former addict, who was gang-raped when she
was 13, ‘‘I didn’t want to feel what I was feel-
ing about the rape—the anger, the hate—so I
began to medicate. It was my way of cop-
ing.’’ Though acknowledging that the rea-
sons for drug use are complex, counselors
make Christian conversion the linchpin of
recovery. Ronn Constable says he tried sev-
eral rehab programs, but failed to change his
basic motivation until he turned to faith in
Christ. He has been steadily employed and
free of drugs for 11 years.

‘‘Sin is the fuel behind addiction,’’ Con-
stable says, ‘‘but the Lord says he will not
let me be tempted beyond what I can bear.’’
He is typical of former addicts at Teen Chal-
lenge, who say their continued recovery
hinges on their trust in God and obedience to
the Bible. Warns Edmonds, ‘‘If you do not
make a decision to turn your will and your
life completely over to the power of God,
then you’re going to go right back.’’ Or as
C.S. Lewis wrote in another context, ‘‘The
hardness of God is kinder than the softness
of man, and His compulsion is our libera-
tion.’’

BRAVE NEW WORLD?
Whether secular or religious, therapeutic

communities all emphasize the ‘‘commu-
nity’’ part of their strategy. One reason is
that addicts must make a clean break not
only from their drug use, but from the circle
of friends who help them sustain it. That
means a 24-hour-a-day regimen of coun-
seling, education, and employment, usually
for 12 to 24 months, safely removed from the
culture of addiction.

This is the antithesis of needle-exchange
outlets, which easily become magnets for
drug users and dealers. Nancy Sosman, a
community activist in Manhattan, calls the
Lower East Side Harm Reduction Center and
Needle Exchange Program ‘‘a social club for
junkies.’’ Even supporters such as Bruneau
warn that NEPs could instigate ‘‘new social-
ization’’ and ‘‘new sharing networks’’ among
otherwise isolated drug users. Some, under
the banner of AIDS education, hail this func-
tion of the programs. Allan Clear, the execu-
tive director of New York’s Harm Reduction
Coalition, told one magazine, ‘‘There needs
to be a self-awareness of what an NEP sup-
plies: a meeting place where networks can
form.’’

Meanwhile, activists decry a lack of drug
paraphernalia for eager clients. They call
the decision to withhold federal funding ‘‘im-
moral.’’ They want NEPs massively ex-
panded, some demanding no limits on dis-
tribution. Says one spokesman, ‘‘The one-to-
one rule in needle exchange isn’t at all con-
nected to reality.’’ New York’s ADAPT pro-
gram gives out at least 350,000 needles a
year. ‘‘But to meet the demand,’’ says Fatt,
‘‘we’d need to give out a million a day.
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A million a day? Now that would be a

Brave New World: Intravenous drug users
with lots of drugs, all the needles they want,
and police-free zones in which to network.
Are we really to believe this strategy will
contain the AIDS virus?

This is not compassion, it is ill-conceived
policy. This is not ‘‘saving lives,’’ but aban-
doning them—consigning countless thou-
sands to drug-induced death on the install-
ment plan. For when a culture winks at drug
use, it gets a population of Walters: ‘‘Don’t
get the idea in you mind you’re going to con-
trol it.’’

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, there is
not anybody that I probably respect
more than the former Surgeon General,
C. Everett Koop. When I saw a copy of
the letter that he sent our Speaker
yesterday, I knew something was
wrong. So I called him and I asked him
about his letter.

Mr. Chairman, I asked him the fol-
lowing four questions. I said, ‘‘Dr.
Koop, have you read these studies?’’
What was the answer? No. ‘‘Dr. Koop,
do you think needle exchange pro-
grams, as presently designed in the
United States, will work?’’ The answer
was no. ‘‘Dr. Koop, why did you write
the letter?’’ The answer: ‘‘Because in
the areas in Europe where I have seen
these programs work, where every nee-
dle is actually accounted for, there is
some hope that they work.’’
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He then went on to offer the fact that
he knew that in communities where
there is some drug abuse, and he men-
tioned specifically Harlem, that a nee-
dle exchange program would never
work because the culture of the addicts
in our society is they will not account
for the needle. They have no idea where
they left them.

So, as we consider his letter and his
conversation with me, it falls prey to
the same problems that we have seen
on this debate, and that is the people
who believe it is good have never read
the studies.

The science there undoubtedly shows
that we have an increase in Hepatitis
B, Hepatitis C, and HIV. With every
study that has been done thus far, if we
account for those that are in the study
at the beginning and at the end and be-
cause we want to help people, we are
about to do something very, very
wrong.

I hope to be able to speak on the sub-
ject again.

Mr. Chairman, I include for the
RECORD the following letter from C.
Everett Koop:

C. EVERETT KOOP, M.D., SC.D., SUR-
GEON GENERAL (RET.), U.S. PUB-
LIC HEALTH SERVICE,

Washington, DC, July 26, 1999.
Hon. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives,
The Capitol, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Having worked on the
HIV/AIDS epidemic since its emergence in
the U.S., I am now writing to express my
strong belief that local programs of clean
needle exchange can be an effective means of
preventing the spread of the disease without
increasing the use of illicit drugs. While I do
not believe that clean needle programs are a

panacea for all settings, it is clear from care-
ful and well-documented public health stud-
ies that such programs have worked in many
areas and have great potential for making
further reductions in the incidence of new in-
fections.

Consequently, it would be counter-
productive for the Congress to enact a Fed-
eral measure that would limit the ability of
local and State public health agencies and
voluntary organizations to carry out needle
exchange programs. Such action by the Con-
gress would undoubtedly result in HIV infec-
tions that could have been prevented and
would unnecessarily enlarge and prolong the
epidemic. If local authorities or organiza-
tions determine that needle exchange pro-
grams are appropriate to the epidemic as it
affects their communities, the Congress
should allow them to use all possible meas-
ures and funding sources to stem the spread
of this deadly disease.

I urge you to oppose any effort to limit the
public health response to the AIDS epidemic.

Sincerely,
C. EVERETT KOOP, M.D., SC.D.

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

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend the debate by 10 minutes
on each side. I believe that the pro-
ponent of the amendment will find that
agreeable.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Virginia?

There was no objection.
Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, first of all, some stud-
ies have been cited by the gentleman
from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT) and the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN).

We have a response from General
McCaffrey. General McCaffrey does
make it clear that he supports the lan-
guage that is in this bill. The language
in this bill was put in in full committee
by a vote of 32–23, a bipartisan vote, to
say no Federal funds can be used for
free needle exchange programs.

All we are asking, Mr. Chairman, is
that this body agree to that restric-
tion. We ask for two reasons. The prin-
cipal reason is that that is our only ju-
risdiction, the use of Federal funds, for
which we are responsible.

The second is that we will show very
compelling evidence that the District
of Columbia knew what it was doing
when it started up a program which is
one of the most effective in the coun-
try.

Now, General McCaffrey supports the
language in this bill. But he also
makes it clear that he has never sup-
ported a prohibition on local jurisdic-
tions’ efforts to implement a needle ex-
change program.

There are 113 local needle exchange
programs in this country. They are
working with various levels of success,
but all of them successful. In fact, in
the District of Columbia, two-thirds of
the people that had been exposed to
HIV through dirty needles are no
longer being exposed as a result of the

effectiveness of the program in the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

Here we have a few hundred pages.
They are not numbered. But these are
the summaries of dozens of exhaustive
studies by all of the organizations that
we would want to look into this issue.
They have all concluded that the nee-
dle exchange program works. They run
the gamut from the National Institutes
of Health, the Center for Disease Con-
trol, the Department of Health and
Human Services, the National Associa-
tion of Mental Health and Substance
Abuse.

This program is endorsed by the
American Medical Association, any
number of organizations that are pres-
tigious and credible.

Mr. Chairman, when I realized that I
was going to have to debate the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT) on
this issue and take the position in
favor of needle exchange programs, I
groaned. I did not want to do this. Be-
cause on the face of it, my initial reac-
tion was, my gosh, why would we ever
give free needles to drug addicts?

Well, the fact is, Mr. Chairman, that
the facts are compelling. The District
of Columbia knew exactly what it was
doing when it started this program.
Let me share with my colleagues some
of these facts.

The District of Columbia has an HIV–
AIDS epidemic, one of the worst in the
country. They have the highest rate of
new HIV infections of any jurisdiction
in the entire country, the worst.

Intravenous drug use is the second
leading cause of HIV transmission/
AIDS. That is what we are talking
about basically. It accounts for more
than a quarter of all the new infec-
tions. Deaths attributed to AIDS from
HIV transmission in D.C. is more than
seven times the national average.

Listen to this please, my colleagues:
AIDS is the leading cause of death for
all city residents between the ages of 30
and 44, the leading cause of death. Afri-
can-Americans are the hardest hit by
intravenous transmission from dirty
needles of the HIV virus. Ninety-six
percent of those infected with HIV as a
result of intravenous drug use in the
District of Columbia are African-Amer-
icans.

Women and children are also dis-
proportionately affected. Drug use is
the highest mode of transmission of
HIV for women in D.C. Women are get-
ting AIDS at the fastest rate. This is
the most serious aspect of the AIDS
epidemic in D.C., which is the worst in
the country. And the principal way
they get AIDS is through dirty needles.

Seventy-five percent of the babies
born with HIV, and what could be more
disturbing to us, what could break our
hearts worse than to have a baby born
with AIDS, 75 percent of the babies
born with HIV are infected as a result
of dirty needles.

The District of Columbia, my col-
leagues, has the worst problem with
HIV transmission from dirty needles,
the worst in the country. And yet it is
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the only jurisdiction in the entire
country that is prohibited from imple-
menting this program.

113 other jurisdictions throughout
the country have this program. All of
the experts say it is effective. D.C. has
the worst problem but, because of this
Congress, they cannot use the one pro-
gram that has been proven to be effec-
tive. That is why we oppose this
amendment.

We are not even suggesting that we
use Federal funds. All we are asking is
we stick with the language that says
no Federal funds can be used for a nee-
dle exchange program.

But gosh, please let the residents of
the District of Columbia and particu-
larly its elected leaders, elected di-
rectly by the citizens of the District of
Columbia, let them be able to use their
local funds and let private donations be
used for this program. It is a small pro-
gram. It is very inexpensive. It is run
by the Whitman-Walker Clinic, a very
credible organization. They do wonder-
ful work.

The reason why these programs are
so effective is because, when people
come in to get free needles, they then
have to get registered, that way we
know who are the drug addicts. They
then go into counseling. They then go
into treatment. They will be exposed to
the whole gamut of programs designed
to treat their drug addiction and to
make them healthy and to protect
their babies.

This is the gateway; this is the way
we get access to people who des-
perately need help. To prevent the Dis-
trict of Columbia from using this gate-
way to cure people, to get them off
their addiction, to save these babies,
we need this program.

Again, let me just remind my col-
leagues, we are not even asking for
Federal funds. We are asking them to
support language that says no Federal
funds can be used for this program.

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

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

Mr. Chairman, I want to remind the
Members that under current law there
is a program that does distribute nee-
dles here in the District of Columbia. It
is called ‘‘Prevention Works.’’

There is nothing in current law that
I am trying to preserve that would pre-
vent that from continuing.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
GOODLATTE).

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong
support of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Kansas (Mr.
TIAHRT) that will reaffirm the Federal
Government’s commitment to the war
on drugs by prohibiting Federal and
District funds from being used to con-
duct needle exchange programs. These
programs are harmful to communities
and undermines our Nation’s drug con-
trol efforts.

Drug abuse continues to ravage our
community, our schools, and our chil-
dren. Heroin use is again on the rise.
Thousands of children will inject hard-
core drugs, like heroin and cocaine, for
the first time this year and many will
die.

To deal with this problem, we must
have a firm commitment by the Fed-
eral Government to end the cycle of ad-
diction and abuse that destroys so
many lives.

Providing free hypodermic needles to
addicts so they can continue to inject
illegal drugs sends a terrible message
to our children that Congress has given
up on the fight to stop illegal drug use
and that the Federal Government im-
plicitly condones this illegal activity.

As lawmakers, we have a responsi-
bility to rise up and fight against the
use and spread of drugs everywhere we
can. We should start by making it
harder, not easier, to practice this
deadly habit. We should not tell our
children do not do drugs, on the one
hand, while giving them free needles to
shoot up with in the other.

We need a national drug control pol-
icy which emphasizes education, inter-
diction, prevention, and treatment, not
subsidies for addicts.

The results of community-based nee-
dle exchange programs have been disas-
trous. Needle exchange programs result
in towns with higher crime, schools
that are littered with used drugs, para-
phernalia, and neighborhoods that are
magnets for drug addicts and the high-
risk behavior that accompany them.

The medical evidence behind these
dangerous programs is inconclusive at
best. Studies have shown that addicts
who use needle exchange programs are
more likely to contract HIV or other
blood-borne viruses.

A recent study published by the
American Journal of Epidemiology
concluded that there was no indication
that needle exchanges protected
against blood-borne infections. In fact,
the study concluded ‘‘there was no in-
dication of a protective effect of sy-
ringe exchange against HBV or HCV in-
fection. Indeed, highest incidence of in-
fection occurred among current users
of the exchange, even after adjusting
for confounding variables.’’

Here in the District of Columbia, the
problem persists. It has been noted
that the District of Columbia has the
highest incidence of new HIV infection
in the country, and yet we have had
needle exchange programs here for 7
years.

It is time to halt any government
support of this. Support the Tiahrt
amendment.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) the only Member of this
body who is elected by the citizens of
the District of Columbia.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Chairman, this is the most in-
flammatory and heartless of the harsh-

ly anti-Democratic amendments before
us today. It says ‘‘drop dead’’ to the
people I represent.

I oppose this amendment because it
is outrageously discriminatory to pick
out one jurisdiction in the United
States that may not use its own funds
to save the lives of its own people.

We have seen an attempt to take
back the words of Dr. C. Everett Koop.
Nothing can take back what he said.
He expresses his ‘‘strong belief that
local programs of clean needle ex-
change can be an effective means of
preventing the spread of the disease.’’
And he says that if local authorities
and organizations determine it is ap-
propriate, ‘‘Congress should allow them
to use all possible measures.’’

My police chief, Charles Ramsey,
said that ‘‘the program is necessitated
by the need to effectively combat the
spread of HIV-AIDS.’’ He says, ‘‘it is
well-managed and has an exemplary re-
turn rate.’’

He says, ‘‘I have received no reports
which indicate that the program has
been abused in any way or has created
serious public safety problems in the
District.’’

b 1200

Mr. Speaker, AIDS is out of control
in my district, especially in the Afri-
can American community. The pro-
gram is privately run by the Whitman-
Walker Clinic. It is nationally recog-
nized.

A vote for the Tiahrt amendment
assures a veto of the entire appropria-
tion. I ask Members to defeat this
amendment and rescue not only my ap-
propriation but the potential survivors
of the AIDS epidemic in the District.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to remind the body that the Presi-
dent did sign the current law. That is
what we are trying to achieve here.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
SOUDER).

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Kansas for his lead
on this amendment. It is just hard for
me to understand what kind of debate
we are having here. This would be, I am
trying to think of equivalents, of try-
ing to battle cigarettes by giving kids
free low-tar cigarettes; or trying to
battle breast cancer by giving people
things that cause heart disease.

Perhaps a better example would be to
say that we are really worried about
some kind of material, theoretically,
let us say asbestos that is in the ciga-
rette package, so we are going to give
kids packages of cigarettes to smoke
while we are going to make sure that
the packaging does not damage them.

The fact is that heroin is a terrible
scourge not only to the individual but
to the communities involved. To argue
that by facilitating this habit by giv-
ing them clean needles to fight another
disease is absurd on the face of it. The
fact is that studies, quite frankly, have
been done more methodologically cor-
rect, such as the Montreal and the
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Vancouver studies, whereas other sta-
tistical studies have been assessed by
the Statistical Assessment Service as
not meeting those standards.

I would point out, for example, Mon-
treal: ‘‘We have yet to hear a cogent
argument that would allay our con-
cerns that needle exchange programs
may facilitate the formation of new
sharing groups gathering isolated
IDUs, a scenario that is consistent with
our findings.’’

Vancouver now has the highest her-
oin death rate in North America and is
referred to as Canada’s ‘‘drugs and
crime capital,’’ from the Washington
Post in the spring of 1997.

UPI had a story last July 29, ‘‘Chief:
Vancouver Has Lost Drug War.’’ Brit-
ish Columbia’s police chief claims the
city has lost the war on drugs and now
the city is proposing to give heroin ad-
dicts free heroin in addition to the free
needles.

The ONDCP’s visit, some of the ob-
servations on facts are, for example,
that the Vancouver needle exchange
program is one of the largest in the
world. It has distributed over 1 million
needles annually.

B. HIV rates among participants in
the needle exchange program are high-
er than the HIV rate among drug users
who do not participate. So in the same
heroin drug users, it is higher if you
participate in the clean needles pro-
gram in the Vancouver, which is a sta-
tistically accurate study, not a random
sample picked up to justify something.

The death rate due to illegal drugs in
Vancouver has skyrocketed since the
needle exchange program was intro-
duced. In 1988, 18 deaths were attrib-
uted to drugs; in 1993, 200 were attrib-
uted to drugs. The very thing that this
program is supposed to be helping is
accelerating and fixing one disease by
enabling and expanding another disease
and it is absurd.

Mr. Chairman, I include the ONDCP
Vancouver Needle Exchange Trip Re-
port for the RECORD, as follows:

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI-
DENT, OFFICE OF NATIONAL DRUG
CONTROL POLICY,

Washington, DC, April 6, 1998.
INFORMATION—MEMORANDUM FOR THE DIREC-

TOR THROUGH: THE DEPUTY DIRECTOR; FROM:
STRATEGY (D.B. DES ROCHES)

VANCOUVER NEEDLE EXCHANGE TRIP REPORT

1. Purpose: To provide you with field obser-
vations on needle exchange and drug abuse
in Vancouver, Canada.

2. General; You had directed that Dr. Adger
and I visit the Vancouver Needle Exchange
in light of the high incidence of HIV among
needle exchange participants and the sky-
rocketing death rate due to drug overdose in
Vancouver. Jane Sanville of ODR joined the
trip because of her expertise in the field of
AIDS. We spoke with law enforcement and
public health officials, as well as with the
scientists who studied the needle exchange
and those who run the needle exchange. (Trip
Schedule at TAB 1). Our visit to the U.S.
Customs and Border Patrol at Blaine raised
separate issues, which will be reported under
separate cover.

3. Observations—Facts:
A. The Vancouver Needle Exchange Pro-

gram (NEP) is one of the largest in the

world—it has distributed over 1 million nee-
dles annually for the last ten years, and
close to 2.5 million needles last year alone.

B. The HIV rates among participants in the
NEP is higher than the HIV rate among in-
jecting drug users who do not participate.

C. The death rate due to illegal drugs in
Vancouver has skyrocketed since 1988, the
year needle exchange was introduced. In 1988,
18 deaths were attributed to drugs; in 1993 200
deaths were attributed to drugs. The Provin-
cial Coroner told us that in March they were
averaging more than 10 deaths due to drugs
per week, and were on pace for 600 deaths
province-wide in 1998—mostly in Vancouver.

D. With the implementation of NAFTA,
the Vancouver Port Police was disbanded.
Vancouver is the most active Pacific port in
North America.

E. The highest rates of property crime in
Vancouver are within two blocks of the nee-
dle exchange (See maps, TAB 2).

4. Observations—Statements:
A. The single most striking point, which

all interviewees stressed, was the lack of
adequate drug treatment capacity in British
Columbia. The head of the Vancouver-Rich-
mond Health Board stated: ‘‘I can have all
the needles I want, but they won’t give me a
single drug treatment bed.’’ Other health
care professionals noted the fact that gov-
ernmental responsibility for drug treatment
has been shuffled among various ministries,
and has never been a priority.

B. Every interviewee stated that the most
abused injection drug in Vancouver is co-
caine. This was cited repeatedly as a major
reason for the failure of needle exchange to
prevent HIV: cocaine abusers typically inject
much more frequently than do heroin abus-
ers.

C. Every interviewee cited the geographic
features of the Downtown/Eastside (the
major drug abuse area and the location of
the needle exchange) as an exacerbating fac-
tor. Bounded by railyards and docks on two
sides, it is an isolated and distinct area that
contains most of the serious injection drug
abuse and the drug trade, as well as associ-
ated prostitution and property crime. The
area has a large number of single residence
occupancy hotels, which all said contributed
to the ‘‘massing effect’’ of addicts.

D. Every interviewee said that the average
age of IV drug users has decreased in recent
years.

E. Every interviewee save the Coroner
pointed to the lack of turnstiles on the
skytrain (elevated light rail system) as an
aggravating factor, as it increased ingress
for the destitute to the Downtown/Eastside
area from other parts of the city.

F. The Vancouver Police interviewees stat-
ed that they had been called by other
interviewees and asked what they were going
to say.

G. The Director of the NEP stated that ‘‘it
is ridiculous to propose that we hand out 10
million needles a year.’’ 10 million is the
number he estimated would be required to
accommodate the injecting cocaine users in
Vancouver with one needle per injection.

H. Every interviewee stated that the pri-
mary reasons for the increase in drug abuse
was the available supply of cheap drugs, and
that the needle exchange had either no effect
or a marginal effect on overall drug abuse.

I. The Vancouver police stated that there
are inadequate drug treatment beds in the
criminal justice system. Court mandated
treatment is not a reality.

J. The Vancouver police stated that there
was a 24 hour drug market and similar open
drug injection activity in the area imme-
diately adjacent to the needle exchange.
During a drive-around with a detective from
the Vancouver Drug Squad, we observed mul-
tiple instances of drug users injecting and

purchasing drugs. A one block long alley
typically had three or four people injecting,
preparing to inject or moving from injecting
drugs. While walking around the area, we
frequently encountered discarded syringe
wrappers and protective tips.

4. Observations—Reporter Notes:
A. Everyone save the police clearly wanted

needle exchange to be a success (the police
seemed to feel it was a facilitator for drug
use, but officially supported it), and felt that
the failure of needle exchange to stop the
spread of HIV was due to three factors:

(1) The NEP was set up for heroin users:
the prevalence of cocaine injection (which is
much more frequent) meant that the NEP
would be inadequate.

(2) Vancouver suffers from a ‘‘nutbowl ef-
fect’’—the homeless, migrants, counter-
culture types and disaffected, at-risk person-
alities tend to migrate there from around
the country. Everyone pointed to social poli-
cies in other Canadian provinces, especially
Alberta, which encouraged socially marginal
people to move to British Colombia (by pro-
viding bus tickets).

(3) Vancouver was on the trailing edge of
the AIDS epidemic: some stated that the
NEP was founded just as AIDS began to
surge. It was frequently asserted that ‘‘it
would have been much worse without NEP.’’
(Note—it might be interesting to evaluate
other NEPs in this light—generally, NEPs in
America were established on the trailing
edge of the epidemic. Any claimed reduction
in HIV incidence might be attributable to
the normal course of the disease).

B. All the ONDCP participants were
amazed at the lack of treatment capacity in
Vancouver. When we asked interviewees
about this, they too were outspoken about
inadequate treatment. Apparently, there is a
requirement for addicts to abstain for three
months prior to entering one of the few
treatment spaces. Catch 22 is not just an
American invention.

C. The academics who studied the NEP
seemed extremely concerned by the increase
in HIV among NEP participants, and devoted
much of our time together to explaining how
NEP frequent users were a much more
marginalized and at-risk segment of society
than were infrequent NEP users. When asked
if there were any studies comparing NEP
users and non-NEP users, the study director
responded that they had no way to interview
non-NEP users.

D. Property crime of all sorts in Vancouver
seems to be highest in the areas around the
NEP building. This is sort of a chicken-egg
thing: it’s hard to gauge cause and effect.

E. Public support for needle exchange
seemed to exist, but only so long as the NEP
was confined to Downtown-Eastside. Expan-
sion of the NEP (by vans) was opposed at a
public meeting on the day of our departure.

F. All interviewees save the police referred
to the NEP’s efforts to maintain relations
with the community, and their efforts to
keep discarded needles away from schools,
etc. However, in a private interview, an ele-
mentary schoolteacher said that children at
area schools are not allowed outside at re-
cess for fear of needles. I was unable to
verify this statement.

5. Conclusions:
A. There has been a trade-off between nee-

dle exchange and drug treatment. This is the
single most important lesson learned in Van-
couver. The trade-off was not explicit, and
was probably not deliberate. It may have re-
sulted from normal bureaucratic politics, or
the shuffling of responsibilities among min-
istries. Nevertheless, it has evolved and is al-
lowed to persist.

(1) Absent any mandate for drug treat-
ment, NEPs will focus on what they can af-
ford and do best—exchange needles.
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(2) Once the NEP was instituted, there

seemed to be no imperative for the establish-
ment or expansion of drug treatment. All
interviewees stated that NEP was not a ‘‘sil-
ver bullet,’’ but reality suggests that it is
treated as such.

B. In the absence of treatment, the poten-
tial benefits of needle exchange programs are
marginalized for the most at-risk. The single
most common explanation given for the
prevalence of HIV among NEP participants
was that the NEP participants were at a
greater risk than non-NEP participants.
Harm reduction believes that by giving ad-
dicts the means and knowledge to safely use
drugs (i.e. needles), most of the negative ef-
fects of drug abuse can be alleviated. Yet
this approach still requires that the addict
responsibly use the needles he is given; the
HIV statistics show that he does not. For an
at-risk population paternal approaches
which—as a last resort—can supplant irre-
sponsible behavior will probably be more ef-
fective. With an at-risk population, without
access to drug treatment, needle exchange
appears to be nothing more than a facilitator
for drug abuse.

C. High-purity cocaine and heroin is be-
coming increasingly prevalent and will pose
challenges across the board. Vancouver is
literally swamped with drugs. Large seizures
appear to have no effect at the street level.
This influx of high-purity heroin and cocaine
is a major cause of both the high HIV rates
in Vancouver as well as the high death rate.
We should examine high-purity drugs as a
separate threat, and consider a national ini-
tiative along the lines of our methamphet-
amine initiative.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. WYNN) who rep-
resents the immediate suburb of Wash-
ington D.C., Prince Georges County.

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time. I rise in strong opposition to this
amendment. It is both arrogant and
misguided. It is arrogant because it at-
tempts to impose the will of this Con-
gress on citizens of the District of Co-
lumbia. The gentleman is from Kansas
and I submit that we would never at-
tempt to impose the will of this Con-
gress on the citizens of Kansas and the
citizens of Wichita, Kansas. We would
let them spend their money the way
they want to.

This amendment would say that the
citizens of the District of Columbia
could not spend local money the way
they want to. The District of Columbia
has experience with this issue. In fact,
through the Whitman-Walker Clinic
and using local funds, they imple-
mented a program and the program
was successful. It reduced needle shar-
ing by two-thirds.

Mr. Chairman, that is the issue, nee-
dle sharing. Where we reduce needle
sharing, we reduce the transmission of
AIDS.

Now, who says this approach works?
Well, the National Institute of Health
says this approach works. The Center
for Disease Control says this approach
works. The American Medical Associa-
tion says needle sharing works. The
National Academy of Sciences says
needle sharing works. The body of sci-
entific evidence in America suggests
this is a proper approach.

Let us not be arrogant and mis-
guided. Let us oppose this amendment.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. BARR).

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the distinguished gentleman
from Kansas for yielding me this time
and rise in strong support of this
amendment.

Let me get this straight, if I just
heard the previous speaker criticize the
Congress for trying to set some stand-
ards against the provision of needles
with which the people of the District of
Columbia inject deadly substances into
their veins based on the argument that
the Congress would never tell the peo-
ple of Kansas what it can or cannot do.

I would remind the gentleman that
there are all sorts of, thousands upon
thousands upon thousands of Federal
regulatory mandates that tell the peo-
ple of Kansas precisely what they can
and cannot do. For heaven’s sake, it is
this Congress that just a few years ago
told the people of Kansas what size toi-
lets they can build and what size toi-
lets they can use and where they can
build homes and where they can build
roads.

Very frankly, Mr. Chairman, I would
much rather see the Congress of this
United States step in and save lives by
telling people, no, we are not going to
furnish you and make it easier for you
to inject deadly mind-altering sub-
stances into your veins than it would
be for the Congress to continue to tell
people what they might do produc-
tively with their lives.

I would also remind our colleagues of
a very basic principle. If you give peo-
ple the means to do something and en-
courage them to do it, well, for heav-
en’s sake, no surprise, they will do it.

Now, I know people on the other side,
the gentlemen from Maryland, both of
them, who will be speaking on this
speak very eloquently, very passion-
ately and very sincerely about helping
people in their community. But I would
simply say that we think on this side
that there is a better way of addressing
the problem of drug use in our commu-
nities, wherever those communities
might be, in the Seventh District of
Georgia or the Third District of Mary-
land or wherever, than to give people
the means to continue to inject mind-
altering, dangerous substances into
their veins.

I think this is a very appropriate and
limited exercise, the will of the people
of this country, that at least in our Na-
tion’s capital, subject in large part to
the jurisdiction as the Nation’s capital
to the will of the American people
through their representatives in the
Congress that we tell the people of
D.C., ‘‘We do want to help people, but
we are not going to do it by furnishing
you the means to inject mind-altering
substances into your veins.’’

I rise in support of this amendment.
Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume. I trust that the gentleman

from Georgia (Mr. BARR) is aware that
Georgia has a needle exchange program
and we do not tell Georgia that they
cannot have a needle exchange pro-
gram, nor do we tell any of the other
113 cities around the country except for
the District of Columbia that they can-
not have such a needle exchange pro-
gram.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute and 40
seconds to the gentlewoman from
Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA).

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Virginia for
yielding me this time, and I rise in op-
position to the Tiahrt amendment
which would prohibit the use of local
funds for the City’s needle exchange
program which prevents new HIV infec-
tions in injection drug users and their
partners.

I want to point out, also, this amend-
ment had been rejected by the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. Trying to
micromanage D.C. would be counter-
productive for the Congress and it en-
croaches on the legitimate roles of the
City Council and the Control Board. We
in Congress have worked hard to give
back local control to our communities,
and these provisions would run con-
trary to that objective.

As has been mentioned, the District
of Columbia has one of the highest HIV
infection rates in the country. Intra-
venous drug use is the District’s second
highest mode of transmission and it ac-
counts for over 37 percent of all new
AIDS cases. Incidentally, AIDS is the
third leading cause of death of all peo-
ple in the District of Columbia. And for
women, where the rate of infection is
growing faster than among men, it is
the highest mode of transmission.

Scientific evidence supports the fact
that needle exchange programs reduce
HIV infection and do not contribute to
illegal drug use. And since Johns Hop-
kins from Maryland had been men-
tioned earlier, I have an article from
the newspaper which says:

Maryland’s only needle exchange program
neither promotes crime nor encourages chil-
dren to take up drugs as critics fear, two
Johns Hopkins researchers said.

The Nation’s scientific community is
united in ruling that giving clean needles to
HIV-infected addicts is good public health
policy.

AMA, ABA, the pediatrics, the May-
ors, Dr. Koop has been mentioned. Let
us let public health experts make those
decisions and vote against the amend-
ment.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
the opponents of this issue say that ev-
erybody is united in the scientific
world. That is just absolutely not true.
It may be their opinion but it is not
fact.

Secondly, have any of my colleagues
ever gone on drug ride-alongs? You go
through these houses. You would not
walk in there with combat boots. There
is trash, there are needles all over the
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place. In several of these I found mat-
tresses where the prostitutes are ask-
ing for sex for drugs, and in one I even
found a teddy bear where the pros-
titute had their child. The child is
playing around all of these needles.

The San Diego police then took me
into a park and said, ‘‘DUKE, look at all
the needles in this park.’’ Would you
want your child around where they
dump these needles? These addicts are
not responsible people. They are going
to take these extra needles, they are
going to put them anywhere they want.

We walked down the street. They are
in the gutter. They are in the park.
How would you like your child to walk
along and stub one of those needles in
their boot or in their sandal or in their
foot? I think you would panic auto-
matically on these things.

It is not a good thing, needle ex-
change, and it is actually a negative ef-
fect.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume. I would remind my friend
from California that there are 19 such
needle exchange programs in Cali-
fornia, but also, most importantly, this
is a needle exchange program. There
are no extra needles as the gentleman
referred to. You do not get a clean nee-
dle unless you give up a dirty needle.
That is what this is all about, trying to
get rid of these dirty needles.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Baltimore, MD (Mr.
CUMMINGS) that has a particularly ef-
fective needle exchange program.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I
stand in strong opposition to this
amendment.

A lot has been said about the Balti-
more program, but the fact still re-
mains that the Baltimore program low-
ers the rate of crime. In those areas
where needle exchange takes place, it
has lowered the crime rate. Second, it
lowers the rate of the spread of AIDS.
It has been very, very clear and it has
been studied by Johns Hopkins Hos-
pital and University, the number one
university and hospital in the country.

Number three, it has reduced the use
of drugs. I live in a drug-infested neigh-
borhood. The argument that was just
made does not even make sense. The
fact is that in the areas where needle
exchange takes place, they have dis-
covered that there are less needles on
the streets so that people can stub
their toes and whatever.

This is a very, very, very bad amend-
ment. We sat here last year and I
talked about people dying. The fact is
that many have died because we did
not do the right thing last year, and
now we have an opportunity to save
some more lives. This is our oppor-
tunity. And so it is.

I beg the House to vote against this
Tiahrt amendment.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I would
remind the Members that nine out of 10
injection drug users in Baltimore are
infected with hepatitis C. It is not a
successful program.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
WELDON).

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the Tiahrt
amendment to the D.C. appropriations
bill. This amendment will prohibit
Federal and District funds from being
spent on any program to distribute
hypodermic needles for the purpose of
illegal drug injection.

When we had this debate several
years ago, I did take the time to read
the bulk of the studies on this issue.
The studies in my opinion in no way
make it clear that these programs
work. There are studies that show that
these programs are actually bad. Each
side can pull out the respective studies
and quote from their studies to make
these kinds of assertions.

The District of Columbia is not some
hamlet in Maryland that we are talk-
ing about. We are talking about the
capital of the United States of Amer-
ica. I consider this town to be as much
the possession of every person in the
United States as it is the people who
live here year round, and I believe it is
very, very appropriate for us to set
some standards.

This is a good amendment. The nee-
dle exchange programs, I believe, en-
courage the use and they send a very,
very bad signal to our youth. There are
studies that show obviously it plays a
role in the passage of infectious dis-
eases.

I strongly encourage my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle to vote in
support of the Tiahrt amendment.
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Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Baltimore, Maryland (Mr.
CUMMINGS).

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

The Johns Hopkins University just
concluded a study in which they found
that neighborhoods in Baltimore with
needle exchange programs had a drop
in economically-motivated crimes even
though those same categories of crime
rose over the same 4-year period. That
needle exchange program did not sig-
nificantly increase the willingness of
teens to use drugs and the commu-
nities with needle exchange programs
did not experience any increase in the
number of discarded drug vials and nee-
dles found in the streets.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from the Virgin Islands (Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN) who is a physician, a
family practitioner, throughout her ca-
reer.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in opposition to the amendment.

I have heard my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle say that needle
exchange sends a negative message, but
needle exchange sends a good message
that we will implement and support
policies that save lives.

Our colleagues who support that
amendment use the statistics and de-
liberately twist them to support a posi-
tion that flies in the face of over-
whelming scientific evidence and is
contrary to public health policy. The
needle exchange programs take place
in communities where there is high
drug use, so of course the statistics
show high drug use. But they have been
proven over and over again, that drug
use is reduced in those communities
where needle exchange programs exist.

Yes, I am a physician. I know from
experience what HIV can do to end
lives that have otherwise gotten back
on track and are productive after leav-
ing drugs behind. What we are doing
here does not even give people, good
people who have had the illness of drug
addiction, a chance.

But do not take my word for it. My
colleagues have heard of all of the
other organizations that support nee-
dle exchange, and take what Dr. Koop
says, that it can save lives and reduce
drug abuse.

This is a terrible amendment. It jeop-
ardizes the District’s effort to address
what is a serious epidemic here. Let us
not write off lives, let us save them.

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

Mr. Chairman, as the Johns Hopkins
School of Public Health reported, 9 out
of 10 needle-using addicts have a blood-
borne virus. They have had a program
there for 5 years, and it has been very
unsuccessful.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
PITTS).

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Kansas (Mr.
TIAHRT). If all else fails, look to the
evidence in a place where such a policy
has already been attempted. Let us
look at the Vancouver experiment.

The Vancouver needle exchange pro-
gram is one of the largest in the world,
distributing 21⁄2 million needles in the
last year alone. Well, instead of de-
creasing the rate of HIV and AIDS in
Vancouver, the HIV rate among needle
exchange participants is even higher
than the rate among injecting drug
users who do not participate. How can
that be called successful? And we want
to emulate that here?

The death rate due to illegal drugs in
Vancouver has also skyrocketed since
the program began, and the highest
rates of poverty crime in Vancouver
are within two blocks of the needle ex-
change.

At the very least, the available sci-
entific studies in no way conclude that
a program which enables drug users
can simultaneously seek to end their
destructive habit and help them to stop
shooting up. In fact, it looks as though
the opposite is true.

In the words of the drug czar, Barry
McCaffrey, we owe our children, and
that includes the children of D.C., an
unambiguous no-use message, end
quote. We must offer users a way out,
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not another crutch. In our Nation’s
capital, Washington, D.C., let us not
send a mixed message to our Nation’s
youth for illegal drug use.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT).

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman,
other speakers have indicated that the
underlying bill already bars the use of
Federal funds for needle exchange pro-
grams in the District of Columbia, but
the gentleman is not satisfied with
that restriction. He wants to prohibit
the people of the District from using
their own money for this purpose,
money obtained through local taxation
that is widely supported by citizens of
the District, programs that have prov-
en to be effective, according to the Na-
tional Institutes for Health, the Cen-
ters For Disease Control and prac-
tically every respected public health
agency in America, programs, by the
way, that are saving millions of tax-
payers’ dollars in health care costs.

The overwhelming evidence is that
they prevent HIV infection, that they
do not encourage or increase drug
abuse, that they actually help reduce
drug abuse by encouraging injection
drug users to enter treatment.

It is bad enough for legislators to
overrule local decision makers in mat-
ters of this kind, but it is the worst
kind of irresponsibility for us to sub-
stitute our own uninformed opinions
for the sound judgment of the public
health community to say in effect we
have already made up our minds, do
not confuse us with the facts. Let us
save some lives and vote no on the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment by the gentleman from Kansas.

The bill before us already bars the use of
Federal funds for needle exchange programs
in the District of Columbia. But the gentleman
is not satisfied with this restriction. He wants
to prohibit the people of the District from using
their own money for this purpose—money ob-
tained through local taxation for programs that
are widely supported by the local citizenry.

This is unfair to DC residents, who find
themselves subject to the whims of represent-
atives whom they did not elect.

But it is also a terrible precedent for the
country as a whole. Because despite the
squeamishness of some Members of Con-
gress at the mere sight of a needle, the truth
is that these programs work. They prevent HIV
infection. They do not encourage or increase
drug abuse. In fact, there is overwhelming evi-
dence that they actually help reduce drug
abuse by encouraging injection drug abusers
to enter treatment.

As a former prosecutor and a member of
the Judiciary Committee, I take very seriously
the epidemic of drug addiction in our society.
But we cannot make responsible public policy
based on fear and ignorance.

It is bad enough for legislators to overrule
local decision makers in matters of this kind.
But it is the worst kind of irresponsibility for us
to substitute our own uninformed opinions for
the sound judgment of the public health com-
munity. To say, in effect, ‘‘our minds are made
up. Don’t confuse us with facts.’’

I have seen what needle exchange pro-
grams have accomplished in Massachusetts,
Mr. Chairman, and I know that they have
saved lives.

If this amendment becomes law, more peo-
ple in Washington, DC will become infected
with the AIDS virus. More people will die of it.
And their blood will be on our hands, Mr.
Chairman.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the
amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to remind
the gentleman from Massachusetts
that there is currently a needle ex-
change program in the District of Co-
lumbia. It is funded by private dollars.
Nothing within this amendment stops
that.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
ISTOOK), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on the District of Columbia
of the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, what are
the goals we have? To save lives, to re-
duce crime, to reduce illegal drug
usage which helps to reduce the great
amount of crime that is associated
with it.

It is a real problem which this bill
does great things to correct, and I want
to make sure that Members and the
public are aware of what this bill does
without resorting to needle exchange
with public money. And the question
has been properly asked, why should
we say not only the Federal funds, but
local funds also should not be used for
needle exchange program if they are
taxpayer dollars?

The amendment of the gentleman
from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT) that we are
voting on offers the identical language
that was approved last year by the
House, approved by the Senate, and
signed into law by the President. I
want to make sure that people know
that we already have in this bill a new
initiative, a huge assault against ille-
gal drug usage and the problems it
causes in the District.

The District funds drug treatment
programs right now that are over-
crowded because more than anything
else there are so many people who are
convicted felons convicted of drug of-
fenses that are in these programs that
they crowd out the ability of other peo-
ple to get in.

This bill creates with Federal dollars
a $25 million new program of universal
drug testing for the 30,000 people in the
District of Columbia that are on proba-
tion or parole, most of them for things
related to drug offenses. Included with-
in that program is some $16 million for
drug treatment. That will free up the
money that the District is currently
spending for drug treatment on those
persons so they can expand the drug
treatment even further. This is going
to be the largest program in the coun-
try to combat illegal drug usage. It is
being funded with our Federal tax dol-
lars. It is a war on drugs.

We are funding in the bill with Fed-
eral taxpayer dollars the most aggres-

sive war on drugs of any community in
the country, and we are doing it be-
cause this is our Nation’s capital. But
we do not want a mixed message. Is it
too much to ask when we fund a war on
drugs that the message is a war on
drugs and not peaceful co-existence? I
fear the needle exchange program
would use public money to undercut
and undermine the effort that we have
undertaken in this bill to combat ille-
gal drugs.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY).

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, some
on the Republican side treat D.C. like
their own conservative petri dish, and
based on the results, they figure out
how to impose their ideological agenda
elsewhere. It makes no sense. We know
that AIDS spreads through the sharing
of needles by injection users. We also
know that more than half, up to 75 per-
cent, of all children with AIDS con-
tracted HIV from mothers who are in-
travenous drug users or the sexual
partners of intravenous drug users. Sci-
entific evidence has shown that these
programs work. Scientific evidence
also makes clear that needle exchange
programs do not lead to greater drug
use.

In fact, do my colleagues not know
that an individual that will sign up for
a free, clean needle is taking their first
positive step in many, many years, and
this is often the beginning for their
commitment to a healthier drug-free
life?

I suggest, I beg my colleagues, do not
vote for this amendment.

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

Had the gentlewoman read the study,
she would have found out that they are
not effective, that the studies have
large gaps. It is not good science, and
the reason that babies have AIDS is be-
cause their mothers are injecting
themselves with illegal drugs.

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

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 20 seconds to the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, the
Vancouver study has been often cited
here. Let me quote the authors of that
study:

As the authors of the Canadian study, we
must point out that these officials have mis-
interpreted our research. The study in the
Lancet, the British medical journal, found
that 29 cities worldwide where the program
was in place, HIV infection dropped by an av-
erage of 5.8 percent a year among drug users.
In 51 cities that had no needle exchange
plans, drug related infection rose by 5.9 per-
cent a year.

Clearly these efforts can work.
Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I yield

11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN).

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, as my
colleagues know, I continue to be
amazed. I do not believe there is any-
body on that side of the aisle that has
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actually read the studies. I have read
every study on drug use. I want to give
my colleagues some statistics about
Vancouver. We do not misinterpret
them; we read the conclusions at the
end of the studies. I actually have with
me the Vancouver study, and I will be
happy to quote their summation. But
let me list for my colleagues some of
the things that have been said about
the Vancouver program.

The Vancouver Police Department
stated there is a 24-hour drug market
now because there is a study at the lo-
cation of the needle exchange program.

Number two, property crime of all
sorts is highest of any other place in
Vancouver where the needle exchange
program is located.

Number three, the elementary teach-
ers will not let their schoolchildren go
outside in this area of Vancouver be-
cause there are needles strung out all
over. They are fearful that these chil-
dren will be infected with one of the
needles.

Absent any mandate for drug treat-
ment, needle exchange programs will
focus on what they can afford and do
best, exchange needles. All
interviewees associated with Van-
couver stated that needle exchange
program was not a silver bullet, but in
reality that is what we are trying to
do.

The fact is there is a 33 percent in-
crease in those using needles in the
needle exchange program of Van-
couver, increase in HIV infection com-
pared to those drug addicts who are not
in a program.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute and 10 seconds to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
NADLER).

(Mr. NADLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, the evi-
dence is clear and convincing. Needle
exchange programs save lives.

The government’s top scientists, the
National Academy of Sciences, the Na-
tional Commission on AIDS, the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, and the
General Accounting Office have all
concluded that needle exchange pro-
grams are effective in preventing the
spread of AIDS and that they do not
encourage drug use.

The numbers are shocking. Every
day, 33 people become infected with
AIDS, a virus as a result of intravenous
drug use. The Surgeon General has
stated that 40 percent of all new AIDS
infections in the U.S. are either di-
rectly or indirectly the result of infec-
tion by contaminated needles. For
women and children, the figure is 75
percent.

Needle exchange programs are one of
the very few programs that have dem-
onstrated that they dramatically re-
duce the number of new AIDS infec-
tions and save lives. To ban Federal
funds for these programs in the Dis-

trict of Columbia will bring certain
death to thousands.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we should not
prevent the District of Columbia from
exercising its judgment in spending its
money, not Federal money, to join the
other 113 local governments in pre-
venting the spread of AIDS through the
use of a needle exchange program.

We do not have an equal interest, all
of us, in the affairs of the District with
the residents. They live here. We have
an interest in a decent Capital. Ele-
mentary democracy says they should
rule most local affairs. This bill tram-
ples on that elementary democratic
principle. Do not vote for this amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposition to
the Tiahrt amendment which would prohibit
federal funds for needle exchange distribution
programs in the District of Columbia.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment we are de-
bating today is a death sentence to many in
this country. Mr. Chairman, the evidence is
clear and convincing. Needle exchange pro-
grams save lives!

The federal government’s top scientists, as
well as the National Academy of Sciences, the
National Commission on AIDS, the National
Institutes of Health, and the General Account-
ing Office, have all concluded that needle ex-
change programs are effective in preventing
the spread of AIDS, and that they do not en-
courage drug use. And yet, with this evidence
in hand—with scientific proof in hand that nee-
dle exchange saves lives—some in this Con-
gress would rather let people die and suffer
than let science and medicine help those in
need.

The numbers are shocking. Every day, 33
people become infected with the AIDS virus
as a result of intravenous drug use. This in-
cludes not only drug users themselves, but
also their partners and their children. The Sur-
geon General has stated that 40 percent of all
new AIDS infections in the U.S. are either di-
rectly or indirectly the result of infection by
contaminated needles; for women and chil-
dren, that figure is 75 percent.

There is no gray area here. We know that
needle exchange saves lives, and that it does
not cause an increase in IV drug use. In fact,
studies show that IV drug use actually de-
clines as a result of needle exchange, be-
cause needle exchange programs encourage
drug users to seek treatment.

If we have the ability and resources to help
those who want and need assistance and
save them from probable death, then why not
help them? To remain indifferent to the lives
lost is morally bankrupt. The stakes are far too
high to let a few extremists stand in the way
of a sensible policy that we know will save
many lives.

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe that any
member of this House could deny that the
AIDS epidemic is a national and international
problem that must be meaningfully addressed.
Needle exchange programs are one of the
very few programs that have demonstrated
that they dramatically reduce the number of
new AIDS infections and save lives. There is
no real controversy surrounding this compel-
ling data—all the experts agree it is a fact that
needle exchange saves lives. To ban federal
funds for these programs in the District of Co-
lumbia will bring certain death to thousands.

Mr. Chairman, we do not support the use of
intravenous drugs. But we also have to face
reality. People do use drugs. If we can reduce
the incidence of the use of dirty needles, con-
taminated with blood borne pathogens, then
we can reduce the transmissions of AIDS. Sci-
entific study after study has shown that needle
exchange does reduce the number of new
AIDS infections. I would like to reiterate that
six federally funded reports, conducted inde-
pendently by the National Commission on
AIDS in 1991, the General Accounting Office
in 1993, the University of California in 1993,
the Centers for Disease Control and Preven-
tion in 1993, and the National Academy of
Sciences in 1995 confirm this fact.

And, finally, Mr. Chairman, we should not
prevent the District of Columbia from exer-
cising its judgment, and spending its money—
not Federal money—to join the other 113 local
governments in preventing the spread of AIDS
through use of a needle exchange program.
We do not all have an equal interest in the af-
fairs of the District of Columbia. That state-
ment is the nub of the problem. Washington is
our capital. We have an interest in its being a
decent capital. But the people who live here
have a much greater interest in local affairs
than my constituents in N.Y. That’s elementary
democracy. And they should decide local
questions.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Arkansas (Mr. SNYDER).

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, what
we are talking about here today is one
program in the District of Columbia
called Prevention Works. Yesterday, I
met with their administrative staff and
some of their board members, and
today I went out and visited with them
as their truck and van was on the
streets of the District of Columbia,
about 6 minutes’ drive from here.

What is the program we are talking
about? It is a 1985 truck with unreli-
able air-conditioning staffed by two re-
markable people, Alphonso and Vera,
showing tough, but compassionate,
care for a group of people that nobody
in this place wants anything to do
with.

As it turns out, my last hour visit
this morning is the only time a Mem-
ber of Congress has visited this truck
and van and seen what they do, and
that includes the proponents who are
talking so knowledgeably about it
today. They do, indeed, count their
needles, and one can watch them do it
if one would take the time to visit.

Second point. The issue is not what
we in our own personal conclusions or
personal thinking, what conclusions we
reach. The issue is, what standards
should this body apply to justify pro-
hibiting elected officials in the District
of Columbia from not using their own
local funds. That is the issue.

We should vote ‘‘no’’ on this amend-
ment and let them decide what is best
for their town.

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

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from Madison, Wisconsin (Ms.
BALDWIN).
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Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise

in strong opposition to this amend-
ment to prohibit the District of Colum-
bia from using any funds, Federal or
local, for needle exchange programs.

The positive effects of needle ex-
change are proven. In communities all
across the country, needle exchange
programs have been established and are
contributing to reductions in HIV
transmission among drug users. But as
important, these programs are begin-
ning to have another positive impact.
They are bringing drug users to treat-
ment for their drug abuse.

In my hometown of Madison, Wis-
consin, outreach workers go out into
the community and out on to the
streets and provide drug users with
risk-reduction education and referrals
to drug counseling, treatment, and
other medical services. For many of
these illegal drug users, the needle ex-
change programs represent an oppor-
tunity for an interaction with an out-
reach worker who is tough, yet who
cares. Sometimes, not always, but
sometimes, this interaction is all that
is needed to bring a desperate person to
the point of recognizing that they need
help.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ad-
vise that the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. MORAN) has 31⁄2 minutes remain-
ing; the gentleman from Kansas (Mr.
TIAHRT) has 4 minutes remaining.

The gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
MORAN), as a member of the com-
mittee, has the right to close.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I am
also a member of the committee.
Would I not have the right to close?

The CHAIRMAN. Both Members
being members of the committee, the
Member who is in opposition has the
right to close, so that would be the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN).

Mr. TIAHRT. I thank Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance

of my time.
Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE).

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I want to
thank the gentleman from Virginia for
yielding me this time.

Washington, D.C. City Council’s Con-
sensus Budget, as incorporated in the
appropriations budget, is sound. How-
ever, it has been incumbered by some
very obnoxious amendments. I oppose
these amendments to the bill, espe-
cially the Tiahrt amendment, which vi-
ciously prohibits the District of Colum-
bia from operating a local private nee-
dle exchange program.

The residents of Washington, D.C.
pay taxes. They have a right to spend
the money the way they want to spend
their money. We know now that the
transmission of HIV from mother to
child can be reduced and eliminated.
Yes, I said eliminated, as demonstrated

by San Francisco’s needle exchange
program and outreach program to preg-
nant women. Why would we want to
place a death sentence on babies in
Washington, D.C. when we know how to
ensure their survival? For those who
want to see drug addiction reduced,
look at the data from needle exchange
programs. Such programs lead addicts
to the first steps toward recovery.

We are not condoning IV drug use,
just the opposite. We are saying that
we want babies in Washington, D.C. to
be born free of HIV infection, and we
want to provide a proven option to
eliminate drug addiction.

Vote ‘‘no’’ on this amendment.
Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield three-quarters of 1 minute
to the gentleman from Brooklyn, New
York (Mr. WEINER).

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I do not
think we will see a single conservative
supporting this amendment. After all, I
have not been here very long, but I
have figured out what conservatives
support. They support local initiatives,
church-based initiatives, community-
based organizations going out and try-
ing to solve a community’s problems
and Washington staying out of their
way. So there is no way anyone that
calls themselves a conservative can
possibly support the idea of Congress
not only opposing the use of Federal
funds, but even local funds, to try to
solve a health problem that my col-
leagues on that side of the aisle have
done precious little to solve.

What we are doing here is stepping
all over a classic, conservative ideal
which has let the District of Columbia
manage its affairs the way it sees best.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, may I inquire as to how much
time remains.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. MORAN) has 13⁄4 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield three-quarters of 1 minute
to the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. PELOSI).

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, our dis-
tinguished ranking member has point-
ed out the sad tale about the cases of
AIDS in Washington, D.C. One-half of
all AIDS cases in children are a result
of injection drug use by a parent.

Mr. Chairman, I ask my colleagues if
they would spend 10 cents to spare the
suffering of a child with HIV AIDS.

In San Francisco we have reduced to
zero, as the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LEE) mentioned, the trans-
mission rate from mother to child be-
cause of the needle exchange program
and outreach to pregnant moms. In
Baltimore, Dr. Beilenson has told us
there are 1,000 people, because of the
needle exchange program, who are off
drugs now. As far as the hepatitis C ar-
gument, it does not apply in this case.

Last year, Dr. Varmus, Dr. Fauci, Dr.
Satcher were among the scientists who
signed a letter saying we have unani-
mously agreed that there is conclusive
scientific evidence that needle ex-
change programs reduce transmission.

I urge my colleagues to have the
courage to save a child’s life. Vote
‘‘no’’ on the Tiahrt amendment.

One-half of all AIDS cases in children are
the result of injection drug use by a parent.

Would you spend ten cents to spare a child
the suffering of AIDS. In San Francisco we
have reduced to zero the transmission rate
from mother to child because of the needle
exchange program and outreach to pregnant
moms. That is our experience.

As for the science, last year, leading sci-
entists issued a statement on needle ex-
change programs. The signers included Dr.
Harold Varmus, Nobel Prize winner and direc-
tor of the National Institutes of Health; Dr. An-
thony Fauci, director of the National Institute
of Allergy and Infectious Disease; and Dr.
David Satcher, our Surgeon General.

They wrote:
After reviewing all of the research, we

have unanimously agreed that there is con-
clusive scientific evidence that needle ex-
change programs, as part of a comprehensive
HIV prevention strategy, are an effective
public health intervention that reduces the
transmission of HIV and does not encourage
the use of illegal drugs.

The Tiahrt amendment tramples on the abil-
ity of D.C. residents to govern themselves. A
vote against this amendment is not a vote for
needle exchange.

Have the courage to save a child’s life—
vote ‘‘no’’ on Tiahrt.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 11⁄2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to remind
the body that what my amendment
does is retain current law. It is law
that was supported by the Drug Czar,
General Barry McCaffrey; it was passed
by this body, the House; it was passed
by the Senate; it was signed into law
by the President of the United States.

We have heard that we are trying to
influence what the taxpayers want here
in the District of Columbia. Mr. Chair-
man, I am a taxpayer in the District of
Columbia. All of us here are a taxpayer
in the District of Columbia. I care
about these people. I care about what
is going on.

There is a great deal of desperation
for solutions here, and people are
reaching far to say these days are suc-
cessful, but they have not read the
studies. It is not a successful program.

The real reason that I am trying to
stop this ineffective program, at least
from public funds, is because it enables
people to carry on a destructive behav-
ior. I have friends who are recovered al-
coholics. They said the worst thing
that they had during their time of try-
ing to recover was someone to enable
them to continue their destructive be-
havior. That is what we are doing for
these people. It is as if we are driving
nails in their coffin; we are enabling
them.

We are doing a lot to combat illegal
drugs in this bill. Mr. Chairman, $25
million is set aside to combat illegal
drugs, and yet we are enabling the men
and women of this city to take illegal
drugs and inject them into their veins.
I think it is wrong; I think it is de-
structive. It does currently go on, it is
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privately funded, and I think that this
does nothing to stop that. If people
want to waste their money on an inef-
fective program, so be it, just not with
public funds.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the remaining
time to the gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr. COBURN).

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, how
much time remains?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT) has 21⁄2 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I want
to say first of all that I have admira-
tion for those who support this pro-
gram, because what they are really
saying is that they care about those
people who are addicted. However, I
also would say, we care too.

The debate divides on how best to
solve the problem, and the issue is, are
we best solving the problem by reduc-
ing risk, or do we best solve the prob-
lem by avoiding risk?

I want to give my colleagues a cor-
ollary. This year, 13 million Americans
are going to get infected with an STD;
45 percent of those will never get rid of
that infection. Our message to our chil-
dren has been, you can practice risky
behavior as long as you use safe meth-
ods to do it. So our message has been,
we are going to reduce the risk. And as
our message of risk reduction has come
about, we have the largest incidence of
sexually transmitted disease of any so-
ciety, and the largest growth of incur-
able viral diseases. HIV is nothing com-
pared to what is going to happen in
this country in terms of chlamydia,
human papilloma virus, and the cancer
that is going to be associated with it.

So the debate really decides, how do
we care the most? The compassion ex-
hibited by wanting to eliminate the
transmission is a wonderful, compel-
ling argument. But it is not enough
compassion. We have to have enough
compassion to eliminate the problem
and not enable people to fail, as we are
enabling our children to fail, by our
message of safe sex with a condom that
does not protect 50 percent of the sexu-
ally transmitted disease in this coun-
try today.

So the heart is right; the message is
wrong. If we really want to help these
people, then we will redouble our ef-
forts to drug treatment centers, not
enable them to continue to fail.

The final thing is, what happens to
somebody when they get hepatitis C in
this country? And that is the growing
epidemic in this country, not HIV. It is
hepatitis C. That person does one of
two things: they either die or they get
a liver transplant.

So if we want to enable this epidemic
to continue to flourish, then we need to
give all of the drug addicts in this
country needles, because they are shar-
ing the needles anyway, and that is
what the studies show. We are not less-
ening their long-term health con-
sequences; we are, in fact, enabling
them to fail and die of diseases.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the balance of the
time.

Mr. Chairman, it is not just we who
are opposed to this amendment who are
saying that the needle exchange pro-
gram does not increase the level of
drug addiction, nor increase the
amount of AIDS. We are listening to
the experts. The American Medical As-
sociation says this program is effec-
tive. The American Academy of Pediat-
rics, the American Nurses Association,
the Association of State and Terri-
torial Health Officials, the National
Association of County and City Health
Officials, the National Institutes of
Health, the Centers for Disease Con-
trol. Every single professional organi-
zation tells us this program works.
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We do not feel particularly com-
fortable with this program because we
do not want to encourage drug addic-
tion, but when we are dealing with one
city that has the worst level of drug
addiction and AIDS in the country,
they should be able to make their own
decision on what works. There are 113
cities that have been able to make that
decision, major cities. They are using
this program.

All we are saying in this amendment
is do not use Federal funds. It passed in
a bipartisan vote in the committee. We
urge this body to support the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. Vote down
this amendment.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today to oppose the amendment
offered by Representative TIAHRT that prohibits
federal and local funds from being spent on
needle exchange programs in the District of
Columbia. I object to this intrusion into the
funding priorities of the District. I also oppose
this amendment because needle exchange
has been shown to be an effective method of
HIV prevention.

Needle exchange is supported by medical
and health related organizations. Last year,
the National Institute of Health issued a deter-
mination that needle exchange programs re-
duce HIV transmission and such program do
not encourage the use of illegal drugs.

Thus, the health impact of this amendment
would be devastating in this city. As with most
major U.S. cities, D.C. faces an AIDS epi-
demic that must be fought on all levels. D.C.
has the highest rate of new HIV infections in
the country. AIDS is the third largest cause of
death in this city. We must not handicap this
city’s ability to stem the tide of AIDS trans-
mission.

I also believe that the residents of this city
deserve to use the mechanism of democracy
and its elected officials should be able to
make decisions that benefit the citizens. The
local government in D.C. has chosen to use
its own funds to address this need.

Congress has no business in the local af-
fairs of the District government. D.C. has cho-
sen to implement this program to prevent the
spread of AIDS. This nationally recognized
program has been successful in bringing ad-
dicts into treatment. D.C. is the only jurisdic-
tion that has a federal bar on the use of local
funds.

The District of Columbia no longer receives
the federal payment, thus all of these funds
are from local taxpayers. I oppose this intru-

sion into local affairs and I believe that this
amendment will severely hurt the residents of
D.C. I urge my colleagues to oppose this
amendment.

Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today in strong opposition to the
Tiahrt amendment to H.R. 2587. As a Member
of this House representing a region of the
country with an astronomically high rate of HIV
transmission and AIDS, I cannot support this
bill. I cannot support legislation that not only
prohibits the use of federal funds, but also
prohibits the use of local or other funds. What
are we saying to the citizens of the District of
Columbia when their elected representative
does not support this bill?

HIV and AIDS continues to plague this Na-
tion. Yes, we have seen some much-needed
improvements in the extension of lives through
better treatment and we have seen the num-
ber of deaths resulting from AIDS fall for the
first time. But we have not and will not see the
rate of HIV transmission fall if we continue to
let politics rule the legislative process.

The needle exchange programs that have
been implemented in inner-cities throughout
the country are playing a crucial role in reduc-
ing HIV transmission, assisting HIV positive
drug users in obtaining necessary medical
care and drug treatment, and providing essen-
tial information and AIDS. This is critical for
the hundreds of thousands of adults who do
not know that their partners are using drugs,
and for the innocent children who are born
with this fatal disease.

Public health officials do not support this
amendment and I encourage my colleagues to
join me in voting against this amendment,
which is full of politics and void of reason.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. TIAHRT).

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

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote, and
pending that, I make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 260, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT) will
be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MS. NORTON

Ms. NORTON. 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. 2 offered by Ms. NORTON:
Page 54, strike lines 19 through 25 (and re-

designate the succeeding provisions accord-
ingly).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, first I
want to thank the gentlewoman from
Michigan (Ms. KILPATRICK), the cospon-
sor of this amendment, for offering it
in the Committee on Appropriations.

This amendment simply strikes gra-
tuitous and now moot language carried
over from last year in the bill that for-
bids the District to use its own funds
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on a lawsuit testing whether American
citizens who live in the District are en-
titled to voting rights in the Congress.

Members are looking at the only
Member of this body who represents
taxpaying American citizens who are
denied full representation in the Con-
gress. The language in this bill adds to
the basic denial of D.C. voting rights,
the denial of the right to seek redress
in the courts.

Does this Congress really want to
pile on the sensitive issue of full demo-
cratic representation by seeking to
keep the District from testing that de-
nial in court? This provision in the bill
is unworthy of this House, unless we
want to cross over and join the author-
itarian regimes of the world.

In the darkest days of southern seg-
regation, no State sought to legislate
black people out of court suits. That is
exactly what this amendment does to
D.C. residents, however. It is a self-
serving attempt to maintain the status
quo denial of rights, even if it means
standing to bar the courthouse door.

It should be enough to defeat this
amendment that the denial of court re-
dress is patently unAmerican. It is also
futile and moot. The lawsuit for D.C.
voting rights recently argued before a
three-judge panel in the District court
is being carried pro bono by a major
law firm.

The District’s involvement always
was minimal. The city’s Corporation
Counsel participated in the oral argu-
ment with permission of the court to
participate pro bono. The corporation
counsel has resigned. His only involve-
ment now would be as a private citizen
with no D.C. funds.

Please do not allow history to add to
the litany of denials of democracy for
the people of the District. Wherever
they may stand on their constitutional
jurisdiction over the District, this is a
different case. Members surely do not
want to be counted against peaceable
redress of constitutional rights
through the courts. No Federal funds
are involved. Even District expendi-
tures are not now being used to support
this suit.

Please remove these proceedings
once and for all from our appropriation
bill.

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in favor of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I want to support and
am proud to be a cosponsor of this
amendment that we offered in the
Committee on Appropriations.

I agree with the delegate, the gentle-
woman from Washington, D.C. (Ms.
NORTON) that it is unconstitutional, it
is unfair, and it is undemocratic. This
entire D.C. appropriations bill is $463
million. The D.C. residents in 1996 sent
over $4 billion to this Federal govern-
ment. In 1997 the same, over $4 billion
to this Federal government. The bill
today is only $463 million.

Members have heard debate over the
last hour on the needle exchange pro-
gram. We are not going to get into
that, but the citizens do have a right,

as every citizen of the country has, to
spend its local money on those things
that they deem necessary for their peo-
ple.

This amendment that the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) and I were offering would
say that the residents of the District of
Columbia can spend their local dollars
to go to court to challenge the notion
that they cannot vote in this Congress,
that they do not have a voting rep-
resentative in this Congress.

The District of Columbia has more
population than three of America’s
States. All of those States have rep-
resentatives in this Congress who vote.
They all have two Senators in the U.S.
Senate who vote. Why, then, do we de-
prive over 500,000 people who have cho-
sen Washington, D.C. as their place of
residence the right to have a vote in
this Congress, the right to have two
Senators, as all other States have, and
the right to use their own local money
for those programs that they deem nec-
essary?

The Congressional Research Service
goes just a little bit further. They say
that the District of Columbia, which is
denied the right to vote, should have a
representative in Congress. District
residents carry some of the same bur-
dens of citizenship that all American
citizens pay and do. They pay taxes,
they serve in our wars, they die in our
wars.

Still, this Congress will not allow
them to use their own local funds to
challenge in court, and I might add, as
the delegate has mentioned, on a pro
bono basis, as some have already said,
yes, we support D.C., we want to go to
court to fight for the right to vote.
Why, then, does this Congress not
allow the D.C. residents, with the back-
ing of its mayor and its council and its
delegate, permission to use their local
funds that they also pay, in addition to
their Federal funds, allow them the
right to go to court and use those funds
to defend their right for a vote in this
Congress, for a vote on those referenda
that they deem necessary?

Mr. Chairman, this is not right, it is
not fair and it is not Democratic. As
was mentioned earlier, over 500,000 peo-
ple call D.C. their home. They pay Fed-
eral taxes, over $4 billion to this Fed-
eral Government. The bill before us is
$463 million. Additionally, they pay
local taxes.

What we are saying in our amend-
ment, allow D.C. to use their local
money to go to court should they want
to, to defend their right to vote. This is
a glorious country, the best country in
the world. The citizens of D.C., Amer-
ican citizens, over 500,000 of them, de-
serve the right to use their local funds
as they see fit.

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to
adopt this amendment.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to this amendment. I very
much appreciate the arguments that
we have heard from the gentlewomen
regarding their support of this par-
ticular amendment.

I feel obligated to point out that
what they seek to strike from the bill
is language that last year was approved
by the House of Representatives, ap-
proved by the U.S. Senate, and signed
into law by the President of the United
States. Specifically, it is language that
says that public funds shall not be ex-
pended for an initiative or a civil law-
suit to promote a vote in Congress for
the District of Columbia.

I well understand the desire of the
proponents of this amendment and
many other people to have that vote in
the Congress, and I am sure that they
understand also the special status
which the Constitution of the United
States gave to the District.

The question is not whether they
have the right to pursue their lawsuit.
It is being pursued. It is being pursued
without taxpayers’ money being used
to sue the Federal Government over
this issue. They wish to be able to do
so. They have already filed the action.
They have pointed out before that legal
representation was provided pro bono,
which is to say, as a public service, and
without charge, to finance their side of
this legal action.

It is not necessary to expend public
money either to go back and pay peo-
ple for work already done as a gift for
free, nor is it necessary to expend the
public money to enable people to have
their day in court. They have their day
in court. They are suing the Federal
Government, challenging the Constitu-
tion of the United States. They have
their right to do so. The issue here is
whether taxpayers’ money should be
used to finance the suit.

If Members believe taxpayers’ money
should be used to finance the suit, then
of course they should vote for the
amendment that the gentlewoman
from the District of Columbia has of-
fered. If Members do not believe tax-
payers’ money should be used to fi-
nance the suit, Members should vote
against the amendment, which is a
vote in favor of the same position that
this Congress passed and the President
signed into law last year.

We had a vote in committee. The
amendment was defeated in com-
mittee. We had a vote in the House of
Representatives last year, and this
same motion was defeated last year on
a rollcall vote of 243 to 181.

It is not a new issue. We have not in-
jected it as a new issue in the bill this
year. This is a continuation of the re-
striction on public money to finance
such a lawsuit or an initiative petition.

There is no need to spend taxpayers’
money for people to have their day in
court. They have their day in court and
they are entitled to it.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today as a
former local elected official in support
of this amendment. I hope at this mo-
ment that every mayor and every
council person in the United States is
watching what is happening on the
floor of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, because they are seeing a debate
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about the future of America, of where
the attitude is in Congress of how we
are going to control Federal funds.

The only Federal funds that we can
specifically control are those Federal
funds that go to support the city of the
District of Columbia, a city that has an
elected mayor and an elected city
council; a city that, like every other
city in the United States, sits down in
open, public discussion and debates
how they can be a better city.

If Members are watching the actions
on the floor today, they will see that
even though they have gone through
that process at the local level, the
heavy-handed Congress here on the
floor of the House of Representatives is
adopting amendments which are mean,
which take away the city’s ability to
provide safety measures for their in-
habitants with needle exchanges, to
take away adoptions, to take away
legal medical marijuana, even though
the States that many Members rep-
resent have already passed such meas-
ures at the State level and local level.

They are taking away the ability of a
city to file a lawsuit. These are amend-
ments that are not American amend-
ments, these are amendments that are
trying to be heavyhanded. They are not
about giving local control, which ev-
erybody up here talks about, to get the
Federal Government off peoples’ backs,
allow cities to be what they can be.

These amendments ought to be de-
feated. This amendment ought to be
adopted because it deletes one of those
mean provisions. I ask my colleagues
to vote against all of the amendments
except for those of the gentlewoman by
the District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON)
who was elected by the citizens of
Washington, D.C. to be here on the
floor of the House of Representatives.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this particular amendment. Let me
just tell my colleagues why. We have
been piling on the city with some very
difficult issues that I feel deeply about;
as well, needle exchange programs,
which I oppose. I do not believe that we
ought to be giving free needles to peo-
ple who are committing illegal acts.

The couples’ adoptions, the limita-
tion on the medicinal use of marijuana,
this is something that in other juris-
dictions, in Arizona and in Colorado
and other States that have had
referenda, the citizens have decided
they want to do that. In the District of
Columbia we did not even let them
count the votes.

However people feel about those
issues, and I am conflicted on these,
along with a lot of my other col-
leagues, what we are talking about
here is the right of the citizens of the
District of Columbia to have a vote on
the House floor and to pursue a final
judicial decree that will set their
rights at this point, which have been
questioned in the courts.

We ask ourselves, if we cannot use
city money, who is going to do this?

This is city money, it is not Federal
dollars. If this were a prohibition on
Federal dollars going to the city, I can
understand Congress might have a rea-
son that they would want to support
this, but these are city dollars. If Mem-
bers do not like this, they could run for
the City Council in the District and
probably take a different point view,
but I doubt they would be elected suc-
cessfully.

What we have to remember is that
the relationship between the city of
Washington, D.C. and the Federal Gov-
ernment is unique. It is described in
the Constitution. It goes back to the
late 1700s, when we wanted to have a
Federal enclave that would not be at
the mercy of any State government. It
happened when some militia who had
been unpaid from the Revolutionary
War fell upon the Pennsylvania mili-
tia, who were in sympathy with them,
and let them chase the Continental
Congress across the river from Phila-
delphia into New Jersey.
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At that point, the continental Con-

gress went ahead and said we have to
have our own Federal enclave. We can-
not trust any State to look after the
Federal side of things and not take
sides and disputes between States. As a
result of this, the District of Columbia
was born.

Now, a lot has changed in 200 years.
The city still does not have a vote on
this floor, although their residents pay
taxes. They can be drafted. They have
served in the military. They do the
things everybody in all of our States
do.

It has been likened that the District
of Columbia is like a city, and we are
the State. But my colleagues have to
remember cities across this country
have representatives in State legisla-
tures in the State Capitols and have a
vote. The District of Columbia does
not.

All this amendment does is it says,
because there have been some ques-
tions raised about the constitu-
tionality of whether the city should
have a vote on the floor, that they
could pursue that judicial remedy in
the court system with their own money
collected by their own citizens through
their duly-elected leaders.

With all of the other things piled on,
I think the least we can do since we do
not give the city a vote on the floor is
to allow them to use their own money
and pursue their judicial remedies the
way any jurisdiction in the country
can do.

For heaven’s sakes, if we want de-
mocracy to work in the District of Co-
lumbia, we have to nurture it, we have
to allow some decisions made to be
final. We have to allow the city to
make its own decisions and not have
every decision they make be ques-
tioned by Congress. When we do that,
they are not going to make the tough
decisions because they know they are
going to get overriden here, and democ-
racy will fail.

For almost 100 years, the city had no
elections, and we had, over the last few
years, actually some problems, and we
set up a control board over that. But
now we have a new mayor, a new coun-
cil. They are working forward. Let us
let them make their own decisions. Let
us not second them on everything they
do.

So I support the amendment of the
gentlewoman from the District of Co-
lumbia, and I hope my colleagues will
join me.

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

Mr. Chairman, this is unlike any of
the other amendments that are pend-
ing. This amendment deals with the
most fundamental right of every Amer-
ican, each and every American, wheth-
er they live in the District of Colum-
bia, Maryland, the State of Georgia.
Wherever they may live, this deals
with the fundamentals of our democ-
racy.

I see the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. BARR) on the floor who argued
passionately to uphold the principles of
the Constitution of the United States
to the President of the United States.
Conservatives correctly focus on the
rights of minorities against what could
be an oppressive government and rule
by majority. Liberals correctly focus
on the rights of individuals as they
may be adversely affected by an op-
pressive majority.

Mr. Chairman, our Founding Fathers
anticipated that problem because they
dealt with an oppressive king against
whose judgment there was no appeal.
So in that most basic document of,
really, world government, the Con-
stitution of the United States, I say
world government to the extent that
all the world looks at it as a model, we
guarantee to citizens the right to re-
dress of their grievances through the
courts of this land, not because we
agree with what they seek, but because
we believe it is fundamental to prevent
governmental abuse and the denigra-
tion of the rights of each and every
American. This deals with our most
fundamental rights.

Let me say, the chairman says that
this was considered last year, was in-
cluded in the bill. He said that Tuesday
night on the floor. But the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK) knows full
well that this was in a bill of about $400
billion in appropriation, eight appro-
priation bills.

The President opposed this provision,
but clearly could not veto that bill in
the last days of our session, as we were
about to leave town in October before
the election. So he signed, yes, the bill,
but not because he agreed with this
provision. Very frankly, no Member
has debated this provision.

Secondly, he says there was a vote in
committee. I was shocked, saddened,
chagrined to find every conservative
voting with a provision that says to
citizens of America, you cannot go to
court and use your corporate funds to
do so.
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I tell my colleagues, Oklahoma City

goes to court using taxpayers’ funds to
redress grievances against the Federal
Government. I tell my colleagues that
happens in Tulsa as well. It happens in
Baltimore. It happens in San Francisco
and L.A. and Chicago. Large and small
cities, counties, and States bring suits
against the Federal Government for
the redress of grievances.

Is that not a fundamental American
right? How can we say in this bill, cor-
porately, the District of Columbia,
through its government, not with our
funds, not with Federal dollars, with
their own funds, cannot redress the
grievance and say our representative
on the floor of the House of Represent-
atives ought to have a vote. That is our
constitutional right.

Is it our position that we will say, no,
we disagree with that objective; and,
therefore, they cannot go to court?

The gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
ISTOOK) says, oh, well, we are not doing
that. Shoot, they can get pro bono ex-
penses. They can get people to donate
it, or they can get private donations.
They can. The gentleman is correct. So
can every other State, county, and mu-
nicipality in America.

Would any of my colleagues support
legislation which says that Tulsa or
Oklahoma City or Baltimore or Upper
Marlboro could not bring suit for the
redress of grievances and saying that
something is either against the Con-
stitution or against the Federal stat-
ute or against the regulation? I cannot
believe my colleagues would do that.
This is so fundamental to what we be-
lieve about our country.

I want to tell my colleagues, I was
chairman of the Helsinki Commission
until 1995, and I traveled to Sophia in
Bulgaria. Bulgaria would not tell So-
phia, the capital of Bulgaria, they can-
not bring suit. They would under the
Communist government, because one
could not bring suit at all. That made
us really different.

Bucharest in Romania the same
thing, Warsaw in Poland, Prague in
Czechoslovakia.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER)
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HOYER
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, this
ought not to be a partisan issue. This is
an issue we fought a Cold War over. We
did not fight it, luckily, for the most
part, with bullets. We fought it with a
commitment to our ideals of freedom
and individual liberty. Not collective
liberty, individual. No citizen, no mat-
ter how wrong they might be, is pre-
cluded from coming to the courts and
saying, everybody may disagree with
me, but I think I am right.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that, on this
issue, my colleagues summon up the
wisdom and the courage to say we
ought not to do this because it is in-
consistent with what we believe about
our country, what has made our coun-
try different.

Do not tell the residents of the Dis-
trict of Columbia that they have a
grievance, but only if they get the lar-
gess of some private donor will they be
able to seek constitutional relief. Do
not do that to them, not because they
are the District of Columbia under the
Constitution as a State or a District
that we have authority over, but be-
cause there are 500,000 Americans, just
as I am an American, just as my col-
leagues are Americans, 260 million of
us, not D.C. Americans, Maryland
Americans, Oklahoma Americans, but
Americans, protected by the best docu-
ment man ever forged, the Constitu-
tion of the United States, that holds
these truths to be self-evident, that all
men and women are created equal, each
one of us, endowed, not by the D.C. sub-
committee, not by the House of Rep-
resentatives, endowed by God with cer-
tain inalienable rights. Among these
are life, liberty, and the pursuit of hap-
piness. That is what they seek. Do not
preclude it.

Admit mistake in this area. Support
this amendment.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

(Mrs. MEEK of Florida asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, it is a very hurtful experience
each year when the D.C. bill comes to
the floor and there is something in the
bill that, in my opinion, in some way
wants to turn back the hands of time
and to turn back justice and fairness to
the people of this District.

The language in H.R. 2857 should be
amended by the courageous gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON). She has fought a very
hard fight. Each of us should under-
stand this fight, because we seek jus-
tice and we seek freedom. It should be
amended.

The language in the bill is targeted,
and I say targeted because it has some
very dangerous inferences. It is
gloomy. It is dark. To me, it appears to
point at one group of people, and that
group of people live in the District of
Columbia.

Who are those people? Most of the
people in the District of Columbia are
black like me. Most of them in there
are people who have, for years, their
rights have been taken away. I have
sat here for 8 years and heard con-
stantly, constantly that we beat away
to try to take away their rights.

Now, whose fault is it? It is Congress’
fault if we allow any diminution of the
rights of the people who live in Wash-
ington, D.C. If they lived in Podunk,
Idaho, I would be here saying the same
thing. Regardless of their color or their
creed, I would be here. But I am here to
say that this particular bill has dan-
gerous inferences. We do not want that.

First of all, the language in the bill
is not only undemocratic, but it is
moot, because what the language as-
sumes did not happen. The language

says, none of the funds may be used by
the D.C. Corporate Counsel, and it goes
on and on, to provide for civic action
which seeks to require Congress to pro-
vide for voting representation in Con-
gress for D.C.

Their amendment repeals language in
the bill. The Norton amendment re-
peals that language, and it should be.
Because it will forbid the District from
using its own funds.

Mr. Chairman, D.C. did not hire any-
one that was not eligible to use this. It
was done on a pro bono basis by a
downtown law firm. So I think my col-
leagues are saying that the city’s cor-
porate counsel, which was a chief law-
yer, did carry some of the argument be-
fore the three-judge panel. That may
be true. But his involvement in the
case was pro bono, no D.C. funding at
all. He received permission from the
courts to participate in this manner.
Even though the language we seek to
repeal in the bill this year was also in-
cluded in the bill last year, I repeat, no
city dollars were spent.

The man who argued the case as cor-
porate counsel, Judge John Farren, has
gone back to being a judge and would
most likely handle the portion of the
appeal to the Supreme Court along
with the pro bono downtown law firm.

The language in the bill is, therefore,
undemocratic. It is moot. It takes
away representation. My colleagues
would not want it to happen to them. I
appeal to my colleageus, think of the
facts. The residents of the District of
Columbia are living, breathing people
who have the same kind of finesse that
my colleagues have.

They do not sit here in this Congress.
They are not even represented. They do
not even have a vote. But they have a
very strong Representative who is here
to say to us this is wrong. D.C. resi-
dents pay taxes just like my colleagues
and I do. They are the only American
citizens who are denied full representa-
tion in Congress. We do not want this.

This Congress has been democratic in
its viewpoints on both sides of the ledg-
er, on both sides. I appeal to the Re-
publicans to kill this part of the bill. I
appeal to my colleagues to vote for the
Norton amendment, because it keeps
and gives representation for people who
live in the District of Columbia.

Let us not cast a shadow on the de-
mocracy which we fought so hard to
maintain. Do not let this little para-
graph in the bill keep us from being the
upright democracy in fighting for jus-
tice as we could.

b 1315

Also, let us allow D.C. a chance to
seek redress in the courts, just as our
American system indicates.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the
members of the committee and say to
them to please support the Norton
amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, this is an anti-obscen-
ity amendment. What this bill says is
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that the District of Columbia cannot
use its own funds to sue in the courts
of this land for the right to be rep-
resented. That is what this bill says, as
it presently stands. That provision is
an obscenity in a democracy, and any
Member of this House who votes to sus-
tain it ought to hang their head in
shame.

We all represent at least half a mil-
lion Americans, and for any Member of
this place to have the unmitigated gall
to come in here and say that the Amer-
icans, the Americans who live in the
District of Columbia cannot use their
own dollars to pursue the ability to be
represented is an outrage.

This amendment should not have a
single opponent in this House. This
House does not stand for public rep-
resentation, it does not stand for de-
mocracy, it stands for taxation with-
out representation, which we fought a
revolution to overturn, if it does not
support this amendment. That is all we
need to know about it, that is all I
need to say about it. Shame on anyone
who votes against it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON).

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

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote, and pending
that, I make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 260, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. LARGENT

Mr. LARGENT. 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. 2 printed in House Report
106–263 offered by Mr. LARGENT:

Page 65, insert after line 24 the following:
SEC. 167. None of the funds contained in

this Act may be used to carry out any joint
adoption of a child between individuals who
are not related by blood or marriage.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 260, the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. LARGENT) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 15 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. LARGENT).

Mr. LARGENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,
and I wish to begin the debate by read-
ing the actual amendment. It is a short
amendment and it is very explicit. It
says, ‘‘None of the funds contained in
this Act may used to carry out any
joint adoption of a child between indi-
viduals who are not related by blood or
marriage.’’ That, Mr. Chairman, very
simply, is the amendment.

This amendment is going to create a
lot of controversy. I know that. We
have been down this road before. We
have debated this amendment before,
and the House approved this amend-
ment last year. We will have some of
the same controversy and some of the
misrepresentations of what this
amendment actually does, and I would
like to address some of these things in
my opening statement, Mr. Chairman.

What does it do, exactly? It prevents
the District of Columbia from granting
joint adoption to individuals that are
not related by blood or marriage. Very
simply, adoptions should be about the
best interest of the child. Adoptions
should not be about awarding children
in some sort of culture war.

Why are we here? Because a District
of Columbia appeals court made a rul-
ing that granted adoption to two men
that were unrelated by blood or mar-
riage, the adoption of a young girl. In
that decision the judge said, ‘‘It is un-
clear to the court what Congress’ in-
tent is regarding joint adoptions to un-
related people.’’ Thus, we are here
today, Mr. Chairman, to give the
courts our clear intent.

Here is the issue: What is in the best
interest of the child? To throw them
into an ambiguous, confused amor-
phous legal situation that does not es-
tablish clear lines of authority or re-
sponsibility, in my opinion, is not in
the best interest of a child, and that is
why we are debating this amendment
today.

Mr. Chairman, we have kids who
have had a rough start at the begin-
ning of their life already. How can it be
in their best interest to place them in
a confused legal setting, one in which
the only legal affiliation between these
individuals is the address that they
possibly share? For instance, Mr. Jones
and Ms. Smith adopt together and are
given joint custody. Well, is the child a
Smith or is the child a Jones or both?
What reason does the child have to feel
secure about their future when the cou-
ples who adopt them have not even ex-
pressed a commitment to one another
by having any sort of legally recog-
nized relationship?

What happens if Mr. Jones or Ms.
Smith part? How do the courts deter-
mine custody in such a case? Nobody
knows. There is no legal precedent.
What happens if more than two people
unrelated seek joint custody? Why not
three or four people unrelated by blood
or marriage seeking joint custody of a
kid? Nobody knows what happens if we
go down this road. Is this really in the
best interest of the child? Absolutely
not.

Finally, and most importantly, Mr.
Chairman, I want to say that many
will distort this amendment as gay
bashing, or others will say this is going
to limit the ability of adoptions to go
forward. Nothing could be further from
the truth. Nothing in this amendment
precludes any, any, individual or fam-
ily related by blood or marriage from
seeking adoption. Any individual, re-

gardless of their sexual preference, can
still seek legal adoption and then be re-
lated through that adoption with the
child.

What this amendment will do, Mr.
Chairman, is assure that these kids,
who desperately need love and, most
importantly, security, that they will
get it by ensuring that they are placed
in legally recognized families.

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

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment, and to claim the time in opposi-
tion.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. MORAN) is recog-
nized for 15 minutes.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. LARGENT) is quite right
that an appeals court decided that two
men could adopt a child in the District
of Columbia, a little baby girl. I sus-
pect that one of the reasons was that
there are over 3,000 foster care children
awaiting adoption, more than 3,000, in
the District of Columbia. They do not
have loving parents.

Another reason why the court saw fit
to allow this is that they had ruled on
the parenting ability of these two peo-
ple. And, in fact, every day domestic
law judges, with the advice of social
workers and other professionals, make
determinations on the parental suit-
ability of people wishing to adopt chil-
dren who have no parents. That is the
way it is throughout the country.

This amendment is not law today,
but if the gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr. LARGENT) prevails, the District of
Columbia will stand alone in not allow-
ing the court system, with the advice
of professionals, to make that deter-
mination. The District of Columbia
will stand alone in having that deter-
mination made by politicians in this
body who have no knowledge of the
suitability of those parents and no di-
rect knowledge of the neediness of
those children.

If we adopt this amendment, we are
saying we would rather these children
be left as orphans, without parents,
than allow two people, who the court
decides are suitable parents, to adopt
those children. That is what this
amendment is all about. We are saying
we do not want to make that deter-
mination, we want professionals to
make that determination. We want the
domestic law judges, who are today
making that determination, to be able
to continue to and not be precluded by
this Congress.

Mr. Chairman, in surveys that have
been conducted, American citizens, by
a 4-to-1 margin, say that they would
prefer the court system to conduct its
business without political interference.
So we are not carrying out the public
interest, we are not carrying out the
interest of our own constituents, we
are not even doing what they do in our
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own jurisdictions today if we pass this
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, there are going to be
any number of very substantive argu-
ments raised against this amendment.
I want to enable my colleagues to
make those arguments, but I would
very strongly urge defeat of this
amendment in deference to the profes-
sionals in the court system who are
able to make these decisions in every
other part of the country.

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

Mr. LARGENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 15 seconds to remind the body
that there has never, in the history of
this country, been a legislative body at
any level that has approved joint adop-
tion to people that are unrelated by
blood or marriage.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
SHOWS).

Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Largent amendment.

Adoption is the utmost expression of
family values, for it allows people the
opportunity to extend their homes and
their hearts to people in need. But
adoption should not be a selfish act.
Adoption is for the child’s benefit. And
if we are to make adoption a meaning-
ful life opportunity for children, they
must be given the stability any child
needs to grow and thrive.

People who are not married but shar-
ing a house always remain as free to
adopt as ever. But the legal relation-
ship created by the adoption should be
one between the child and the single
adoptive parent, rather than between a
child and multiple parents who have no
legal relationships amongst each other.

If we really love our children, let us
be fair to them. Let them grow up in a
stable environment. The Largent
amendment is about taking family re-
lationships and raising children seri-
ously. It is fair and reasonable.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
DELAHUNT), a member of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, it is
a sad fact that not all parents are fit
parents, and I know firsthand that
child abuse and neglect occurs in all
kinds of families. But let us be clear:
usually it is among the so-called tradi-
tional two-parent families rather than
families of less conventional descrip-
tion. As a district attorney, my office
prosecuted these parents and put some
of them in jail.

I also know firsthand, as a trustee of
an adoption resource center, that dif-
ficult-to-adopt children are placed in
adoptive homes with good parents and
families that come in all shapes and
sizes. Some of the most loving, respon-
sible, and nurturing families I know
would fail the litmus test of the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. LARGENT).
And that would truly be a tragedy for
the 3,300 children now languishing in
the District’s foster care system.

Most of these children in need of
adoption are neglected or abused by
their biological parents. Many of them
are children with special needs, chil-
dren whose chances of adoption and a
chance at life are doubtful even with-
out the restriction that the Largent
amendment would impose.

So with so many kids out there who
need decent homes, this is not the time
for Congress to start setting criteria
for those who would be permitted to
adopt.
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The only test we should apply is the

one the law already uses to determine
whether a child belongs in a particular
family and that is in the best interest
of the child; and that should be left to
the courts and the professionals, as the
ranking Member indicated.

This amendment will produce cruel
consequences, unintended I am sure,
but cruel nonetheless, cruel because it
will deny some child a family and op-
portunities that most of us in this body
were fortunate to have and, because by
the luck of the draw, we were born to
parents who nurtured and loved us.

Defeat this amendment and give
some kid a family.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment by the gentleman from Oklahoma.

Some who oppose this amendment will em-
phasize its unwarranted intrusion into family
matters best left to the people of the District
of the Columbia.

I share that concern, Mr. Chairman. But
today I wish to speak as an adoptive parent,
who is concerned first and foremost with the
well-being of abandoned and neglected chil-
dren.

Mr. Chairman, it is a sad fact that not all
parents are fit parents. Child abuse and ne-
glect occurs in all kinds of families. Among the
‘‘birth families’’ no less than adoptive families.
Among so-called ‘‘traditional two-parent fami-
lies’’ no less than families of less conventional
description.

But good parents and families come in all
shapes and sizes, too. Some of the most lov-
ing, nurturing and supportive families I know
would fail Mr. LARGENT’s litmus test.

And that would be a tremendous loss for the
3,300 children languishing in the D.C. foster-
care system—many of them neglected or
abused by their biological parents, many of
them children with special needs.

With so many kids out there who need de-
cent homes, this is not the time for Congress
to start setting criteria for who will be per-
mitted to adopt. The only test we should apply
is the one the law already uses to determine
whether a child belongs in a particular family
situation or not. That test is whether the place-
ment is in the ‘‘best interests’’ of the child.

That evaluation requires the careful weigh-
ing of a multitude of factors by those with the
requisite expertise. We should ask whether
the parents have the means to feed and
clothe the child and see to its education. We
should ask whether they maintain a home that
will offer the child a harmonious, stable and
nurturing environment. We should ask whether
they have the skills and the commitment it
takes to be a good parent.

When we find a family that offers all this to
a child in need, what kind of society would re-

ject that family because the parents are ‘‘not
related by blood or marriage? ’’ What kind of
society would say it is better for the child to be
in an institution or on the street?

I believe we should embrace that family, Mr.
Chairman, and be thankful that a lost child has
been given a second chance in life.

I ask my colleagues to defeat the amend-
ment.

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

Mr. Chairman, I would just remind
the body once again that there is noth-
ing in this amendment that precludes
any legally recognized family from
adopting.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
STEARNS).

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment offered by
my colleague from Oklahoma (Mr.
Largent).

I feel pretty strong about this. I
think Members on both sides of the
aisle should realize that in my home
State of Florida there is a case pending
challenging the State of Florida be-
cause it has a similar ban as the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. LARGENT)
has in this amendment on such adop-
tions.

So in my State it is the law. The
Largent amendment is trying to make
it a part of the D.C. appropriations.

This particular lawsuit was devel-
oped in a full-fledged war over cultural
values. And that is what we are talking
about, make no mistake about it. On
one side, we have the ACLU that has
filed a class-action suit last month
challenging the State’s ban on such
adoptions.

Two years ago, a lawsuit by them
similar in nature was filed in which the
couple won. However, our State’s Su-
preme Court overruled it. So now the
ACLU is filing again.

I would like to read from the article
in the newspaper about the justifica-
tion for the Supreme Court when they
actually decided to rule in favor of the
existing law in the State of Florida and
which supports the Largent amend-
ment.

The analysis was done by psycholo-
gist Paul Cameron. This is what he
said, among other points. He said, ‘‘The
children raised in homosexual house-
holds experience more emotional prob-
lems, suffer more from unstable home
lives, and struggle more with their own
sexual identities later in life.’’

He goes on to say, ‘‘Children need
and deserve the best environment pos-
sible in which to learn and grow. The
traditional mom-and-dad family pro-
vides this, while homosexual relation-
ships do not.’’

Now, this is a clinical psychologist
who has said this. And he said that this
supports the Supreme Court’s decision.

So I think it is clear to my col-
leagues that what we are talking
about, the real question, is, do we want
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to have this appropriations allow a
back-door approach to push for the le-
galization of same-sex marriages by al-
lowing them to adopt children?

So I support my colleague from Okla-
homa in what he is trying to do. It sim-
ply prohibits funds from being used to
allow joint adoption by persons who
are unrelated by either blood or mar-
riage. That is pretty simple. I do not
think there is anything in the motion
to object to.

To my way of thinking, a family is
not made up of unrelated individuals
that just happen to be in the household
who happen to be living together and
then suddenly want to adopt a child.
Neither Congress nor the legislature of
any of the States have authorized joint
adoption by unrelated individuals.

So I think his amendment is very
simple. I think it should be supported
by my colleagues. I hope it will pass.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from New Mexico (Mrs. WILSON)
who is probably the only genuine ex-
pert we have on this issue. She was the
State Secretary of Child Welfare for
the State of New Mexico and knows
this issue in her mind and in her heart.

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, 99
times out of 100 my colleague from
Oklahoma is right. The best thing for a
child is to be in a family where the
mother and the father are married to
each other.

The kids that I worry about, though,
are not the healthy infants. They are
the foster kids that nobody else wants.
They are mentally ill. They are emo-
tionally disturbed. They are physically
disabled. They are medically fragile.
They are terminally ill. It is those kids
who have very few options.

We have a chronic shortage of foster
parents in this country and in this
city. It should not be a surprise that
kids are often placed in less than
‘‘Leave it to Beaver’’ families. Some-
times they are single. Sometimes they
are stable, cohabiting parents. But
once done, over time relationships
form. And sometimes those kids want
desperately to be adopted by the people
whom they have come to call mom and
dad.

It is irrational. It does not fit all cir-
cumstances. The gentleman from Okla-
homa is right. It may be irrational. Be-
cause it is about love. It is not about
law.

This should not be done by prohib-
iting the expenditure of funds in the
District of Columbia budget. If we want
to give guidelines to judges, let us do it
the right way, in substantive law, and
allow for these cases where a child des-
perately wants to be adopted by the
people who he has come to identify as
his parents.

At different times in our lives, Mr.
Chairman, we see different things in
different stories. All of us remember
Peter Pan, remember the lost boys who
never found their parents.

Mr. LARGENT. Mr. Chairman, may I
inquire as to how much time is remain-
ing?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. LARGENT) has 7
minutes remaining. The gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. MORAN) has 71⁄2 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. LARGENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. COBURN).

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to recognize that was a very mov-
ing statement. Had it been based on
the facts that these kids could not be
adopted, it would be relevant.

But the fact is that this amendment
would not prohibit one of the children
that was just described by the gentle-
woman from New Mexico (Mrs. WILSON)
from being adopted. And to say that is
being less than straightforward.

This amendment says that even
though two people might be living to-
gether who are unmarried, one of them
can adopt. So it does not preclude the
adoption of any group in any way from
anytime adopting. It is just saying, if
they are not married under the legal
definition of ‘‘marriage,’’ only one of
them can have that child as their child.

So one of the things we do real often
is confuse the issue. What does this
amendment really say? It does not say
that a gay person cannot adopt a child.
It does not say that anybody cannot
adopt a child. What it says is, if a child
is adopted in a relationship that is not
recognized by law, that it can be only
adopted by one of those members, not
both, so that the child is not confused,
so that the courts are not confused
about what the legal representation of
that adoption is.

So let us be sure we are straight
about what this amendment does. It is
a great emotional word picture to
think that a child who is dying or a
child that is disabled cannot be adopt-
ed. But, in fact, it is not true under
this amendment.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 11⁄4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WEINER).

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I lis-
tened with great interest to the state-
ment of the sponsor of the amendment;
and there was great deal of emphasis
on how, in the sponsor’s opinion, this
family structure with two unaffiliated
folks would not be in the best interest
of the child.

Well, with all due deference, why
should we care what we here think is in
the best interest of the child? I mean,
there are court proceedings that are
going to have the opportunity to dis-
cern that. There are authorities in all
the 50 States, including the District of
Columbia, to make that determination.
Why is our judgment sitting here so
very important?

The notion that somehow they would
be better off with one parent, as the
previous speaker seemed to imply, or
in foster care, which is implicit in this
entire debate, is utterly absurd.

The point has also been made that
these two people who are seeking the
adoption are to the affiliated. They are
affiliated. They are affiliated in their

love and caring for this child. That af-
filiation should be the overarching one.
That affiliation should be the one that
is most important.

Finally, this notion that there is
nothing legally binding between these
two folks, in fact, in the past in this
very House there have been prohibi-
tions put on the District of Columbia
from establishing domestic partnership
jurisdiction which would clarify this
issue once and for all.

In fact, this argument should be
about what is best for the child, not
what we here think are values and how
we here define ‘‘family.’’ That is not
the issue.

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote.
Mr. LARGENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Chairman, once again I would

just remind the gentleman that just
spoke that the reason we are here is
the courts have said that the Congress
has not declared a clear intent and
that is entirely what we are doing here
today.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
my friend, the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM).

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Chairman, count me into the
crowd that says, I do not want to de-
stroy the best interest of the child rule
that courts use in determining what is
the best place for the child to live.

But here is the point I think we are
missing: Parental rights attach in a
couple ways. Biological parents have
parental rights because they are the bi-
ological parents.

Can they be terminated? Yes. A court
can terminate the parental rights of a
biological parent. But they have to
have a court proceeding where they
give notice to the parent and somebody
comes and makes a case; and the judge,
based on the best interest of the child,
will make a legal determination that
their parental rights are null and void.

This is a dramatic thing in the law.
That happens. But it happens very
rarely. But there is room in the law to
terminate parental rights. The best in-
terest of the child is always a concern
by the court. But there is a legal con-
cept in our law that I hope we never de-
stroy, and that is that biological par-
ents cannot lose their children without
a very good reason and we are not
going to form families outside the law
without a very good reason.

A person who adopts a child that is a
ward of the State becomes a legal par-
ent by going through a process that is
a pretty exhaustive review of that per-
son’s qualifications to see if the best
interest of the child can be accommo-
dated by placing that child, the ward of
the State, into the hands of an indi-
vidual.

What my colleagues are trying to
prevent here, and the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. LARGENT) is doing a
good thing in my opinion, is not to
take a couple, regardless of their gen-
der, living outside of marriage and put
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them in the same spot or the same sta-
tus under the law as a couple who are
legally recognized as a married couple.

That is a tremendously damaging
concept I think to the legal structure
around marriage. That does not mean
single individuals cannot adopt chil-
dren.

What the gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr. LARGENT) is saying is that couples
that are not connected by the legal
binds of marriage that has rules of the
game and allow them separate property
and assets, that we are not going to ex-
tend the adoption rules to these cou-
ples. And that makes a lot of sense.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA).

(Mrs. MORELLA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong opposition to the Largent
amendment.

This legislation not only segregates
nontraditional couples but also harms
children who are in desperate need of
loving families.

There are approximately 3,100 chil-
dren in the D.C. foster care system. We
all know that children of all ages de-
serve love and the nurturing of an
adoptive couple, ‘‘couple’’ preferably.
The best interest of the child and par-
enting skills must be the sole factor for
placement in safe and loving homes
and not marital status or sexual ori-
entation.

Congress has traditionally left family
decisions, law decisions, to the State
and local levels. The odds for placing
all 3,100 children currently in the D.C.
foster care system in loving homes are
slim. It would be a travesty to further
jeopardize these odds and force chil-
dren to languish in institutions, at
great cost to taxpayers, when there are
loving couples waiting to give them
homes.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to continue to leave family law deci-
sions where they belong, at the local
level. Do not lose sight of the thou-
sands of children in foster care who
would be deprived of a loving home.
Vote ‘‘no’’ on the Largent amendment.

b 1345
Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield 13⁄4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. KOLBE).

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Oklahoma.

Last month, over 1,000 children in the
District of Columbia’s foster care sys-
tem waited for someone, anyone, to
take them home. Over 1,000 children,
children looking for a stable, secure
home.

The sponsor of the amendment dur-
ing last year’s floor debate indicated
that he wanted to provide a sense of
stability for children, and I believe
that is true, that he wants that, and we
all do. I think the sponsor has also spo-
ken about the importance of the need
for two-parent families.

So which is it? This amendment
would allow single parent adoptions,
but it disallows joint adoptions in the
District of Columbia by persons who
are not related by either blood or mar-
riage.

I do not quite understand. The spon-
sor of this amendment believes it is
okay not to have two single people who
want to be parents to adopt a child, but
it is okay to have a single parent adopt
a child. Is there not a bit of a double
standard here?

The gentleman from Oklahoma has
spoken about not wanting to put chil-
dren in an ambiguous situation, but
what could be more ambiguous than
keeping a child in foster care? What
could be more ambiguous than keeping
them in limbo, never allowing them to
be adopted?

We have these children in the Dis-
trict who are waiting to be adopted. I
would love to have 1,000 lawfully-mar-
ried-in-the-eyes-of-whatever-religion
couples in the District of Columbia
step up and adopt these children. But
that is not going to happen. I would
love to have 1,000 single people in the
District of Columbia decide to become
a parent and step up and adopt these
children. But that is not going to hap-
pen, either.

This amendment would limit the op-
tions for adoption to those two sce-
narios. There are 1,000 children in the
District waiting to be adopted, that are
looking for caring, loving families. We
should not adopt this amendment, we
should reject it and allow them to have
the option of being adopted.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time. I want to clarify. The courts do
not need this amendment. Gay couples
adopt in the District of Columbia and
that is not a matter where there is now
need for clarification from Congress or
anybody else. There is no chance that
unsuitable parents can adopt in the
District because the courts strictly
regulate these adoptions.

This is a gay-bashing amendment.
Yet everybody knows that gays can
only get to adopt, under court pro-
ceedings, children that nobody else will
adopt, the disabled children, the older
children.

There are practical reasons why this
is an important amendment. It guaran-
tees that the child would have ongoing
financial responsibility from both peo-
ple; that the child’s interest before doc-
tors and hospitals and in day care pro-
grams would be protected; that in the
event one parent died, the child could
directly inherit; and that if a parent
became ill or died, workmen’s com-
pensation and Social Security benefits
could be offered.

Who would want to deny these to a
child because of some notion that the
parents do not suit the Members here
today? They suit this child. These chil-

dren need loving parents. There are
3,000 of them. They are desperate for
homes.

Do not pass this tragic amendment.
Mr. LARGENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Again I just want to remind the body
that there is nothing in this amend-
ment that precludes anybody, any indi-
vidual or couple related by marriage or
blood from adopting any children, and
that in the history of the District of
Columbia there has never been one case
that has shown that a child has gone
unadopted because they could not be
given joint adoption to people that
were unrelated.

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

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I would inquire of the time re-
maining on both sides.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). The gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN) has
2 minutes remaining, and the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. LARGENT)
has 21⁄2 minutes remaining. The gen-
tleman from Virginia has the right to
close.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. FOLEY).

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, for those
Members who do not pay much atten-
tion to the local news, I can tell them
that good news is coming out of Wash-
ington, D.C. A new mayor, a new gov-
ernment, a balanced budget. In fact,
they gave away garbage cans last week
to come clean up our city. So things
are happening here.

But what I am hearing from my col-
leagues is, ‘‘Let’s micromanage D.C.,
let’s micromanage the way rules are
promulgated.’’

I would just ask my colleagues, when
we had the debate of .08, Mothers
Against Drunk Drivers, we all said,
‘‘No, it’s a States rights issue. Let
them deal with it.’’

When it came to setting speed limits
on interstate highways and on local
roads, we said, ‘‘It’s a State or local
issue. Let them deal with it.’’

But here we are saying, ‘‘Well, maybe
we’ll get involved in a little or a few
items that have particular resonance
with our constituencies.’’

Mr. Chairman, there is no perfect
world out there. But for my colleagues
who are pro-life, more people will be
brought into this world when there are
less abortions, and with that will come
a perplexing situation of how do we
care for these kids and how do we find
enough homes for them?

Whether it is needle exchange or any-
thing else, let us let local government
decide. Let us let them be armed with
information, statistics and data to de-
cide what is the best policy for their
community.

Leave D.C. alone, avoid these amend-
ments, and let us pass the base bill.

Mr. LARGENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, I want to close on this
debate and just answer a few of the
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comments that have been made about
the amendment once again.

First, I want to say, in response to
my colleague from Florida’s statement
just a moment ago, we are here explic-
itly because a judge in the District of
Columbia, an appeals judge, said, ‘‘I
need to know what Congress means in
this area. I don’t know. I don’t under-
stand. Their intent is unclear.’’

Mr. Chairman, that is why we are
here today, to state clearly what our
intention is on the issue of joint adop-
tion being granted to people that are
unrelated. That is exactly what this
amendment does and nothing more.

I would also like to remind my
friends and colleagues in the House
that this amendment would not pre-
clude a single adoption by a single
child in the District of Columbia. In
fact, it may even promote more adop-
tions as a result, because now as op-
posed to adopting as a joint custody by
unrelated people, you have two individ-
uals that can adopt individually. You
can still do that. That is fine. We are
not making any comments about that
at all. What we are trying to do is pre-
vent children who are already coming
out of a confused background and be-
ginning in their life from being thrown
into an ambiguous and amorphous and
confused situation by throwing them
to a couple that are unrelated, that
have no contract between them, and
saying, ‘‘You both get joint custody.’’
That is wrong and we should not be
doing it because it clearly is not in the
best interest of the child and it defi-
nitely is not in the best interest of pre-
serving of what it means to be married
in the first place.

Mr. Chairman, I want to finish this
debate by commending, first of all, the
chairman of the Subcommittee on the
District of Columbia because for the
first time, and this is really important,
for the first time in the D.C. appropria-
tions bill, he has provided $8.5 million
in this bill to promote adoption in the
District of Columbia, and he should be
commended for that because it is the
right thing to do.

The latest information I got shows
that there are about 3,500 children in
the District of Columbia waiting to be
adopted. This $8.5 million will go a long
way in helping provide for more chil-
dren to be adopted as a result of this
bill being passed and put in safe envi-
ronments as a result of the adoption of
this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of
this amendment.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, we also want the $8.5 million for
adoption funds used most effectively.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as
she may consume to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI).

(Ms. PELOSI asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, in the
interest of safe and secure adoptions
for the children of the District of Co-
lumbia, I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the
Largent amendment.

We in Congress do not have any duty more
important that protecting the welfare of chil-
dren. Why, then, would we deny young people
in the District of Columbia the right to have
two legal guardians instead of one?

There are 3,100 children in the District fos-
ter care system, and over 1,000 of them are
ready to be adopted. Each of them needs a
loving and stable home. This amendment
would promote adoptions that are less stable
and secure by outlawing joint adoptions by in-
dividuals not related by blood or marriage.

The sponsor has made it clear that his
amendment does not prohibit adoptions by
gays or lesbians. Of course it should not. Ac-
cording to the American psychological asso-
ciation, studies comparing children raised by
non-gay and gay parents do not identify devel-
opmental differences between these two
groups of children.

But since the amendment do not prohibit
these adoptions, the logic of the proposals is
difficult to grasp. If gay or lesbian couples are
going to be adopting children, shouldn’t we
want those adoptions to be as stable and se-
cure as possible? What purpose do we serve
by making these adoptions more precarious?

What is really at play here is a lack of com-
fort with fully affirming lesbian and gay adop-
tions and lesbian and gay families. And what
is sad is that some members of Congress
would ignore the scientific evidence and allow
their own lack of comfort to stand in the way
of secure family placement of children.

I ask you—in light of the evidence and the
overwhelming need, do we have a right to
stand in the way of making adoption place-
ments as stable and secure as possible? Are
we acting on behalf of children, or our own
prejudices?

Both the child Welfare League of America
and the Children’s Defense Fund oppose this
dangerous amendment because they recog-
nize that children in the District deserve the
most stable homes we can find for them. I
urge my colleagues to vote against the
Largent amendment.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. OLVER).

(Mr. OLVER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

I rise in opposition to the Largent amend-
ment which prohibits D.C. from using funds for
joint adoption by people unrelated by blood or
marriage.

I cannot construct or conjure up a legitimate
reason for this amendment.

Under the amendment, two sisters, obvi-
ously related by blood, would have a right to
jointly adopt, but two women unrelated by
blood would be precluded from jointly adopting
that child regardless of the relative capacity of
those two families to provide a stable loving
home for the child.

Under the amendment, a married couple
has the legal right to jointly adopt. But a com-
mon-law couple who have been together for
20 years, have children of their own and, by
every proven measure, have love to give an-
other child or even siblings orphaned by trag-
edy or accident, are prohibited from joint
adoption.

It is capricious to argue that two parents
provide stability, legal responsibility and con-

tinuity to an adopted child, and then delib-
erately deny the same child the benefit of sta-
bility, legal responsibility and continuity by de-
nying joint adoption into the common-law cou-
ple’s family.

Three thousand children are presently in
foster care, waiting and hoping to be adopted
and have parents. One thousand of them are
deemed ‘‘ready for adoption.’’

The underlying bill provides $8.5 million to
promote adoption. We should not at the same
time constrain the options for these children to
find loving homes by attaching this mean-spir-
ited amendment to the bill.

In my view, this amendment is without legiti-
mate purpose and should be rejected.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield the balance of my time to
the gentlewoman from Wisconsin (Ms.
BALDWIN).

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentlewoman from Wisconsin is recog-
nized for 1 minute.

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, let me
be clear: If this amendment becomes
law, children who are being raised by
unmarried couples will still have two
parents. They will still receive love,
protection and understanding from
both parents. And thankfully this
amendment cannot stop that.

But what the Largent amendment
will do is end up not harming the par-
ents but the children, by not allowing
two legal parents to care for the child.
There are so many reasons for a child
to have a legal relationship with two
parents. Legal rights, obligations and
responsibilities flow from the recogni-
tion of parenthood. Some of them in-
clude the guarantee that both parents
continue to have an ongoing financial
relationship to the child. It assures
legal access to and support from both
parents in the event of a separation. It
allows both parents to obtain health
care and other employment-related
benefits for the child which is espe-
cially important if one parent stays at
home to raise the child. It protects the
child in the event that one parent were
to die without a will.

These are vital, vital legal respon-
sibilities. This amendment would de-
stabilize and on occasion rip families
apart.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposition to
the Largent amendment.

Let me be clear: if this amendment be-
comes law, children who are raised by unmar-
ried couples will still have two parents. They
will still receive love, protection and under-
standing from both parents, and thankfully this
amendment cannot stop that.

But what the Largent amendment will do is
end up harming not the parents, but the chil-
dren, by not allowing two legal parents to care
for the child. There are so many reasons for
a child to have a legal relationship with two
parents. Let me list just some of the benefits
to children to have two legally recognized par-
ents:

It guarantees that both parents continue to
have ongoing financial responsibility for the
child;

It assures legal access to and support from
both parents in the event of a separation;

It allows’ both parents to obtain health and
other employment-related benefits for the
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child, which is especially important if one par-
ent does not work;

It protects the child in the event that one
parent were to die without a will (the child
would be entitled to inherit under the laws of
intestate succession;)

It allows the children to inherit from the par-
ent’s relatives, without costly legal battles;

It allows the child to be eligible for benefits
such as a worker’s compensation or Social
Security upon the parents unemployment, dis-
ability, or death;

It allows a parent presumptive guardianship
of the child if the other parent dies, thus keep-
ing the family unit intact. Otherwise, the child
could potentially lose both parents, and may
be forced to live in foster care.

One such tragedy occurred here in the Dis-
trict of Columbia and were it not for the courts
here, recognizing the best interests of chil-
dren, the children would have not have only
lost one parent to a tragic death * * * they
would have lost a second to a travesty of jus-
tice.

If Congress truly cares about kids we should
be acting in their best interests. That a mem-
ber of this body would offer an amendment
that will result in destabilizing families, on oc-
casion ripping families apart, is wrong.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to
oppose the Largent Amendment to the D.C.
Appropriations Bill. This legislation would pre-
vent joint adoptions by individuals who are not
related by blood and marriage. In effect, this
amendment, under the guise of ensuring the
security of children, would prevent otherwise
qualified couples from adopting the tens of
thousands in need of adoption.

We are all aware that this amendment
would prevent gay and lesbian couples from
adopting children. I find it hard to believe that
there are still Members of this Congress who
can believe that sexual orientation has a direct
effect on a person’s ability to raise a child.
The American Psychological Association has
conclusively decided that there is no scientific
data which indicates that gay and lesbian
adults are not fit parents. Research by the
APA has also determined that having a homo-
sexual parent has no effect on a child’s intel-
ligence, psychological adjustment, social ad-
justment, popularity with friends, development
of sex-role identity and development of sexual
orientation. To maintain assumptions other-
wise is unfair, and scientifically unfounded.

It is my belief, and I’m sure that with a mo-
ment’s consideration you will all agree, that
the issue of adoption is best decided by par-
ents and trained professionals on a case-by-
case basis, based on the best interest of the
child. We should not deprive children of fami-
lies that are capable of raising them. How can
you cheat a child out of a happy home and a
caring family? How can you deny a person the
right to share their love, their home, and the
security they can offer a child?

Raising a child is a very personal issue, one
that deserves the time and consideration of in-
dividual case-by-case evaluations. Anything
else is simply discriminatory. I urge my col-
leagues to oppose the Largest amendment,
and let each child and each potential parent
have the right to an individual evaluation.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amendment of-
fered by Representative LARGENT to the Dis-
trict of Columbia Appropriations bill. This
amendment would prohibit unmarried couples

from jointly adopting children. I believe that
local governments should be allowed to make
the proper decision concerning adoptions,
based on the universally accepted standards
that regards the best interest of the child.

Family law is not an area that Congress
generally addresses because it is a local con-
cern. State and local jurisdictions are better
suited to address issues of domestic relations.

There is no reason to deny potential parents
the right to adopt a child based on their mar-
ital status. If we do not deny single people the
right to adopt, then an unmarried couple
should not face such a restriction.

This amendment places the children that
are currently waiting to be adopted at risk for
remaining in the foster care system. That
would not be in the best interest of any child.
These children need consistent care and a
safe home.

This amendment suggests that an unmar-
ried couple cannot provide a child with a prop-
er environment to develop intellectually and
socially. But this amendment only makes that
suggestion of the residents of D.C.

Currently, D.C. and 48 other states allow
lesbian and gay couples to adopt when it is in
the best interest of the child. It is clear that
two loving parents, offer a child greater sta-
bility than one parent, yet we would make this
distinction if the couple is unmarried living in
D.C.

I oppose this amendment because I believe
that the needs of children to be in a loving en-
vironment should not hinge on the marital sta-
tus of the couple that wants to adopt. We
should encourage adoption and we should
allow local judges to make the decisions con-
cerning these children. I urge my Colleagues
to oppose this anti-family amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. BARR OF
GEORGIA

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
LARGENT).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote, and
pending that, I make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 260, further
proceedings on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
LARGENT) will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. BARR OF
GEORGIA

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 4 printed in House Report
106–263 offered by Mr. BARR of Georgia:

Page 65, insert after line 24 the following
new section:

SEC. 167. None of the funds contained in
this Act may be used to enact or carry out
any law, rule, or regulation to legalize or
otherwise reduce penalties associated with
the possession, use, or distribution of any
schedule I substance under the Controlled
Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 802) or any
tetrahydrocannabinols derivative.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 260, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BARR) and a
Member opposed each will control 10
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. BARR).

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I know that some
folks will not listen to this, but right
off the bat, let me implore those who
will be considering and voting on this
amendment to understand as much
what it does not do as what it does.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment has
nothing whatsoever to do with the pub-
lication of the ballot results of the
marijuana initiative held in the Dis-
trict of Columbia last year. The cur-
rent prohibition on taking steps to
count and report the results of that
ballot extend only through the end of
this fiscal year. The amendment that I
propose here has nothing to do with the
counting of that ballot.

It has everything to do with con-
tinuing to say to the people of this
country that insofar as the Federal
Government has concern and jurisdic-
tion over drug usage, that no moneys
contained in this act shall be used for
the purpose of legalizing or reducing
the penalties for any schedule I con-
trolled substance including, but not
limited to, marijuana.

If, in fact, the residents of D.C. have
voted last year to legalize marijuana
under the so-called medicinal use pur-
pose, then this amendment today, if it
is included in this appropriations bill,
will prohibit further steps from being
taken to implement that initiative.
Without this amendment, if in fact the
residents of the District of Columbia
have voted in favor of marijuana legal-
ization, without this amendment it
will go into effect.

b 1400

That is what this amendment ad-
dresses, that is all that it addresses, is
further steps, any further steps to-
wards the legalization of marijuana or
other drugs under controlled sub-
stances, schedule 1, in the District of
Columbia.

Now I also have and I am sure the
folks on the other side have a letter
from the Office of the Corporation
Counsel for the District of Columbia
worrying terribly that the Barr amend-
ment today would prohibit the count-
ing of the ballots of last year’s drug
initiative. Let me assure the Corpora-
tion Counsel that this is not the case.

I have also spoken with the sub-
committee chair. He understands that
this is not the case and has indicated,
if it remains a problem for those on the
other side who are not going to listen
to this debate, then we will include
language, seek to include language, in
the conference report.

Now that the red herring that the
Barr amendment we are discussing
today would somehow prohibit the
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counting and the reporting of the bal-
lots from last year’s marijuana initia-
tive, let me reiterate what this amend-
ment does and why it is so essential. It
is essential because it will stop further
steps from being taken pursuant to last
year’s initiative or any other from le-
galizing or reducing the penalties for
marijuana or other schedule 1 con-
trolled substances. It will not prevent
after the commencement of the next
fiscal year on October 1 the counting
and reporting of any ballot previously
taken.

LEGALIZATION OF MARIJUANA FOR MEDICAL
TREATMENT INITIATIVE OF 1998

SUMMARY STATEMENT

This initiative changes the laws of the Dis-
trict of Columbia to: Restore the right of se-
riously ill individuals to obtain and use
marijuana for medical purposes when rec-
ommended by a licensed physician to aid in
the treatment of HIV/AIDs, glaucoma, mus-
cle spasm cancer, or other serious or chronic
illnesses for which marijuana has dem-
onstrated utility; protect seriously ill Wash-
ingtonians, their licensed physicians and
caregivers from criminal prosecution or
sanction; legalize—for medical purposes
only—the possession, use, cultivation, and
distribution of marijuana in the District of
Columbia, and maintain the prohibition and
criminal sanctions against the use of mari-
juana for any nonmedical purpose.

TEST

Be it enacted by the Electors of the Dis-
trict Of Columbia. That this act may be
cited as the ‘‘Protecting Medical patients
and Providers from marijuana Prosecution
Initiative of 1998’’.

Sec. 2. All seriously ill individuals have the
right to obtain and use marijuana for med-
ical purposes when a licensed physician has
found the use of marijuana to be medically
necessary and has recommended the use of
marijuana for the treatment (or to mitigate
the side effects of other treatments such as
chemotherapy, including the use of AZ1, pro-
tease inhibitors, etc., radiotherapy. etc.) or
diseases and conditions associated with [HIV
and AIDS;, glaucoma, muscle spasm, cancer
and other serious or chronic illnesses for
which the recommending physician reason-
ably believes that marijuana has dem-
onstrated utility.

Sec. 3. Medical patients who use, and their
primary caregivers who obtain for such pa-
tients, marijuana for medical purposes upon
the recommendation of a licensed physician
do not violate the District of Columbia Uni-
form Controlled Substances Act of 1981, ef-
fective August 5, 1981 (D.C. Law 4–29; D.C.
Code § 33 501 et seq.) (controlled Substances
Act’’), as amended and in so far as they com-
ply with this act, are not subject to criminal
prosecution or sanction.

Sec. 4. (a) Use of marijuana under the au-
thority of this act shall not be a defense to
any crime of violence, the crime of operating
a motor vehicle while unpaired or intoxi-
cated, or a crime involving danger to an-
other person or to the public, nor shall such
use negate the mens rea for any offense.

(b) Whoever distributes marijuana cul-
tivated, distributed or intended to be distrib-
uted or used pursuant to this act to any per-
son not entitled to possess or distribute
marijuana under this act shall be guilty of
crime and subject to the penalty set forth in
section 401 (a)(2)(D) of the Controlled Sub-
stances Act (D.C. Code § 33–541(a)(2)(0)).

Sec. 5. Notwithstanding any other law, no
physician shall be punished, or denied any
right, privilege or registration for recom-
mending, while acting in the course of his or

her professional practice, the use of mari-
juana for medical purposes. In any pro-
ceeding in which rights or defenses created
by this act are asserted a physician called as
a witness shall be permitted to testify before
a judge, in camera, Such testimony, when in-
troduced in a public proceeding, if the physi-
cian witness so requests, shall have redacted
the name of the physician and the court
shall maintain the name and identifying
characteristics of the physician under seal.

Sec. 6. (a) Any District law prohibiting the
possession of marijuana or cultivation of
marijuana shall not apply to a medical pa-
tient, or to a medical patient’s primary care-
givers, when a medical patient or primary
caregiver possesses or cultivates marijuana
for the medical purposes of the patient upon
the written or oral recommendation of a li-
censed physician. The exemption for cultiva-
tion shall apply only to marijuana specifi-
cally grown to provide a medical supply for
a patient, and not to any marijuana grown
for any other purpose. In determining a
quantity of marijuana that constitutes a
medical supply, this act shall be interpreted
to assure that any medical patient protected
by the act shall have access to a sufficient
quantity of marijuana to assure that they
can maintain their medical supply without
any interruption in their treatment or deple-
tion of their medical supply of marijuana.

(b) The prohibition in the Controlled Sub-
stances Act against the manufacture, dis-
tribution, cultivation, or possession with in-
tent to manufacture, distribute, or cultivate,
or against possession, of marijuana shall not
apply to a nonprofit corporation organized
pursuant to this act.

Sec. 7. A medical patient may designate or
appoint a licensed health care practitioner,
parent, sibling, spouse, child or other close
relative, domestic partner, case manager/
worker, or best friend to serve as a primary
caregiver for the purposes of the act. A des-
ignation under this act need not be in writ-
ing; however, any written designation or ap-
pointment shall be prima facie evidence that
a person has been so designated. A patient
may designate not more than four persons at
any one time to serve as a primary caregiver
for the purposes of this act. [:or the purposes
of this subsection, the term ‘‘best friend
means a close Friend, who is feeding, nurs-
ing, bathing, or otherwise caring for the
medical patient while the medical patient is
in a weakened condition.

Sec. 8. Residents of the District of Colum-
bia may organize and operate not-for-profit
corporations for the purpose of cultivating,
purchasing, and distributing marijuana ex-
clusively for the medical use of medical pa-
tients who are authorized by this act to ob-
tain and use marijuana for medical purposes.
Such corporations shall comply with the dis-
trict’s nonprofit corporation laws. Fees and
licenses shall be collected by the Depart-
ment of Consumer and regulatory Affairs
(‘‘DCRA’’) in the same manner as other not-
for-profit corporations operating in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. The Director of DCRA
shall issue such corporations exemptions
from the sales tax, use tax, income tax and
other taxes of the District of Columbia in
the same manner as other nonprofit corpora-
tions.

Sec. 9. The exemption from prosecution for
distribution of marijuana under this act
shall not apply to the distribution of mari-
juana to any person under 18 years of age un-
less that person is an emancipated minor, or
a parent or legal guardian of the minor has
signed a written statement that such parent
or legal guardian understands: (i) the med-
ical condition of the minor, (ii) the potential
benefits and the potential advese effects of
the use of marijuana generally and in the
case of the minor, and (iii) consents to the

use of marijuana for the treatment of the
minor’s medical condition. Violation of this
section shall be subject to the penalties of
the Controlled Substances Act.

Sec. 10. (a) The Director of the Department
of Health of the District of Columbia must
develop a plan and submit it, within 90 days
of the approval of this act to the Council of
the District of Columbia to provide for the
safe and affordable distribution of marijuana
to all patients enrolled in Medicaid or a
Ryan White CARE Act funded program who
are in medical need, who desire to add mari-
juana to their health care regimen and
whose licensed physician reasonably believes
that marijuana would be beneficial to their
patient.

(b) Within 30 days of the certification of
the passage of this act by the people of the
District of Columbia, the Mayor of the Dis-
trict of Columbia shall deliver a copy of this
act to the President and the Congress to ex-
press the sense of the people of the District
of Columbia that the Federal government
must develop a system to distribute mari-
juana to patients who need it for medical
purposes.

Sec. 11. If any provision of this measusre or
the application thereof to my person or cir-
cumstance is held invalid, that invalidity
shall not affect other provisions or applica-
tions of the measure which can be given ef-
fect without the invalid provision or applica-
tion, and to this end the provisions of this
measure are severable.

Sec. 12. This act shall take effect after a 30
day period of Congressional review as pro-
vided in section 602(c)(1) of the District of
Columbia Self-government and Govern-
mental Reorganization Act, approved De-
cember 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 813; D.C. Code § 1–
233(c)(1)).

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

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. BARR) and claim the time.

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

Mr. Chairman, we oppose this amend-
ment. We certainly oppose the use of
drugs that would contribute to a drug
culture, that would contribute to the
debilitation of any individual human
being, but that is not the issue we are
arguing. The issue we began arguing is
whether the District of Columbia can
count the ballots in a referenda that
inquired as to whether people would
support the ability of doctors to pre-
scribe marijuana for their patients who
are terminally ill, generally of AIDS,
so as to relieve their suffering. Again,
my colleagues would think that that
should be a professional decision made
by professional medical practitioners.

Now up until now, Mr. BARR’s intent
was to prevent the votes being totaled.
That prevented about $1.30 apparently
from being spent to itemize the ballots.
The gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
BARR) now goes beyond that to say
that under any circumstances regard-
less of what the outcome of that ref-
erendum might be that the citizens of
the District of Columbia cannot have
their doctor prescribe for patients who
are suffering to be able to use mari-
juana to relieve their suffering.

Mr. Chairman, there are some rami-
fications of this amendment that go be-
yond what some might consider to be a
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relatively heartless attempt on the
part of the proponent of the amend-
ment. For example, prohibiting the re-
duction of penalties associated with
the possession, use or distribution of
marijuana or any schedule 1 substance
undermines the efforts of law enforce-
ment, the courts, and the correctional
system to enter into plea bargains with
criminal defendants in their war
against illegal drugs. It could elimi-
nate the option of reducing sentences
of prisoners as an incentive to encour-
age good behavior.

The gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
BARR) I know was an assistant U.S. At-
torney. He understands how important
it is to be able to plea bargain, to be
able to have flexibility, to look for the
broader objective of reducing drug use
or even to use individuals who are
caught to be able to turn in the people
who are truly distributing drugs. There
are a lot of ramifications of this
amendment, all of them negative. This
should be defeated.

Now at this point I am going to re-
serve the balance of our time, so a
number of subsequent speakers can list
a number of reasons for our colleagues
to vote against this amendment.

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

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, the sky is not falling,
and the sky will not fall if this amend-
ment is adopted; let me assure my col-
leagues on the other side.

The extent to which the other side
and the key proponent who just spoke
is opposed to this amendment either
blinds his judgment or his ability to
fairly read within the four corners of
the amendment, or he is simply engag-
ing in an argument that he knows not
to be an accurate one, there is nothing
in this language that either expressly
or by the wildest interpretation of its
language would reduce in any way,
shape or form the ability of any pros-
ecutor to plea bargain. This amend-
ment is by its four corners and by any
reasonable interpretation designed
simply to stop efforts to legalize or re-
duce penalties for the possession or use
of controlled substances. It has nothing
to do with plea bargaining which does
not reduce penalties for, it simply dis-
poses of a particular case.

I look forward to the other state-
ments that the other side will put for-
ward in opposition to simply standing
for the proposition that we do not want
and this body should not condone ef-
forts to legalize drug usage in the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
SOUDER).

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
BARR) for yielding this time to me.

This is not about health care. The
word medicinal in front of this is so
disgusting. Marinol, a subpart of mari-
juana, can be used to treat, and it is

legal, and if the only way you can do it
is through smoke marijuana, one can
go to HHS, and there is an appeal proc-
ess for those rare cases.

This is a national drug battle being
funded by a few individuals, and it is a
back-door way to legalize marijuana.
Every year, we go through a drug cer-
tification process for other nations.
When I go down to Columbia or to Mex-
ico or to Peru and Bolivia and other
countries, they always say, ‘‘What’s
your standard in the United States?’’ If
in our Nation’s capital, we are going to
relax our drug laws and allow the back-
door legalization of marijuana in our
Nation’s capital, a violation of federal
law, then we should not be here, we
should not be doing the drug surveys.

We ought to just acknowledge that
we are going to allow the toleration of
marijuana because that is, in fact,
where we are headed here, that this is
like saying that a subcomponent of ar-
senic can be helpful to somebody,
therefore, we are going to encourage
the use of arsenic or some other sub-
stance that can be fatal, that mari-
juana is the gateway drug along with
tobacco and alcohol to the heroin, to
the crack and in and of itself, as we
have heard in numerous drug hearings,
from abused mothers.

We had an abused mother in Arizona
who told how our husband got on mari-
juana, mixed it with alcohol, was beat-
ing her, and she was in constant fear of
her life. It is not just harder drugs, it
is also the marijuana. We had multiple
wrecks in the last year in my district
where students who were on marijuana
or those older than students were on
marijuana who had automobile wrecks
that terminated the lives of other peo-
ple.

We cannot in our Nation’s capital
where the Constitution specifically
says to exercise exclusive legislation in
all cases whatsoever over such district
especially when it is a national law.
This law applies to every State. The
States that went through these ref-
erendums are, in fact, being prosecuted
in courts to resolve this. There is abso-
lutely no reason to implement such a
law in District of Columbia. It would
be an abomination to our country.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest to the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. BARR)
that the source of my comments about
limiting the ability of legal profes-
sionals to come up with plea bargains
and to otherwise pursue justice in the
court system came from the United
States Justice Department and from
the offender supervision division of the
District of Columbia. So it was not my
personal opinion, it was a professional
opinion that this could do harm to
their ability to reduce drug addiction
and to go after drug criminals.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. FRANK).

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, first I want to welcome the

gentleman from Georgia’s belated con-
version to democracy. I gather he is no
longer insisting on the amendment he
successfully authored last year to pre-
vent the counting of votes, which I
must say seems to me the least intel-
lectually valid enactment of the
United States Congress in its history.
He has backed away from that. But
what he now has is a rather poorly
drafted amendment that is very dif-
ferent than the one its proponents de-
fend.

In the first place, it does not just say
law, it says law, rule, or regulation. If
there were to be a policy in the pros-
ecutor’s office governing plea bar-
gaining in controlled substances cases
and my colleague wanted to amend
that rule by which he controlled the
practice of plea bargaining, it might be
effective, but all the more important is
the other language. It does not just say
to legalize it, it says otherwise reduce
penalties.

So do my colleagues know what
would be illegal under this if it applies?
Government Pataki of New York, the
Governor of New York, has recently
proposed, a good Republican, George
Pataki, has just proposed to reduce
some of the sentencing. They have
mandatory minimums, and he said
those are not working. If they were
governed by this, it could not happen.

Now are we going to tell the District
of Columbia that they cannot in their
policy experiment with a diversion pro-
gram for first offenders, with reducing
mandatories?

This Congress passed a law in 1994
over the objections of many on that
side, but it was passed by the Congress,
which did away with mandatory mini-
mums in some cases for some con-
trolled substances. Had we been bound
by this law, it could not have hap-
pened.

This is an outrage.
The debate about legalization and

medical marijuana can move forward. I
will note that this horrendous policy of
supporting medical marijuana that is
being decried over there has been sup-
ported by the electorates of many
States, and I keep noting the extent to
which the Republican party, at least as
represented in the House, is falling out
of love with the voters of America.
Time and time again in public opinion
polls or referenda the voters disappoint
my friends over there.

Then we heard from one gentleman
about, well, we need to do prohibition.
His argument was for prohibition of al-
cohol, not just marijuana, but this goes
far beyond legalization. This says they
cannot reduce penalties, they cannot
reduce mandatory minimums, they
cannot experiment with diversion pro-
grams. It ought to be rejected.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I would remind my learned col-
leagues on the other side that the role
of the U.S. attorney is governed very
distinctly from the D.C. Appropriations
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Act. I would also remind my colleagues
that the Department of Justice is fund-
ed in an entirely different appropria-
tions bill. This amendment here has
nothing whatsoever to do with the
power of U.S. attorneys to continue to
prosecute cases. The judges do con-
tinue to sentence under federal laws
and the ability of Federal prosecutors
in the District of Columbia to plea bar-
gain.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
probably, in committee, surprised some
of my liberal friends by supporting the
counting of the ballots. To me, it vio-
lated the First Amendment rights of
individuals who at least expressed their
opinion. I also stated that I would do
everything in my power to fight
against legalization of marijuana.

In California they had an initiative,
and they have found such extreme
abuse of using marijuana for medicinal
purposes and medical because they
could always find some doctor from the
hippy generation of the 1960s or 1970s
that would prescribe just to basically
get around the law. They have had tre-
mendous problems in California al-
ready with it, and I think it is wrong.

I think the liberalization of family
values, the liberalization of our tradi-
tions and our laws are part of the prob-
lems why we end up with Columbines
and those kinds of things. I think to
back off on marijuana and other drugs
would do the same kind of thing, and I
will fight tooth, hook, and nail against
the legalization of marijuana, but not
the right to express one’s opinion on it.
I think that part is wrong.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

Let us face it. What is this amend-
ment doing here?

This amendment is inspired by a
medical marijuana initiative many
residents may have opposed, but the
outcome is unknown because of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. BARR) amendment
last year. It is outrageous enough to
overturn local legislation without the
consent of the governed. Mr. BARR just
cannot wait. He wants to strike down a
local initiative before it is enacted and
even without knowing that it will be
enacted. Even if a medical marijuana
initiative passes, it could not move for-
ward without legislation by the city
council.

The poor wording of this amendment
will lead to consequences that even the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. BARR) did
not intend. The phrase: Otherwise re-
duce penalties associated with drug use
is so overbroad it will produce chal-
lenges against what courts and pros-
ecutors do every day. If we cannot oth-
erwise reduce penalties, we may not be

able to reduce drug sentences for rou-
tine matters like a defendant’s co-
operation with the prosecution or suc-
cessful completion of drug rehabilita-
tion.

b 1415
I would never ask my colleagues to

support permissive drug use, and our
own constituents know us better than
that.

The full Committee on Appropria-
tions eliminated this amendment be-
cause it recognized that democracy,
not drugs, was the issue. Mr. Chairman,
I ask my colleagues to respect that
judgment. The gentleman from Georgia
and any Member of this body can re-
pair to their remedies after the legisla-
tion is enacted. We ask, for goodness
sake, that you spare us something un-
precedented, even for the District of
Columbia, prior restraint on democ-
racy.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). The Chair
would remind the Members that the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN)
has 21⁄2 minutes remaining and the
right to close; and the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. BARR) has 1 minute re-
maining.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI).

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I com-
mend the gentleman for his leadership
on this bill, and the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK) as well for his
leadership in bringing the bill to the
floor.

I rise in strong opposition to the Barr
amendment for the following reasons.
The findings of scientific research, the
will of the voters of the District of Co-
lumbia, and compassion for people with
serious illnesses all argue against this
amendment.

In the spring of this year, the Insti-
tute of Medicine issued a report that
had been commissioned by the Office of
National Drug Control Policy. The
study found that marijuana is ‘‘Poten-
tially effective in treating pain, nausea
and anorexia of AIDS-wasting and
other symptoms,’’ and it called for
more research on the use of marijuana
in medical treatment. That is the lat-
est science.

Finally, we must consider the need
for people with cancer, AIDS, and other
serious illnesses who want access to a
drug which can help them deal with the
symptoms of their illnesses. Of course,
all of us in this body are opposed to il-
legal drug use, and those of us who are
voting ‘‘no’’ on this amendment are
strongly opposed to illegal drugs. I
hope there is no question about that.
We are also against the use of Federal
law to make criminals of terminally ill
people who are trying to use a proven
remedy to seek relief.

The American Academy of Family
Physicians, the American Preventative
Medical Association, and the American
Public Health Association all support
access to marijuana for medicinal pur-
poses.

Voters in my home State passed an
initiative in November 1996 authorizing
seriously ill patients to take marijuana
on the recommendation of a licensed
physician. Proposition 215 has author-
ized as many as 11,000 Californians who
suffer from AIDS and many other de-
bilitating diseases with safe and legal
access to a remedy that makes life a
little more bearable.

Thousands of constituents in my dis-
trict struggling with AIDS and cancer
will tell us that choosing the appro-
priate medical treatment should be a
decision for public health officials,
physicians and patients, not for the
House of Representatives.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to oppose the Barr amendment.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, if anybody ever won-
dered what one big loophole looks like,
this be it. This is a copy of the Legal-
ization of Marijuana for Medical Treat-
ment Initiative that is the subject
matter of this debate. If one reads, and
I do not know whether folks on the
other side have actually read the D.C.
Initiative, but if they do, they will find
it is one massive loophole. It is not
limited only to certain types of dis-
eases, it applies to virtually anything.
It is not limited simply to patients who
say that marijuana or doctors who say
that marijuana has a proven medical
use. It is simply, does marijuana have
a demonstrated utility, whatever in
the heck that means.

It also allows not only for the patient
to have this marijuana, but for any
friend of theirs who might have it to
give to them.

So it is just replete with loopholes. It
does not even require a written pre-
scription. It can simply be an oral rec-
ommendation of the doctor.

This is bad legislation. If we do not
stop it today, it will go into effect, and
we would be telling the people of this
country that drug usage is okay in our
Nation’s Capital. We should not do
that. Support the Barr amendment.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the remainder of
the time.

Mr. Chairman, it is difficult to argue
to make any drugs legally available.
But under some circumstances, we do
make drugs legally available. Cer-
tainly, morphine is customarily used
when people are suffering. I know I,
myself, when my mother was dying and
experiencing a great deal of pain, I had
to inject morphine, simply to reduce
the suffering. I never would have done
that, but the doctors prescribed it.

Basically, that is what we are sug-
gesting here, that we defer to the judg-
ment of medical professionals. If there
is a way to relieve people’s suffering,
people that are experiencing terminal
illness, we should allow this. This is a
tough vote, but I do think the right
vote is to vote ‘‘no.’’ Leave this to the
medical community.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in

strong support of the Barr amendment.
Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong support

of the Barr amendment to the FY 2000 District
of Columbia appropriations bill. This amend-
ment would prohibit the use of funds in the bill
to legalize or reduce penalties for the posses-
sion, use, or distribution of any schedule I
substance, including marijuana, under the
Controlled Substances Act.

In recent years, the issue of promoting so
called ‘‘medicinal’’ uses for marijuana has
taken hold in several states. In 1996, both
California and Arizona voters passed referen-
dums, in defiance of federal law, which per-
mitted the use of marijuana as a medical de-
vice, primarily pain relief.

Mr. Chairman, the number of adolescents
who have used marijuana has doubled since
1993. It has been well established that mari-
juana is a gateway drug, whose use often
leads to more serious drug consumption, such
as heroin and cocaine use. These trends need
to be reversed.

The proponents of a policy supporting the
medicinal use of marijuana are simply using
the issue as cover for the larger issue of drug
legalization.

We must not be seen as sending mixed and
confusing messages on illicit drug use to our
young people. Illicit drugs are simply wrong,
our country knows all to well that drugs are
destructive, dangerous and deadly, nothing
more, nothing less.

In their zeal to decriminalize the use of illicit
substances, supporters of legalization fail to
mention the consequences which would result
from such a move.

Drug use is destructive behavior with con-
sequences affecting far more than the indi-
vidual in question. To pretend otherwise is to
deny reality and embrace a seductive illusion
that only leads to despair and hopelessness.

I urge my colleagues to strongly support this
amendment.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, today we are
debating an amendment that has no business
in this appropriations bill. the Barr amendment
will continue the unprecedented assault on the
democratic process. As many of my col-
leagues know, a provision that was inserted
into last year’s D.C. appropriations bill in-
cluded a section that prohibited the District of
Columbia from spending any funds to count
and certify the results of a voter referendum,
Measure 59, held last November. The voters
cast their ballots on whether the local law
should permit the medical use of marijuana.
Those ballots sit uncounted and uncertified
because the Barr amendment.

The cost of the District using its own funds
to count and certify the results is literally a few
dollars, but the Barr amendment has forced
the Federal Government to incur substantial
litigation costs defending last year’s decision
against letting the voters be heard on a local
issue. This is absurd and this amendment
should be rejected on its face. Why are some
in this Congress so intent on impeding the
democratic process in the District of Colum-
bia?

Mr. Chairman, this amendment would bar
the government of the District from using any
federal funds to assist any medical marijuana
program. That is what this amendment is
about. In addition, because the amendment
would bar the District from using local funds to
‘‘enact or carry out any law, rule or regulation’’

that reduces penalties for any Schedule I sub-
stance or THC derivative, this will threaten ex-
isting programs like the availability of Marinol,
a THC derivative, which is used to treat pa-
tients suffering with HIV/AIDS.

Mr. Chairman, the citizens of the District
have spoken and have decided that marijuana
should be used for medicinal purposes. This is
another attempt by the gentleman from Geor-
gia to interfere with District citizens, who are,
after all, only exercising one of the few demo-
cratic rights that Congress has allowed them—
the right to vote on initiatives and referenda.

Mr. Chairman, medical studies demonstrate
that in some cases marijuana has proven ef-
fective in treating pain and discomfort for pa-
tients, especially those that are undergoing
chemotherapy. The medical use of marijuana
is a public health issue; it is not part of the
war on drugs. Once again, marijuana has
been proven to relieve the pain and suffering
of seriously ill patients. It is unconscionable to
deny an effective medication to those in need.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out for
the record that former Speaker Gingrich and
the distinguished chairman of our own Crime
Subcommittee once agreed with medicinal use
of marijuana. in 1981, Representative Newt
Gingrich and Representative BILL MCCOLLUM,
cosponsored H.R. 4498, a bill introduced by
the late Congressman Stuart McKinney, that
would have allowed the medicinal use of mari-
juana. In 1985, Chairman MCCOLLUM again co-
sponsored H.R. 2282, a bill reintroduced by
Congresswoman MCKINNEY, which would have
allowed the medicinal use of marijuana. I,
along with many others, would be very inter-
ested to learn why our colleagues changed
their minds.

Mr. Chairman, many states have held state
referenda on the use of medical marijuana.
Two states, California and Arizona, have suc-
cessfully passed legislation to allow the pre-
scribed use of marijuana for medicinal pur-
poses. The voters of these states have spo-
ken and in our democratic system they must
be respected.

Mr. Chairman, although the Congress exer-
cises oversight over the District, we should not
micromanage it. We should trust the citizens
of the District and their elected officials to
manage and implement policies that benefit
the District and its residents.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, permitting the med-
ical use of marijuana to alleviate the pain and
suffering of people with seriously ill conditions
does not send the wrong message to children
or anyone else. It simply states that we are
compassionate and intelligent enough to re-
spect the rights of patients and the medical
community to administer what is medically ap-
propriate care. It is time for this Congress to
acknowledge that a ban on the medicinal use
of marijuana is scientifically, legally, and mor-
ally wrong.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-
position to the amendment by the gentleman
from Georgia.

The amendment seeks to nullify the results
of a popular local initiative by congressional
fiat. So much for ‘‘federalism’’ and ‘‘states’
rights.’’ So much for ‘‘local self-determination.’’

And so much for common sense. But then,
whenever marijuana is involved, some of our
colleagues seem to take leave of their senses
altogether.

When the citizens of California and Arizona
voted in 1996 to allow doctors to prescribe

marijuana for medical purposes, this House
responded with a resolution declaring that
‘‘marijuana is a dangerous and addictive drug
and should not be legalized for medicinal
use.’’

Yet we all know that many narcotics—such
as morphine and even cocaine—which are
highly dangerous when used without proper
medical supervision, are nonetheless ap-
proved for a range of medical uses.

We do not deny narcotics to cancer patients
because it could ‘‘send a signal’’ to others who
might wish to use these drugs recreationally.
Yet that is what this amendment would say
with regard to marijuana. With all due respect,
I do not believe that anyone who had watched
an AIDS or cancer patient suffer uncontrol-
lable nausea for hours at a time could make
such an argument.

Proponents of the amendment are quick to
point out that the scientific community is di-
vided over the medical benefits of marijuana.
They are less quick to acknowledge that both
the benefits and the dangers of a large num-
ber of medical substances are subject to sci-
entific dispute.

I submit that it is not the job of the Con-
gress to resolve such disputes. We could
argue all day about the science. But that is not
our role.

It is not our role to prohibit scientists from
continuing to develop sound data regarding
the safety and efficacy of marijuana—as they
do with any other experimental treatment.

And it is both foolish and inhumane for us
to prevent licensed physicians and their pa-
tients from studying the growing literature,
weighing the benefits and the risks, and decid-
ing whether the use of such drugs is medically
appropriate—especially when more conven-
tional therapies have been found ineffective.

If we are determined to override these local
decisions, and to replace sound medical judg-
ment with our own, let’s at least not be hypo-
critical. Let’s take morphine and cocaine off
the market as well. Let’s explain to the pa-
tients who depend on these drugs to control
their pain that they will simply have to suffer
so that we can send the ‘‘right signal’’ about
drug abuse. I’m sure they’ll understand.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All
time has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. BARR).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. STEARNS:
Page 65, insert after line 24 the following

new section:
SEC. 167. Nothing in this Act prohibits the

Department of Fire and Emergency Services
of the District of Columbia from using funds
for automated external defibrillators.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO
TEMPORE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Chair will remind all persons in the
gallery that they are here as guests of
the House and that any manifestation
of approval or disapproval of pro-
ceedings or other audible conversation
is in violation of the Rules of the
House.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
a point of order.
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The

gentleman from Oklahoma reserves a
point of order.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment is very straightforward. It
states that nothing in this act pro-
hibits the Department of Fire and
Emergency Medical Services of the
District of Columbia from using funds
for automatic external defibrillators.

This amendment, Mr. Chairman,
seeks to highlight how invaluable
AEDs are to use to save personal lives.
This is endorsed by the American
Heart Association, the American Red
Cross, the American Association of
Respiratory Care, the American Col-
lege of Cardiology, the Citizen CPR
Foundation, and the International As-
sociation of Firefighters. These are
just a few people that support the idea
of making AEDs available in Federal
buildings.

I want to make it clear to my col-
leagues that this amendment in no way
seeks to dictate to the District of Co-
lumbia how they should spend their
money.

An AED of course is a device that is
a little larger than a laptop computer.
It automatically analyzes heart
rhythms and delivers an electric cur-
rent to the heart of a cardiac arrest
victim. AED can restart a heart that
has stopped beating.

Passage of this amendment simply
reaffirms that the District of Columbia
should have access to the most up-to-
date, state-of-the-art equipment. Like
AEDs, they can restore a normal heart
rhythm in persons suffering from sud-
den cardiac arrest.

Mr. Chairman, frankly, it does not
require a lot of training. Just turn it
on and it tells someone what to do. It
allows a great number of people to be
able to respond to medical emergencies
that require defibrillation. They are es-
sential to strengthening this chain of
survival for anybody that has a cardiac
arrest.

The four links to this process, of
course, are dialing 911 as a first step,
early resuscitation, and then
defibrillation, and then, of course,
early and advanced life support.

While defibrillation is the most effec-
tive mechanism to revive a heart that
has stopped, it is the least accessed
tool we have available. So I think put-
ting AEDs in Federal buildings is much
like the argument for putting fire-
fighting equipment in the buildings.

Studies show that 250 lives can be
saved each and every day from cardiac
arrest by using the AED device. Those
are the kinds of statistics that no one
can argue with.

No one knows when a sudden cardiac
arrest might occur. According to a re-
cent study, the top five sites where car-
diac arrests do occur of course are at
airports, county jails, shopping malls,
sports stadiums, and of course golf
courses. I believe we would all do our-
selves a favor and great comfort in
knowing that in any one of these Fed-
eral buildings or, for that matter, any

District building, that we have in
Washington, DC, that the most up-to-
date equipment is available and that
folks are now trained to use it to help
all Americans.

They are being produced today very
inexpensively. They are easy to main-
tain, and so I think between those two
things, the state of the art is bringing
costs down for the AEDs and they af-
ford a wider range of emergency capa-
bility for trained and equipped per-
sonnel.

So I think with all of the tourists we
have here in the District of Columbia
each day, I think it is important that
all of the Federal buildings, as well as
the District of Columbia, have these
available.

Mr. Chairman, I have talked to the
gentlewoman who represents D.C. on
this matter, and I urge my colleagues
to adopt this amendment.

POINT OF ORDER

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK) on a point of
order.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, it is my
understanding that the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) desires to
withdraw his amendment by unani-
mous consent and that his language be
included in the report in the bill.

Mr. STEARNS. That is correct, Mr.
Chairman. I have worked out the lan-
guage with the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON), and
as I understand, if she would confirm
this, that she accepts the report lan-
guage that I have, and then, by unani-
mous consent, I will withdrawal my
amendment.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, we have no objection. We would
defer to the judgment of the Chairman.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, if I
could respond, I want to thank the gen-
tleman for working with me on an
issue of mutual interest so that we did
not have to go into statutory language
or a point of order and yet could get
the agreement of the District after a
call to the police department on a mat-
ter that is of considerable importance.
I appreciate the gentleman drawing it
to my attention, and I appreciate the
way in which the gentleman has
worked with me collegially to get a
satisfactory solution.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the compliment and I am al-
ways glad to work with the gentle-
woman.

The report language in a sense is
that we should conduct a study about
the need for placement of the auto-
matic external defibrillators in the
Federal buildings and District build-
ings, so I think it is a first step for this
country to recognize that AEDs are an
important survival technique, and we
are taking that step this afternoon
here on the House floor.

I thank the chairman of the D.C.
Committee on Appropriations.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the amendment is withdrawn.

There was no objection.
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, I move

to strike the last word.
(Mr. BENTSEN asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, today
as we consider the appropriations bill
for the District of Columbia, I want to
highlight a high-profile case of police
incompetence that has grievously af-
fected some of my constituents. Last
year, a resident of Baytown, Texas, Ms.
Chandra Smith was only 2 months
away from graduating from the Univer-
sity of Maryland when the car she was
traveling in was broadsided by another
vehicle on a District street, ending her
life. Deaf since the age of 2 from men-
ingitis, Chandra was looking forward
to her graduation which would have oc-
curred in December.

The suspect, who tried to flee the
scene, was quickly apprehended by Dis-
trict police. However, in the first of
many police department missteps, none
of the attending officers called the po-
lice department’s mobile crime per-
sonnel unit who routinely examines
skid marks and patterns of debris and
take photographs and measurements of
fatal accident scenes. These mistakes,
while serious, were a harbinger for an
even more appalling series of events.

The Smith case was assigned to De-
tective James Walsh, whose handling
of several other fatal crash scenes had
been under review by the D.C. Police
Department. When Detective Walsh
began his investigation into the Smith
case, he failed to order a blood sample
from the suspect and did not get a war-
rant to search the suspect’s vehicle.
After he allowed the car to be towed,
the police property division inadvert-
ently junked the vehicle which con-
tained direct evidence that the car
should not have been on the road that
night due to poor brakes and sub-
standard steering. Police investigators
later determined that the D.C. Depart-
ment of Motor Vehicles inspectors
passed the vehicle just weeks before.

b 1430

Following these grossly negligent ac-
tions and mismanagement, another in-
vestigator was assigned to the case and
prosecutors assembled a grand jury in
an attempt to obtain further evidence
and information.

In the weeks after the accident,
Chandra’s parents remained in close
contact with the lead detective, who
assured them that the suspect would be
charged with vehicular homicide and
that the case would be turned over to a
grand jury. Like any parents in this
situation, the Smiths assumed that the
case would result in a clear-cut convic-
tion. But without the car and the
measurements, the accident was impos-
sible to reconstruct.

In its response to the lapses in the
Smith case, the District’s police ac-
tions were completely inadequate. The
lead detective, who clearly failed to
perform even the most basic functions
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of an accident investigator, was de-
moted and reassigned. His supervisors,
who had allowed this detective to in-
vestigate the crash site, were rep-
rimanded for their poor oversight of
the detective.

What came to light after this case is
even more shocking, that the lead de-
tective had performed so poorly that 14
of his cases had been reassigned to
other detectives because of his inepti-
tude in investigating accident scenes.
The District police had long known
this detective was not carrying out the
basic functions of an accident investi-
gator, such as interviewing key wit-
nesses, taking blood samples,
photographing crime scenes, and pre-
serving evidence.

After learning of the Department’s
lapses in January 1999, Chandra’s par-
ents were contacted by an investigator
with the U.S. Attorney’s Office, who
tried to salvage the case and bring
some justice to the Smith family. The
Smiths worked with an Assistant U.S.
Attorney to reconstruct some of the
evidence, including turning over de-
tailed pictures of the car that the in-
surance company had taken following
the accident.

While a grand jury was convened,
there have been no indictments and the
case has now been closed. The Smith
family, who have suffered through a
terrible, wrenching tragedy, have been
denied justice for their daughters’s life.
Due to the original handling of this
case, these parents are left searching
for answers that may never be re-
solved.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the tough
job that the men and women of the
D.C. Police Department have to do, and
I believe that the vast majority do it
well. But the incompetence in handling
of the Smith case should not be toler-
ated.

As we consider the funding levels for
the District of Columbia for fiscal year
2000, I want to urge all of my col-
leagues and particularly the members
of the committee to consider this case
and the implications for our constitu-
ents who may be affected by the inac-
tion and incompetence in this instance
by the District Police Department.

I also urge Police Chief Charles
Ramsey, who has acted with compas-
sion in his response to this matter, to
take every action necessary to resolve
this case. The job performance of the
lead detective and the supervisors in
this case were completely unaccept-
able. Their lack of action has caused
enormous grief for a family who may
never achieve even a small measure of
justice for the loss of their daughter.
They clearly deserve better, and so do
the residents of the District of Colum-
bia and the citizens of the United
States.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO
TEMPORE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). A few min-
utes ago the Chair noted a disturbance
in the gallery, in contravention of the
law and rules of the House.

The Sergeant at Arms removed those
persons responsible for the disturbance
and restored order to the gallery.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the re-
marks of the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BENTSEN), and although I have no
personal familiarity with the cir-
cumstances he relates, I certainly
share his concern about the proper en-
forcement of laws and the proper proce-
dures being followed by the police
within the District for the protection
of the citizens, whether they reside
here, visit here, or work here.

I do want to point out to the gen-
tleman that in the bill we have pro-
vided $1.2 million for the expenses of
the Citizen Complaint Review Board,
which is intended to deal with concerns
about police procedure, whether they
be activity or inactivity, actions or
oversights.

I would certainly encourage the per-
sons involved in the incident that he
mentioned to utilize the services of
that board, which we have sought to
fund, to assist the District in resolving
what we know are some long-term ac-
cumulated problems regarding the po-
lice department that I know Chief
Ramsey wants to aggressively correct.

So I appreciate the gentleman’s com-
ments, and I certainly hope that the
Citizen Complaint Review Board will
be of assistance to him.

I also wanted to note, Mr. Chairman,
on the Barr amendment, which was
adopted by voice vote, there were a
couple of concerns raised about wheth-
er there might be some unintended
consequences. That is a conferencible
item with the Senate, and we will cer-
tainly look at that to make sure that
no unintended consequences occur. I
know the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
BARR) feels the same way, and we will
be looking at that in conference.

I also wanted to state, Mr. Chairman,
we will be having the vote shortly on
the Norton amendment, which regards
the ability to use public funds on the
voting rights litigation that persons in
the District have filed against the Fed-
eral Government.

I expect, based upon past votes, that
the House would reject that amend-
ment and continue the prohibition, but
I did want to note for the RECORD that
I have initiated the conversation with
the gentlewoman from the District of
Columbia (Ms. NORTON) and the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN), the
ranking member, about the possibility
of addressing this in conference, where,
rather than an outright prohibition, we
might be able to make sure, of course,
that nothing is reimbursed for past
work, but that the District might con-
sider having limited availability of
local funds only for future litigation
expenses in their discretion.

I intend to address that with the con-
ferees, and we will see if that might be
the end result. Certainly, of course, the
amendment remains before the House
to work its will, as it has previously.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, although we
have devoted time today to talking
about different amendments that are
being offered to the bill, I think it is
important that we all understand that
there are some very important initia-
tives in this piece of legislation: the
drug testing and treatment for the
30,000 offenders who are widescale vio-
lating the conditions of their freedom,
that we need to get either off the
streets or off of drugs, this is a major
initiative; the adoption initiative; the
approval of the management reforms
by the District; the charter school as-
sistance and strengthening within the
District; and certainly approving the
District’s tax cut, which they have
taken as a bold step in further improv-
ing the economic status of the District
and everybody who resides here.

Regardless of the vote on the amend-
ments, I certainly intend to support
the work of this House on the final bill.
Regardless of how other Members may
vote on the different amendments, I do
not believe that any of them should be
used by anyone as a reason to oppose
the final passage of this bill, which I
think helps to open a very strong and
good chapter in better relations be-
tween the Federal Government and
D.C., and to making the District a
safer, better place with better schools
for people who live here and work here
and visit here, to be a better Capitol
for our Nation.

I commend the work of the persons
who have worked together on this bill,
both within this House and within the
District government.

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of the
entire bill.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the re-
marks of my friend and colleague, the
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
ISTOOK). I applaud him for doing a very
fine job in chairing this subcommittee
and putting together an appropriations
bill that is worthy of this House. In the
subcommittee and in the full com-
mittee, both Democrats and Repub-
licans agreed this is a good bill. This is
the bill that we want the President to
sign.

It is still a good bill as it stands,
unamended. If, however, it is amended
on the floor of this House by changing
the language that was approved by the
full committee that said that no Fed-
eral funds can be used for any needle
exchange program in the District of
Columbia, we will have to oppose this
bill. We believe that the D.C. elected
council and Mayor can determine how
best to combat the drug epidemic in
the District which, by many accounts,
is the worst in the Nation, if that lan-
guage in the bill is sustained, we would
certainly want to support that.

If this body agrees that there is no
need for the language put in by the
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
LARGENT) that would supersede the
judgment of the domestic courts in this
city with regard to who is eligible to
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adopt children, then we have a bill that
is going to pass virtually unanimously.

But the problem, Mr. Chairman, is
that there are two amendments here
that, if they are approved by this
House, are so egregious in terms of
trampling the rights of the District of
Columbia citizens, its elected rep-
resentatives, and its court system that
the White House has said it will veto
this bill. Then we are right back at the
starting point. All this excellent effort
by the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
ISTOOK) and his colleagues on the Re-
publican side and all the bipartisan
support on the Democratic side will
have been for naught.

That reason alone should be suffi-
cient to vote down these amendments
and vote up the appropriations bill be-
fore us, because these amendments do
not belong in an appropriations bill.
That is why we had the argument on
the rule. We had to have a rule that
waived the rules of this House, saying
that despite the fact that they would
be ruled out of order, we are going to
rule them in order, allowing them to be
added to the bill.

Had we stuck with an open rule, we
would not have had to deal with this.
We would have had a pure bill, a pure
appropriations bill. We would have bi-
partisan support for it and it would
pass overwhelmingly in this House.

That is why, Mr. Chairman, I would
urge my colleagues to reject these two
amendments; to support the bill, if
they are rejected, and to give the
White House a bill that it can sign
right away and at least take this issue
off the table.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the
members of the Committee on Appro-
priations staff, I want to thank my as-
sistant on the D.C. appropriations bill,
Tim Aiken, who was ably assisted by
Anstice Brand. I want to thank Tom
Forhan particularly as the lead minor-
ity staff person for D.C. appropriations.

I want to thank the gentlewoman
from the District of Columbia (Ms.
NORTON), who has been here through-
out the entire bill, who has done an ex-
cellent job of representing her con-
stituents. That is really what this is
all about. We really would like to defer
to her constituents, who have the right
to elect their own representatives, and
would seem to have the right to spend
their own money.

We talk a lot about Federalism, we
talk a lot about devolvement to States
and localities. This is a good oppor-
tunity to show that our money is
where our mouth is; that we believe in
our rhetoric, we believe in the prin-
ciple of self-representation, we believe
that this Congress should not be over-
riding the normal rules of the House,
imposing restrictions on the use of
local and private funds within the Dis-
trict, imposing restrictions upon the
prerogatives of the domestic courts in
the District of Columbia.

That principle will be sustained if we
defeat the two amendments and enable
all the Members of this House to sup-

port the D.C. appropriations bill, and
enable the White House to sign it.

Mr. Chairman, as I say, I urge a no
vote on the amendments. If they are
defeated, then we could urge a yes vote
on the underlying bill.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.
Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I appre-

ciate the comments of the ranking
member.

One thing I think we need to make
sure is mentioned is the D.C. tuition
aid grant program, $17 million that we
fund in this bill to enable young people
in the District to achieve a college edu-
cation. A vote against the bill, of
course, would be a vote against that, as
well as the other things, such as the
drug treatment programs.

Mr. Chairman, I would submit, frank-
ly, that when we have a bill that is
funding $25 million for drug testing and
treatment, and a bill that is funding
$8.5 million to encourage adoption, it is
not unreasonable to expect that we do
not want mixed messages by saying,
well, let us have a needle exchange pro-
gram that could interfere with that, or
let us not make sure that adopting par-
ents are related by blood or marriage.

I doubt, Mr. Chairman, that the
President would be so extreme as to
veto this excellent bill because he did
not like a couple of those provisions,
especially seeing that he signed one
into law last year.

b 1445

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to
strike the requisite number or words.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the gentleman from Virginia is recog-
nized.

There was no objection.
Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, will the

gentleman yield?
Mr. MORAN of Virginia. I yield to

the gentleman from Oklahoma.
Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I

thought I had understood it was pro-
tocol for the chairman to have the last
word. Now, if the gentleman from Vir-
ginia insists upon having the last word,
certainly I will not interfere with his
desire to do so.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I suggest to the gentleman from
Oklahoma I will speak and then yield
to him to have the last word.

Mr. ISTOOK. That is fine.
Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-

man, let me just say that, first of all,
I neglected particularly to thank Mr.
Americo ‘‘Migo’’ Miconi who was just
superb on this bill. When I was thank-
ing everybody, it was not sufficient to
thank the members of the Committee
on Appropriations staff without men-
tioning him particularly, specifically.
He has some excellent people working
with him as well, and we appreciate
their fine work.

Again, not only did we not mention
the $17 million for the in-State tuition
program, terrific idea, the $8.5 million
for adoptions, the money for charter
school, the money for offender super-
vision, I could go on and on and on,
great things, plus supporting the con-
sensus budget.

That is why we particularly hope
that these two amendments can be de-
feated and we can support the under-
lying bill.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Chairman
ISTOOK) to conclude.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further comments except my word
of appreciation for the ranking mem-
ber, the great people, Mr. Miconi, Mr.
Albaugh, Mr. Monteiro, all the people
who have worked on this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to the bill?

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 260, proceedings will now
resume on those amendments on which
further proceedings were postponed in
the following order: Amendment No. 1
printed in House Report 106–263 offered
by the gentleman from Kansas (Mr.
TIAHRT), Amendment No. 2 printed in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD offered by
the gentlewoman from the District of
Columbia (Ms. NORTON), amendment
No. 2 printed in House Report 106–263
offered by the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. LARGENT).

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. TIAHRT

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on amendment No. 1 printed in House
Report 106–263, offered by the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 241, noes 187,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 344]

AYES—241

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilbray

Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bono
Boswell
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon

Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
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Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Gallegly
Gekas
Gibbons
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
John
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston

Knollenberg
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Manzullo
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Metcalf
Mica
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Moore
Moran (KS)
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Pascrell
Paul
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher

Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sandlin
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—187

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Campbell
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Clay

Clayton
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Foley
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen

Frost
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gonzalez
Gordon
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hastings (FL)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)

Kleczka
Klink
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
LaTourette
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McGovern
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Minge

Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Morella
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pickett
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer
Schakowsky

Scott
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Sisisky
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stupak
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—6

Johnson, Sam
Jones (OH)

McDermott
Peterson (PA)

Skelton
Sununu

b 1507

Mr. TIERNEY and Mr. STUPAK
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Messrs. DOOLITTLE, DICKEY, VIS-
CLOSKY, GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, BARTLETT of Maryland, and
WISE changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to
‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 260, the Chair announces
that he will reduce to a minimum of 5
minutes the period of time within
which a vote by electronic device will
be taken on each additional amend-
ment on which the Chair has postponed
further proceedings.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MS. NORTON

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on amendment No. 2 printed in the
Congressional RECORD offered by the
gentlewoman from the District of Co-
lumbia (Ms. NORTON) on which further
proceedings were postponed and on
which the ayes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 214, noes 214,
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 345]

AYES—214

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin

Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman

Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell

Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Campbell
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Conyers
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt

Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
LaTourette
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey

Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Phelps
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Scarborough
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky
Slaughter
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Strickland
Stupak
Sweeney
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOES—214

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon

Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cox
Crane
Cunningham
Danner
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella

Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
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Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Latham
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood

Nussle
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus

Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—5

Jones (OH)
McDermott

Peterson (PA)
Skelton

Sununu

b 1518

Messrs. PACKARD, SOUDER, and
COBURN changed their vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Messrs. SWEENEY, GORDON, JOHN,
and MCINTYRE changed their vote
from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. LARGENT

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on Amendment No. 2 printed in House
Report 106–263 offered by the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. LARGENT)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 213, noes 215,
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 346]

AYES—213

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bereuter

Berry
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer

Callahan
Calvert
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Collins

Combest
Cook
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Etheridge
Everett
Fletcher
Fossella
Fowler
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hoekstra
Holden
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
LaHood
Largent
Latham
Lazio
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller, Gary
Moore
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Packard
Paul
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Portman
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers

Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sandlin
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Turner
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wicker
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—215

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Camp
Campbell
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Condit

Conyers
Cooksey
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gilman

Gonzalez
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hastings (FL)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson

LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McGovern
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler

Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Shays

Sherman
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Stabenow
Stark
Strickland
Stupak
Tauscher
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—5

Jones (OH)
McDermott

Peterson (PA)
Skelton

Sununu

b 1526

Mr. WISE changed his vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. SWEENEY changed his vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the

Committee rises.
Accordingly, the Committee rose;

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
HEFLEY) having assumed the chair, Mr.
BEREUTER, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 2587) making appropriations for
the government of the District of Co-
lumbia and other activities chargeable
in whole or in part against revenues of
said District for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses, pursuant to House Resolution
260, he reported the bill back to the
House with sundry amendments adopt-
ed 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? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the 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.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

Pursuant to clause 10 of rule XX, the
yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 333, nays 92,
not voting 9, as follows:
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[Roll No. 347]

YEAS—333

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (NE)
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Burr
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clayton
Clement
Coburn
Collins
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Ewing
Farr
Fattah

Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Goss
Granger
Green (WI)
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hill (IN)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)

McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McIntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pease
Pelosi
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stupak

Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Traficant

Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)

Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—92

Archer
Barr
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Blagojevich
Brown (OH)
Burton
Buyer
Campbell
Chabot
Clyburn
Coble
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Cummings
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Duncan
Everett
Filner
Fossella
Gephardt
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling

Green (TX)
Hall (TX)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hinchey
Jackson (IL)
Kilpatrick
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaHood
Largent
Lee
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
McInnis
McIntyre
McKinney
Meeks (NY)
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Moran (KS)
Nadler
Obey
Olver

Pastor
Paul
Payne
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Riley
Roemer
Roukema
Royce
Rush
Salmon
Sanford
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Sherman
Slaughter
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Tancredo
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thompson (MS)
Towns
Waters
Watkins

NOT VOTING—9

Ballenger
Clay
Dreier

Graham
Greenwood
Jones (OH)

McDermott
Peterson (PA)
Skelton

b 1545

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

b 1545

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2606, FOREIGN OPER-
ATIONS, EXPORT FINANCING,
AND RELATED PROGRAMS AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 263 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 263

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. 2606) making
appropriations for foreign operations, export
financing, and related programs for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2000, and for
other purposes. The first reading of the bill
shall be dispensed with. General debate shall
be confined to the bill and shall not exceed
one hour equally divided and controlled by
the chairman and ranking minority member

of the Committee on Appropriations. After
general debate the bill shall be considered
for amendment under the five-minute rule.
Points of order against provisions in the bill
for failure to comply with clause 2 of rule
XXI are waived. Before consideration of any
other amendment it shall be in order to con-
sider the amendments printed in part A of
the report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution. Each amendment
printed in part A of the report may be con-
sidered only in the order printed in the re-
port. The amendment printed in part B of
the report may be offered only at the appro-
priate point in the reading of the bill. Each
amendment printed in the report may be of-
fered only by a Member designated in the re-
port, shall be considered as read, shall be de-
batable for the time specified in the report
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, and shall not be
subject to amendment. All points of order
against the amendments printed in the re-
port are waived. During consideration of the
bill for further amendment, the Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole may accord pri-
ority in recognition on the basis of whether
the Member offering an amendment has
caused it to be printed in the portion of the
Congressional Record designated for that
purpose in clause 8 of rule XVIII. Amend-
ments so printed shall be considered as read.
The Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole may: (1) postpone until a time during
further consideration in the Committee of
the Whole a request for a recorded vote on
any amendment; and (2) reduce to five min-
utes the minimum time for electronic voting
on any postponed question that follows an-
other electronic vote without intervening
business, provided that the minimum time
for electronic voting on the first in any se-
ries of questions shall be 15 minutes. At the
conclusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HEFLEY). The gentleman from Florida
(Mr. DIAZ-BALART) is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. HALL), pending which I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 263 is
an open rule providing for the consider-
ation of H.R. 2606, the foreign oper-
ations appropriations bill for fiscal
year 2000. The rule provides for 1 hour
of general debate, equally divided be-
tween the chairman and the ranking
minority member of the Committee on
Appropriations.

In addition, the rule provides the bill
be open to amendment by paragraph.
The rule also waives points of order
against provisions in the bill for failing
to comply with clause 2 of rule XXI.
The rule provides that before consider-
ation of any other amendment it shall
be in order to consider the amendments
printed in part A of the Committee on
Rules report only in the order printed
in the report.
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These amendments relate to limita-

tions on the use of international popu-
lation funds. Further, the rule provides
the amendment printed in part B of the
report may be offered only at the ap-
propriate point in the reading of the
bill. The amendment concerns child
survival funding.

In addition, the rule provides for con-
sideration of the amendments printed
in the Committee on Rules report to be
offered only by a Member designated in
the report. The amendments shall be
considered as read, shall be debatable
for the time specified in the report,
equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent, and shall
not be subject to amendment.

The rule waives points of order
against the amendments which were
printed in the Committee on Rules re-
port, but also grants the chairman of
the Committee of the Whole authority
to postpone votes and reduce voting
time to 5 minutes provided that the
first vote in a series is not less than 15
minutes.

In addition, the rule provides that
Members who have pre-printed their
amendments in the RECORD prior to
their consideration will be given pri-
ority in recognition to offer their
amendments if otherwise consistent
with House rules. And finally the rule
provides for one motion to recommit
with or without instructions.

Mr. Speaker, this bill provides a fair,
a very fair, approach for the consider-
ation of the foreign aid appropriations
bill. One controversial area which al-
ways lends itself to important debate
on the floor involves family planning
funds and their potential use for per-
forming or promoting abortions and
the so-called Mexico City policy which
prohibits U.S. assistance to foreign or-
ganizations that perform abortions,
violate abortion laws, or engage in lob-
bying activities to change such laws.

While I personally am a strong advo-
cate for the rights of the unborn, our
committee is providing for amend-
ments which cover both the pro-life
and the pro-choice sides of the issue. I
commend my colleague the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH) who is
chairman, Subcommittee on Inter-
national Operations and Human Rights
for his tireless work to protect the
rights of the unborn. I certainly will
support his amendment on this impor-
tant issue.

To clarify that two amendments re-
ferred to in part A of the Committee on
Rules report, one to be offered by the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) and the other to be offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GREENWOOD) let me explain that each
of these amendments has been made in
order as a freestanding amendment. Al-
though they represent different aspects
of the use of population assistance
funds they are not necessarily incon-
sistent. Should they both prevail, any
inconsistencies can and will be worked
out in conference.

I support the rule. I also support the
underlying bill. There are many impor-

tant programs which are being funded.
And because there are no country ear-
marks, the President and the Secretary
of State are afforded maximum flexi-
bility to conduct foreign policy. I am
pleased to see that this is the tenth ap-
propriations bill to come before the
House. It is within, it is even below,
the committee’s budget allocation. I
thank and commend not only the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) but
also the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
CALLAHAN) and the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. PELOSI) for their hard
work on this important bill, and I urge
adoption of both the rule and the bill.

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

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. DIAZ-BALART) for yielding
me the time.

This is an open rule. It will allow
consideration of H.R. 2606 which is a
bill that makes appropriations for for-
eign aid and export assistance in fiscal
year 2000.

As my colleague has described, this
rule provides for 1 hour of general de-
bate to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman, ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Appropriations, and all Members on
both sides of the aisle will have the op-
portunity to offer germane amend-
ments.

In addition, the rule waives points of
order against three amendments to be
offered by the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SMITH), the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD),
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. PITTS). Unfortunately, the rule
does not honor the requests made by
the Subcommittee on Foreign Oper-
ation’s ranking minority member, the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI) who asked for regular order in
the amendment process. I am also dis-
appointed that the rule denied Ms.
PELOSI the opportunity to offer an
amendment. Instead that amendment
was made in order only if offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GREENWOOD).

I want to commend the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Foreign Oper-
ations, the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. CALLAHAN), and the ranking mi-
nority member, the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. PELOSI) for their work
in bringing this bill to the floor. I com-
mend them both for maintaining the
spirit of bipartisanship and com-
promise, at least during the sub-
committee process.

And I appreciate the committee urg-
ing AID to provide 1.52 million for
microenterprise, 1.52 million for micro-
enterprise which represents about a 10
percent increase over last year’s level.
The committee expects half of these
funds to go to the poorest people.
Microenterprise development is a cost-
effective way to reduce poverty.

The bill provides $680 million for the
child survival and disease programs

fund which is more than the adminis-
tration’s request. This includes $110
million for the United Nations chil-
dren’s fund, better known as UNICEF,
which is also an increase above the ad-
ministration’s request.

And I am pleased that the bill re-
moves restrictions on humanitarian as-
sistance to Cambodia including assist-
ance for basic education activities. I
was in Cambodia in April, and I wit-
nessed the enormous poverty that is
the ongoing legacy of the Pol Pot re-
gime, and removing this restriction
will help raise the low level of edu-
cation that is in Cambodia and improve
the lives of the people there.

And finally, I thank the committee
for including language in its report
stating the committee’s intention to
increase funding for the Peace Corps if
funding becomes available. I believe
that the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
CALLAHAN) and the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. PELOSI) crafted about
the best bill that they could given the
low allocation for the subcommittee.

However, I must express my deep dis-
appointment that the House chose to
provide so little funds for foreign as-
sistance. Since 1985, inflation-adjusted
spending on foreign aid has decreased
more than 50 percent. Assistance now
represents less than 1 percent of the
total federal budget. And as the richest
Nation on earth, the United States has
a moral obligation to help reduce the
misery among the poorest people in the
world.

However, as a recent editorial in the
New York Times pointed out, foreign
aid is also in our best interests. The
New York Times article said that as-
sistance that helps prevent foreign po-
litical conflicts or economic calamities
can reduce the need for far more costly
future American involvement. The edi-
torial went on to criticize Congres-
sional efforts to cut foreign aid as a
shortsighted national shame.

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

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I think we all should be
very proud of the work the Committee
on Appropriations has done this year,
and a great measure, to a great degree
the responsibility for the marvelous
work that the committee has been
doing and is doing lies at the office and
in the office of the chairman, and I
want to commend the chairman for his
leadership.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. YOUNG), chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding the
time, and I rise to make just this an-
nouncement, and I would hope that we
can expedite consideration of this rule
and get to the bill and get the bill fin-
ished tonight.

As my colleagues know, the House is
scheduled to leave Washington on next
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Friday for the August recess so the
Members can return to their districts
and spend time with their constituents.
But all the Members know that the
Speaker has stated that if we have not
completed our work on the appropria-
tion bills, as scheduled, that that re-
cess will not go forward until that
work has been completed.

Now the reason that we need to expe-
dite this rule and to finish this bill to-
night is that on tomorrow it is nec-
essary for the committee to take up
the last two bills that it will take up
and present to the House before the
House recesses for the August recess.

So tomorrow we, the Committee on
Appropriations, need all day tomorrow
to deal with those last two bills. Be-
cause of this we cannot be on the floor
with this bill tomorrow, and if the
committee cannot report those last
two bills tomorrow, there is no way to
get them on to the floor next week
prior to the recess taking effect.

So it is essential that we expedite
and get this business done tonight if we
want to go on our August recess as has
been scheduled.

So, other than that, Mr. Speaker, I
ask support for the rule, that we expe-
dite that support, and I ask that we do
the very best we can to expedite this
bill so that we can continue the appro-
priation process, and, Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. DIAZ-
BALART) mentioned that we passed now
10 appropriation bills. The fact is,
counting the supplementals, we have
passed 12 of the appropriation bills and
two conference reports as well. So the
Committee on Appropriations is on
schedule.

b 1600

We can keep on schedule if we expe-
dite tonight.

I thank the gentleman for yielding
me the time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI).

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time. I thank him also for his leader-
ship on many of the issues that are in
the foreign operations bill relating to
child survival and honoring the gospel
of Matthew. I thank the gentleman
from Ohio. I thank the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. DIAZ-BALART) for his par-
ticipation in bringing the rule to the
floor. I have great admiration for him
and for my distinguished chairman of
the full committee and I reluctantly
rise in opposition to the rule.

In our subcommittee, Mr. Speaker,
we had tried very hard to work with
our distinguished Chairman, the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN)
to move along the legislation, to honor
the schedule that our Chairman just
put forth and to not hold up the works.
So we agreed to set some difficulties
off to a later date. This bill is a work
in progress. It is seriously underfunded.

I mention this now because I want to
point out that to have the bill come in

a bipartisan way to the full committee
was a result of bipartisan cooperation;
and cooperation, as my colleagues
know, Mr. Speaker, is a two-way
street. We were disappointed after that
in full committee that $200 million in
this already underfunded bill was
taken out again. But nonetheless, in
the interest of staying on schedule and
moving the legislation along, I urged
my colleagues to support the legisla-
tion in the hope that down the road
there would be additional funding in
the legislation.

This bill is nearly $1.5 billion, $1.3
million less than the administration’s
request and more than $700 million,
less than last year’s bill.

So that is why I was really quite dis-
appointed to learn of the rule, when I,
as ranking member, who had, with my
fellow Democrats on the sub-
committee, cooperated in bringing this
bill forward and not delaying it with
many of the controversies that we have
had in the past. When I as ranking
member went to the Committee on
Rules to request a ranking member’s
prerogative, as I see it, to have an
amendment to this bill, an amendment
that would address the concerns that
many of us have with the Smith
amendment with the Mexico City lan-
guage, but one that would be a sub-
stitute for it. I was very precise in my
request, although I was not insistent
that the bill be in my name, I was in-
sistent that the amendment be in the
form of a substitute. So that when we
ask Members to make this very impor-
tant decision, it would make a dif-
ference.

However, this rule, is something for
everyone and nothing for anyone in
terms of advancing the issue. I almost
have to use the word cynical in describ-
ing it. I think it makes the House look
silly and belittles the importance of
the issue.

The rule limits debate on both
amendments to 20 minutes each. This
is a very important issue, as the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. DIAZ-
BALART) mentioned. It is an issue of
importance and controversy before this
body, so we have two amendments, 20
minutes each, 10 minutes on each side
to debate it, eliminating the possi-
bility of a full and serious debate on
both sides.

It also allows for the consideration of
the Pitts amendment. Now, I as rank-
ing member do not get an amendment,
but this allows for the Pitts amend-
ment as the only other legislative
amendment to be made in order. I am
not sure what criteria the Committee
on Rules uses to choose this one
amendment out of all of the requests
that were made for legislative amend-
ments. My guess would be that because
it once again adds additional restric-
tions to programs designed to help poor
women and children under the guise of
a population-related restriction, that
somehow it takes precedence on the
Republican side than the other pro-
posed amendments.

The truth is, we should not have any
of these legislative amendments in the
bill. They should not be made in order.
This is a repeat. We have been here be-
fore.

I have a great deal of respect for the
makers of these motions. I am very
pleased with the interest in this for-
eign operations bill.

But what I am saying to my col-
leagues is that if we are asked to co-
operate every step of the way, in sub-
committee and full committee to stay
on schedule and cooperate with an un-
derfunded bill for which the White
House has issued a veto threat because
of the Smith amendment and because
of the low funding figure, then one
would think at the very least that the
ranking member would receive her due,
which would be an amendment to this
bill, to trump legislative language
which does not belong in the appropria-
tions bill in the first place.

So that is why I come here with a de-
gree of sadness and disappointment
that once again we have to travel down
this road. When this happened before,
we held up the House with rollcall
votes and this or that. I am not going
to do this now, because this is frankly
tiresome.

What I am going to do is urge my col-
leagues to register their disapproval of
this by voting ‘‘no’’ on the rule, for my
colleagues to do just that; and again, I
wish that we could have had some co-
operation, but apparently, the coopera-
tion is only supposed to come from our
side and not from the Republican side
on this.

So with great regret, I urge a ‘‘no’’
vote.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume to simply say that I am ex-
tremely sorry that our distinguished
colleague from California (Ms. PELOSI)
will not be supporting the rule.

The Committee on Rules made a very
strong effort to be fair. We believe that
we have been fair, that we are fair in
this rule. It is an open rule. The issue
of legislation, not appropriations meas-
ures, is always a difficult one. We do
not like generally in the Committee on
Rules to see, and we usually do not
make in order, legislative proposals for
debate on appropriations bills. Within
this bill, within the context of the bill,
within the text of the bill that came to
us, there are 58 provisions that con-
stitute legislating, many of which, al-
most 30, are unauthorized.

So I am sure the members of the
Committee on Appropriations also rec-
ognize the difficulty of this and they
have to deal with it also on a daily
basis.

What I would like to stress, Mr.
Speaker, is that the rule is fair, that it
is an open rule, that as the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) mentioned,
we do need to be expediting this issue,
moving it forward, and we believe on
the Committee on Rules that we are
doing so in a very fair way.

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



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6651July 29, 1999
Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE).

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

I also want to reiterate my opposi-
tion to the rule for the reasons that
were articulated both by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL) and by
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI). I do want to point to some un-
derlying provisions in the legislation
that I support.

I want to cite several key areas
where the legislation has continued
U.S. support for Armenia’s economic
development, while helping to jump-
start the peace process in Nagorno
Karabagh.

In this time of fiscal restraint, I am
encouraged that the fiscal year 2000
legislation at least ensures that the
same percentage of aid will be made
available to the Republic of Armenia
as was available in fiscal year 1999. It is
important for us to maintain our sup-
port for and partnership with Armenia
as this country continues to make
major strides towards democracy, most
recently evidenced by the May 30 par-
liamentary elections, as well as mar-
ket reforms and increasing integration
with the West. U.S. assistance also
serves to offset the difficulties imposed
on Armenia’s people as a result of
blockades maintained by Azerbaijan
and Turkey, as well as helping regions
of the country to rebuild from the dev-
astating 1988 earthquake.

The legislation also seeks to ensure
the delivery of humanitarian assist-
ance to Nagorno Karabagh. In the fis-
cal year 1998 bill, Congress took the
historic step of providing, for the first
time, U.S. humanitarian assistance to
Nagorno Karabagh. Unfortunately, the
administration has not delivered much
of this assistance and the legislation
today includes language reiterating the
obligation of $20 million in U.S. aid to
Nagorno Karabagh.

Mr. Speaker, the Foreign Operations
Appropriations bill contains language
addressing the need for a negotiated
settlement to the Nagorno Karabagh
conflict. Noting that the important po-
sition of special negotiator for Nagorno
Karabagh is currently vacant, the com-
mittee urged the Secretary of State
‘‘to move forthwith to appoint a per-
manent special negotiator to facilitate
direct negotiations and any other con-
tacts that will bring peace to the long
suffering people of the south
Caucasus.’’

I would point out, Mr. Speaker, that
one of the most positive developments
of late has been the increased and di-
rect contacts between the leaders of
Armenia and Azerbaijan. The President
of the two countries recently met pre-
viously in Geneva, and the surprise an-
nouncement that came out of the
meeting was a tentative agreement to
have Nagorno Karabagh to participate
directly in the next session of face-to-
face talks.

So at this critical juncture we must
get a permanent special negotiator in
place without delay, and I applaud the
members of this subcommittee for in-
cluding this provision in the bill.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I want to ad-
dress one or more amendments that
may be offered under this rule by the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON)
seeking, in various ways, to limit de-
velopment assistance to India. I would
urge my colleagues to oppose these ill-
advised amendments if they come up.

Following the imposition of Glenn
amendment sanctions against India
last year, the USAID program has been
restructured in conformance with the
law to provide only humanitarian as-
sistance to India. If this amendment
were adopted, programs to limit the
spread of HIV/AIDS would have to be
cut as well as basic health services to
mothers and children. Thus, without
achieving any positive policy goals, the
amendment would only serve to punish
some of India’s most vulnerable people
who are currently benefiting from
American humanitarian assistance.

Mr. Speaker, this House has consist-
ently rejected similar Burton amend-
ments over the past few years. Indeed,
2 years ago a similar amendment only
gained the support of 82 Members of
the House, while 342 voted against it;
and last year, no amendment was of-
fered. Both Houses of Congress have
been moving on a bipartisan basis to
lift the Glenn amendment sanctions on
India and Pakistan, and an amendment
like the one proposed by the gentleman
from Indiana would be way out of step
with the progress being made towards
greater cooperation and confidence-
building between the United States and
India.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI).

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I know my
colleagues have heard this before, but I
am not going to use the full 2 minutes.
Hopefully, that will be true.

Mr. Speaker, I think the statement
that was made by the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) is a very in-
teresting one in that he is talking
about the provisions in the bill that re-
late to Armenia and Azerbaijan and
Nagorno Karabagh and how that area
of the world has been dealt with in the
bill. I think it is indicative of the lead-
ership of the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. CALLAHAN) in resolving some of
these controversial issues that come up
in this bill.

We have spent hours overnight on
this bill in subcommittee, full com-
mittee, and on the floor, but in the in-
terests of managing those issues well,
we worked together, made our com-
promises so that the House, the full
House, would be spared some of that
controversy.

That is why, again, I was so dis-
appointed when the rights of the mi-
nority were not respected, and I dis-
agree with my distinguished colleague
whom I respect enormously in his char-

acterization of the bill of the rule as a
fair one, because I do not think it is.
As I say, if we had been coming into
this, fighting to the finish, I could un-
derstand why the majority would want
to suppress the minority, but we have
tried to cooperate every step of the
way, and indeed I have said I would
support the legislation if the Smith
amendment does not pass.

In the interests of trying to support
the bill with the Greenwood amend-
ment as a substitute for the Smith
amendment, that would still enable us
to support the bill; but instead, not
only did they wrench the right of the
minority ranking member to introduce
an amendment, but also put it in the
form that does not solve any problem
except maybe one, to help the majority
pass the rule on their side.

So if they are going to have this un-
fair rule, they are going to have to do
it largely with Republican votes. I urge
my colleagues to vote ‘‘no.’’

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Appropriations.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, first of all,
let me say that with respect to the bill
itself, I think the chairman has tried
to do as much as he could under the
circumstances he faces.
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I honestly believe that before this
bill goes to the President, it is going to
need a significant amount of funding
for the Wye Middle East peace agree-
ment. I think we need to promote that
in every way we can.

I will vote against the rule on this
bill because the rule simply does not
deal with the Mexico City issue in a
fair way.

What the Committee on Rules has
done is to allow a nongermane amend-
ment to be offered by the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH) on the
Republican side of the aisle, and then
it allows a second amendment as an al-
ternative to that to be offered. But in-
stead of being offered as a substitute, it
allows it to be offered as a simulta-
neous amendment.

If both amendments were to be
adopted, for instance, the adoption of
the Greenwood amendment would have
no meaning whatsoever, because under
the way we read statutes around here,
the most limiting language is the only
language that governs. So in essence,
the Committee on Rules has pretended
to give the House a choice between al-
ternatives when in fact it has given no
real opportunity for the Greenwood
amendment to have any meaning what-
soever.

To me, that is disingenuous, it is un-
fair, it is biased, and it means that peo-
ple think they could not win the argu-
ment if they had a fair rule. I do not
think that is the way the greatest par-
liamentary body in the world ought to
act. Therefore, I would strongly urge a
vote against this rule.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6652 July 29, 1999
Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I

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

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Rules
has gone the extra mile. We bring forth
this measure not only with a fair rule,
but an open rule. Any amendment any
Member wants to come up with, as long
as it is germane, can be presented. So
we feel really good about our work. We
ask for the support of the House on
both sides of the aisle for the rule.

Reiterating that, I support this rule,
and urge my colleagues to vote for it.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HEFLEY). Without objection, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the resolu-
tion.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 256, nays
172, not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 348]

YEAS—256

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boswell
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Coble
Collins

Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode

Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe

Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Ose
Oxley
Packard

Paul
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen

Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Wu
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
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Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coburn
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford

Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McGovern
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez

Millender-
McDonald

Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moran (VA)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sherman
Sisisky
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns

Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento

Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner

Wexler
Woolsey
Wynn

NOT VOTING—6

Dicks
Jones (OH)

Martinez
McDermott

Peterson (PA)
Skelton
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Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. HILL of Indi-
ana, Mr. WAXMAN, and Mr. OWENS
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to
‘‘nay.’’

Messrs. DEAL of Georgia, KUCINICH,
KLINK, CRAMER and KANJORSKI
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to
‘‘yea.’’

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the bill (H.R. 2606) making
appropriations for foreign operations,
export financing, and related programs
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2000, and for other purposes, and that I
may include tabular and extraneous
material.

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

There was no objection.
f

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2000

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 263 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2606.
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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. 2606)
making appropriations for foreign op-
erations, export financing, and related
programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. THORNBERRY 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
Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) and the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. PELOSI)
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN).

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



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6653July 29, 1999
Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to open

debate on H.R. 2606, the fiscal year 2000
appropriation bill for foreign oper-
ations, export financing, and other re-
lated programs.

This bill is within the subcommittee
allocation. It contains no emergency
provisions, and it includes no ear-
marks. This bill reflects many prior-
ities requested by Members of both par-
ties, but it gives the President and the
Secretary of State maximum flexi-
bility to support American interests
abroad.

The bill before the House totals
$12.624 billion. Like the past four for-
eign operations bills that I have man-
aged, it is less than the bill that was
enacted into law the previous year. In
this instance, if we discount the emer-
gency funding for Kosovo and Hurri-
cane Mitch, as well as the Inter-
national Monetary Fund, the bill is
still some $200 million less than the
amount enacted for 1999. If we include
all of these items, this bill is $21 billion
less than last year, a reduction of more
than 60 percent, which Mr. Chairman, I
believe is a record.

This bill is almost $2 billion less than
the President’s request, and I under-
stand that he may be requesting addi-
tional funds later this year. The fact is
we have to live within our budget caps
agreed to by the President and the
Congress in 1997. Although foreign aid
represents less than one-half of 1 per-
cent of the Federal budget, $12.6 billion
is the amount we have been allocated,
and this bill reflects the committee’s
best recommendation on how to dis-
tribute that amount.

This bill marks the second year of a
10-year program to phase out economic
assistance to Israel and Egypt. The
committee has rejected the adminis-
tration’s proposal to speed up the

phaseout by 25 percent. At the same
time, we are increasing military aid to
Israel by a smaller amount. I would
note that President Clinton and Prime
Minister Barak now concur with the
plan undertaken by this committee and
the Congress last year.

In the recent supplemental appro-
priation bill, Congress appropriated
$431 million in emergency funds for ref-
ugees in the vicinity of Kosovo. Con-
gress also made a generous provision in
the supplemental for the reconstruc-
tion of the areas of Honduras and Nica-
ragua affected by Hurricane Mitch.

While this bill provides for ongoing
refugee and humanitarian aid programs
worldwide, it does not include any
funds for the long-term reconstruction
of Kosovo and Southeastern Europe.
We agree with President Clinton that
Europe is responsible for that task.

The gentleman from Florida (Chair-
man YOUNG) and I have written the
President reminding him that the ref-
ugee funds were not appropriated by
Congress for long-term reconstruction
efforts in Kosovo.

Having funded refugees and hurricane
reconstruction in the supplemental,
this bill has different priorities.
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Significant increases above last
year’s level are limited to child sur-
vival and a renewed effort to reduce
threats from infectious diseases and
international narcotics trafficking.

Further, we are proud to be leaders
in the global effort to eradicate polio.
Our committee, led by the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI),
has led the way to eliminate the global
spread of HIV/AIDS, and this is espe-
cially important to the future of Afri-
ca.

This year, our committee rec-
ommends more attention to the threat
posed by drug-resistant tuberculosis,
and we recommend greater focus on the
needs of orphans and displaced chil-
dren. Dozens of Members have written
to us about both matters. And, finally,
the committee rejected the President’s
proposal to cut the American donation
to UNICEF, the International Chil-
dren’s Fund.

The committee report contains a
number of recommendations and direc-
tion to the agencies that implement
the activities funded in this bill.

House Report 106–254 encourages con-
tinued economic cooperation with
Latin America, a prime market for
American exports. I will include in the
RECORD a table from pages 15 and 16 of
the report indicating the amount of as-
sistance the bill provides for sub-Saha-
ran Africa, an area of interest to many,
many Members of Congress. I would
also direct attention to the report lan-
guage directed at the management of
AID and at the Inter-American Foun-
dation.

One closing note. This is our 10th
regular appropriations bill this year. In
order to complete our work on time, we
need to finish this bill tonight, how-
ever long it takes. I am aware of rel-
atively few amendments to the four
spending titles of the bill. Most of the
known amendments are limitations
that are taken up at the end of the de-
bate. I reserve the right to seek to
limit time on such amendments. The
managers appreciate Members cooper-
ating in moving this bill to completion
today.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I include for
the RECORD a detailed table showing
the committee’s recommendation.
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ASSISTANCE FOR SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA

Development Assistance .................................. $460,000,000
Child Survival and Disease Prevention ........... 275,000,000
African Development Foundation ..................... 14,400,000
International Disaster Assistance .................... 90,000,000
Peace Corps ..................................................... 54,500,000
Refugee and Migration programs .................... 135,000,000
Debt forgiveness for Africa 1 ........................... 160,000,000
UNICEF 2 ........................................................... 54,000,000
African Development Fund ............................... 100,000,000
International Development Association 3 ......... 283,000,000

Total .................................................... 1,625,900,000
1 $160,000,000 is the total amount of U.S. debt forgiven. The appropria-

tion contained in this bill to cover the costs of debt forgiveness is
$18,000,000.

2 UNICEF dedicated approximately 49 percent of its resources to sub-Sa-
haran Africa in 1999. UNICEF expects this percentage to continue.

3 The IDA–12 replenishment targeted 50 percent of all IDA credits to
sub-Saharan Africa countries.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,
and I wish to begin my remarks on the
fiscal year 2000 foreign operations bill
as I always do by complimenting the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. CAL-
LAHAN) for the manner in which he has
developed this bill.

Given the constraints of a low 302(b)
allocation and the contentious policy
issues that normally weigh this bill
down, he has done an excellent job of
balancing funding and policy consider-
ations. Both the subcommittee and the
full committee markups went as
smoothly as could be expected for this
bill, and that is a testament to his fair-
ness and his bipartisanship.

It is also a tribute to the bipartisan-
ship on the Democratic side of the
aisle, I might add, and I commend my
fellow Members on the Democratic
side. It is a pleasure to work with the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. CAL-
LAHAN) and his Republican colleagues
on this bill.

Having said that, I also want to
make it clear that the total level of
spending in the bill of $12.625 billion is
not adequate to meet our national se-
curity requirements and will, I believe,
seriously impair the President’s ability
to carry out an effective foreign policy.
That is why the administration has put
out a veto threat on the bill, that is
one of the reasons, the underfunding.

I have indicated my support for the
bill on the basis that the chairman has
been judicious in his distribution of the
resources available to him. It will be
necessary at a later time to provide ad-
ditional resources for this bill to en-
able the United States to meet new
challenges and maintain our leadership
around the world. If that does not hap-
pen, I would have to urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’’ at some later date
in order to sustain a presidential veto.

And another issue of contention is
the Smith amendment. If the Smith
amendment passes, and the Mexico
City language is included in this legis-
lation, I would then oppose the bill and
urge my colleagues to do so also.

The bill now contains only $100 mil-
lion of the $1.4 billion requested to sup-
port the Wye River Accords. I would
expect these funds to be included at a
later stage in the process also when

needed to implement the accords.
There is also a need to address addi-
tional resources for other needs, such
as support for the peace implementa-
tion efforts in and around Kosovo, and
for meeting U.S. commitments on debt
restructuring to poor countries.

This is a very high priority for many
of us in the Congress. The bill is, there-
fore, in my view, a work in progress. If
additional resources are not forth-
coming at a later time, I will be urging
those who support this bill at this time
to oppose it.

The total recommendation of $12.625
billion is almost $2 billion below the
President’s request and is $715 million
below last year’s spending level for for-
eign assistance. The programs in the
bill that are most severely underfunded
include the Independent States of the
Former Soviet Union; the Inter-
national Development Association,
IDA, which does so much to assist the
poorest of the poor in Africa and other
places in the world; AID’s operating ex-
penses; Debt Restructuring; the Global
Environmental facility; and the Non-
proliferation, Anti-terrorism, and
Demining account.

On the positive side, the bill includes
$680 million for the Child Survival and
Diseases Program fund, known by us
affectionately within the committee as
the Callahan Account, which will en-
able the expenditure of $145 million to
combat HIV/AIDS, as well as fund in-
creased efforts against tuberculosis and
other childhood diseases, such as mea-
sles and malaria. Of course, we would
like to be doing more, and that is why
we want the funding levels up.

In addition, the bill includes $30 mil-
lion for displaced children, orphans and
blind children, which is an increase
over last year, and I thank the chair-
man for that.

The bill also includes funding for vi-
tamin deficiency programs, polio eradi-
cation, and basic education. Poll after
poll, Mr. Chairman, shows that the
American people support well-directed
humanitarian aid programs that assist
poor children and the poor countries
with basic human needs.

While the bill does not contain a sep-
arate account for African development
assistance, and I wish that it would, it
does maintain last year’s funding level
for Africa. Maintaining last year’s
level is not a victory, but at least it did
not get cut, as other programs have;
and I would hope that as we go forward
with the bill we will have an increase
for Africa. The total, of all accounts,
the bill provides $1.6 billion in assist-
ance to Africa.

With respect to the Independent
States of the Former Soviet Union, the
bill contains $725 million. This is far
too low, well below last year’s level,
and $307 million below the President’s
request. This means serious cuts in the
Expanded Threat Reduction Initiative
and cuts to emerging republics, such as
Armenia and Georgia, and reductions
in programs that support small busi-
nesses, exchanges, and regional initia-

tives, which are also designed to de-
velop a new generation of pro-reform
leaders and institutional partnerships.

Mr. Chairman, the cut to AID’s oper-
ating expenses will scale back nec-
essary security improvements. The
cuts in the nonproliferation account
will limit new initiatives for anti-ter-
rorism, export controls, and demining.

I mention all these, Mr. Chairman, so
that our colleagues will know what the
impact is of the underfunding of this
bill.

It provides only $50 million of the
$143 million for the Global Environ-
mental Facility. In addition, the cuts
in the Development Assistance account
will mean cuts to bilateral and envi-
ronmental programs.

The bill includes only $33 million of
the $120 million requested for debt re-
structuring, and prohibits funding for
the trust fund for the Highly Indebted
Poor Countries, HIPC. This request was
made before the recent historic agree-
ment among the G–7 in Cologne, Ger-
many, which has broad support from
governments, multilateral institutions,
and religious groups. Granting gen-
erous debt restructuring to the world’s
poorest countries, as called for in these
new agreements, will be the most sig-
nificant poverty alleviation action we
can take in a generation. The amounts
currently in the bill do not even put us
on the playing field.

I would hope that we could get it to
a level where we could honor the Jubi-
lee 2000 initiative goal of debt forgive-
ness in the months ahead.

Mr. Chairman, I have been pointing
out some of the deficiencies and some
of the pluses in the bill. In the interest
of time, I will submit the rest of my
statement for the RECORD and just
close by saying that this House takes
pride in providing ample resources to
the defense bill to protect our national
security. The importance of an engaged
foreign policy with the resources to
back it up also protects our national
security.

In that interest, Mr. Chairman, I did
want to just take a moment to ac-
knowledge the tragedy of the plane
that went down in Colombia and ask
for just a moment of recognition for
those brave young men who lost their
lives. I respect their dedication to a
dangerous task and would ask the
House to take a moment to acknowl-
edge their ultimate sacrifice.

Mr. Chairman, President Kennedy
said in his inaugural address in 1961,
and everybody in America knows this
quote, President Kennedy said, ‘‘My
fellow Americans, ask not what our
country can do for you, but what you
can do for your country.’’ But every-
body does not know that the very next
sentence, the very next sentence the
President said, and I was there to hear
him when I was a college student in
Washington, D.C., the very next sen-
tence is, ‘‘My fellow citizens of the
world, ask not what America will do
for you, but what we can do working
together for the freedom of man.’’
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Mr. Chairman, that is what we do in

this bill and, hopefully, what we do in
this Congress is to reach out to help
promote the freedom of man through-
out the world. This embodies what the
bill is about or should be about.

My colleagues, we have an obligation
to move forward together to provide
for a robust foreign assistance program
that enhances our national security.
This bill is a start and it should be sup-
ported, of course, unless the Smith
amendment succeeds. However, we
have a long way to go before the end of
the year to finish the job.

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

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 1 minute to respond to the
gentlewoman from California regarding
her opening comments, and I would
just say to her that I thank her very
much for her very gracious comments.
If I did not know better, Mr. Chairman,
I would swear she was from Alabama,
she is so gracious.

The gentlewoman pointed out many
of the good aspects of the bill. She
noted a couple of things she did not
agree with, but primarily they revolve
around the fact that we cut President’s
Clinton’s request by $2 billion. I would
remind the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia that we have to live within
budget constraints, and that President
Clinton wants to bust the budget. He
can send such a message up here when
we finish the appropriations process,
but we are trying to save Social Secu-
rity, we are trying to make sure Medi-
care is adequately funded, and we are
trying to maintain a balanced budget
at the same time. And I think to come
from the original $10.4 billion to the
$12.6 billion, where we are today, is
right in the middle of compromise,
which is what this body is all about.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from California.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding to me.

I am not from Alabama, Mr. Chair-
man, but if I were, I know my col-
league’s fellow Alabamans would love
to hear me say that we are not spend-
ing enough money on foreign policy,
and we certainly want to prevent an-
other Kosovo and prevent spending bil-
lions of dollars, and we want to save
lives instead of spending money on de-
fense.

This is about our national security.
And, also, we do not need a tax cut.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 31⁄4 minutes to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. PORTER), who is a
member of the subcommittee.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the gentleman from Alabama
for yielding me this time and for his
excellent work in developing this bill.
He and his staff have worked very hard
to meet the numerous concerns of
many Members, including this Mem-
ber.

I believe, Mr. Chairman, that this is
the first time in my 19-year tenure in

Congress where I have not sought to
amend the foreign operations bill at
any point in the process. Since the gen-
tleman from Alabama took over the
helm of the Subcommittee on Foreign
Operations, Export Financing and Re-
lated Programs, he and his staff have
shown great patience in addressing my
concerns, and I truly appreciate this.

I am pleased with the language of
this bill and report supporting the fur-
therance of the peace process among
Armenia, Nagorno-Karabagh and Azer-
baijan. I remain, however, deeply dis-
appointed in the administration’s role
in furthering this peace process.

I also support the committee’s rec-
ommendation of $15 million for Cyprus
and the condemnation of the remarks
made by the leader of the Turkish Cyp-
riots.

I am also very pleased with the com-
mittee’s continued assistance on lim-
iting Guatemala and Indonesia to ex-
panded IMET as well as the commit-
tee’s attention and support of environ-
mental and women’s issues within the
development assistance account.
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Finally, and I will expand on each of
these areas in the remarks I submit for
the RECORD, I strongly support the
committee’s funding for aid to Israel.
We are at a critical and, hopefully,
promising point in the Middle East
peace process. I am hopeful that we
will ultimately be able to fund the Wye
agreement and support Prime Minister
Barak as he actively works toward im-
plementing this agreement and making
new agreements in the peace process.

However, while I support these items
and others in the bill, I remain con-
cerned about the overall funding level.
The United States continues to enjoy
the strongest economy ever, and yet
the money we spend on foreign assist-
ance continues to shrink. We are the
strongest, most economically produc-
tive Nation on Earth; and yet we are
shunning leadership in promoting and
supporting the values we cherish most:
democracy, human rights, and the rule
of law and free markets in other parts
of the world.

Continuing to reduce our support for
foreign assistance activities, in my
judgment, not only wastes previous
U.S. investment but effectively pulls
the rug out from under nongovern-
mental organizations that have worked
for years to build trust and to promote
important programs in the developing
world that have saved lives and im-
proved countless lives.

If we want to encourage others to re-
spect human rights, protect their envi-
ronment, and promote democracy, we
must be engaged. Among bilateral
donor countries, the U.S. provides
among the least in foreign assistance
in comparison to gross domestic prod-
uct. This, in my judgment, is deplor-
able and only shows ignorance towards
the increasing impact that the rest of
the world has on health and produc-
tivity in the United States.

I hope that that trend can be re-
versed as we plan our leadership role in
the world for the next century.

Again, on the whole, I support this
bill and the excellent work of my col-
league from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN).
He was presented with a very difficult
task and has succeeded in rising to the
challenge.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Alabama for his excellent work in
developing this bill. He and his staff have
worked very hard to meet the numerous con-
cerns of many Members, including this Mem-
ber.

I think that this is the first time, in my nine-
teen-year tenure in Congress, where I have
not sought to amend the Foreign Operations
bill at any point in the process. Since the Gen-
tleman from Alabama took over the helm of
the Foreign Operations Subcommittee, he and
his staff have shown great patience in ad-
dressing my concerns and I truly appreciate
this.

In particular, I am pleased with language in
this Bill and Report supporting the furtherance
of the peace process among Armenia,
Nagorno-Karabagh and Azerbaijan. Although it
appeared that forward movement of process
was at a standstill earlier in the year, limited
talks have resumed among the parties and I
hold out hope for a peace agreement.

I remain extremely disappointed in the Ad-
ministration’s role in furthering this peace
process. As indicated in the Committee’s Re-
port, I am appalled that the State Department
would transfer their Special Negotiator to an-
other desk without announcing a replacement.
As Presidents Kocharian and Aliyev hopefully
continue discussions, I hope that the U.S. will
do everything possible to facilitate a lasting
peace.

I also support the Committee’s rec-
ommendation of fifteen million dollars for Cy-
prus and condemnation of the remarks made
by leader of the Turkish Cypriots. This is an-
other serious conflict that Turkey must recog-
nize and the U.S. should work to facilitate
peace on this island.

I am also very pleased with the Committee’s
continued insistence on limiting Guatemala
and Indonesia to expanded-IMET as well as
the Committee’s attention and support of envi-
ronmental and women’s issues within the de-
velopment assistance account.

Finally, I strongly support the Committee’s
funding for aid to Israel. We are at a critical
and hopefully promising point in the Middle
East peace process. It is imperative that the
U.S. continue to support the peace process
and remain solid in its support of the parties.
I am hopeful that we will ultimately be able to
fund the Wye Agreement and support Prime
Minister Barak as he actively works towards
implementing this agreement.

However, while I support these and other
items in this bill, I remain very concerned
about the overall funding level. The United
States continues to enjoy the strongest econ-
omy ever, yet the money we spend on foreign
assistance continues to shrink.

Throughout the history of our country, we
have waged wars and defended other nations
to protect the values we cherish: democracy,
human rights, the rule of law and free mar-
kets. Now, we have arrived at the point of
being the strongest, most economically pro-
ductive nation on Earth—and we are shunning
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leadership in promoting and supporting our
values in other parts of the world.

Some may argue that the U.S. has already
invested enough in the developing world, es-
pecially now, after the conflict in Kosovo. That
is just the point. We have already invested a
great deal which should not be squandered at
this critical time.

The extensive network of international and
community-based non-governmental organiza-
tions that utilize funds from the U.S. Agency
for International Development have finally es-
tablished roots and are making great progress
in improving the lives of millions.

Continuing to reduce our support for these
activities will not only waste previous U.S. in-
vestment but effectively pull the rug out from
under organizations that have worked for
years to build trust and promote important pro-
grams in the developing world. If we want to
encourage others to respect human rights,
protect their environment and promote democ-
racy, we must be engaged.

Among bilateral donor countries, the U.S.
provides among the least in foreign assistance
in comparison to GDP. This is deplorable and
only show ignorance towards the increasing
impact that the rest of the world has on the
health and productivity of the United States. I
hope that this trend can be reversed as we
plan our leadership role in the world for the
next century.

Again, on the whole, I support this bill and
the excellent work for my colleague from Ala-
bama. He was presented with a very difficult
task and has succeeded in rising to the chal-
lenge.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the very
distinguished gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. LOWEY), the leader on the
Subcommittee on Foreign Operations,
Export Financing and Related Pro-
grams.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 2606.

I want to commend both our chair-
man, the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. CALLAHAN), and our ranking mem-
ber, the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. PELOSI), for the hard work they
have put into crafting this bill. I be-
lieve they have done the best they
could with a very bad situation.

Very simply, the allocation handed
down to our subcommittee by the lead-
ership was just too low. In fact, when
we started this process, our allocation
was only $10.3 billion, about $3.4 billion
lower than last year’s enacted level.

The members of our committee, Re-
publican and Democrat alike, made
very clear that a foreign aid bill with
that low an allocation was just not suf-
ficient. And today we are working with
a number that is a full 20 percent high-
er than the original allocation. In fact,
it is $100 million higher than the for-
eign aid bill that passed the House last
year. But by no means does that make
this a great bill. It is still woefully un-
derfunded.

I just want to highlight a few of the
bill’s biggest problems that I hope we
can address in conference. During full
committee markup of this bill, the
leadership pushed through a $200 mil-
lion cut in IDA, the arm of the World

Bank that provides loans to the poor-
est of the poor around the world.

IDA, which is now funded at $226 mil-
lion below the administration’s re-
quested level, provides the World
Bank’s lending on primary health care,
basic education, and microcredit, and a
number of other critical development
programs.

The International Organizations and
Programs account, which includes
funding for the United Nations Devel-
opment Program, is $25 million below
the administration’s request. At this
level, UNDP could not hope to be fund-
ed at anywhere near the $100 million it
received last year.

Underfunding UNDP threatens U.S.
leadership in this critical organization
and hurts UNDP’s efforts to address
some of the world’s development issues
around the world.

This bill does not include the Wye
River Agreement aid package. This aid
package is a critical component of ad-
vancing the Middle East peace process
and preventing violence in the region.

We all have such high hopes for
Prime Minister Barak’s ability to
jump-start the peace process that it
would be foolish of us to turn our backs
on the commitments we made at Wye.

I think it is very clear that the bill
does need some serious work. But it is
important, my colleagues, to pass it
today, send it to conference; and there
we can fix what we believe is wrong.

I fully expect that we shall increase
the level of funding for the full range of
our important foreign assistance pro-
grams, and I will fight hard with my
colleagues for the Wye aid package and
ensure that there are no killer restric-
tions on our international family plan-
ning programs.

If these problems are not fixed before
the final version of the bill is sent to
the White House, the President will
veto it; and we are very concerned that
all the good things in this bill will not
become a reality.

So, my colleagues, for now the right
thing to do is to vote for this bill, move
the process along, and let us hope that
we can correct these inequities which I
have mentioned in the conference and
pass a really good bill.

Again, I thank the chairman and the
ranking member for their work.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gracious gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. LOWEY) for her com-
ments.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
KNOLLENBERG) who is an outstanding
member of our subcommittee.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 2606, the fiscal year 2000
appropriations bill for foreign oper-
ations, export financing, and related
agencies.

As a member of this subcommittee, I
want to commend my good friend from
Alabama (Chairman CALLAHAN) for all

of his hard work. Shepherding this
kind of a bill, an appropriations bill at
that, through this process is not easy.
Yet this man has done it, I think, with
diligence and impartiality. That
speaks highly of the gentleman from
Alabama (Chairman CALLAHAN).

I also want to extend congratulatory
thanks to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. PELOSI), the ranking mem-
ber, who, along with the entire sub-
committee and the staff, has helped to
bring about a bill that has been craft-
ed, I think, to do the best for this coun-
try.

As members of this subcommittee,
we have all worked in a bipartisan
fashion to craft this foreign operations
bill that reflects our Nation’s inter-
national priorities while adhering to
the budget constraints that we face
today.

In addition to addressing the need in
such areas as child survival and inter-
national narcotic control, this bill fo-
cuses funding on our most important
foreign aid priorities and maintains the
integrity of our vital national security
needs.

This bill again highlights congres-
sional concern over North Korea and
the dangerous activities of this rogue
nation. Despite the 1994 Agreed Frame-
work and North Korea’s commitment
to end its nuclear program, Pyongyang
remains determined to develop weap-
ons of mass destruction and the deliv-
ery systems that threaten ourselves
and our allies.

In fact, even the administration ac-
knowledges that next month North
Korea is planning to test a missile ca-
pable of reaching U.S. territory. If this
test proves successful, it will be the
first time in our history that a rogue
nation will have the capability to de-
liver a warhead within U.S. borders.

The risk to the United States inher-
ent in this capability is unacceptable,
and this bill takes strong action to ad-
dress it.

The 1994 Agreed Framework with
North Korea, I believe, has failed, leav-
ing Americans less secure today than
they were 5 years ago. We are now
forced to face the dangerous con-
sequences of North Korea’s broken
commitments. Before another dime of
U.S. taxpayer money is spent on this
flawed agreement, North Korea must
live up to its end of the bargain.

The U.S. must send a strong signal
by conditioning any aid to North Korea
on real and verifiable proof that it has
ended its dangerous ballistic missile
and nuclear programs.

The bill also maintains the U.S. com-
mitment to the Middle East peace
process, as has been noted, and our
long-standing ally, Israel. It provides
resources for the resettlement of
former Soviet, East European and
other refugees in Israel. This refugee
resettlement program provides initial
food, clothing, and shelter to Jewish
migrants fleeing from areas of distress.

I am proud of the role that Congress
has taken to provide those in need with
the means to begin a new life in Israel.
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In addition, while U.S. support for

peace in the Middle East is reaffirmed,
the bill contains a historic effort to
eliminate the region’s long-standing
reliance on U.S. economic aid.

I would also like to highlight provi-
sions of this bill that deal with the on-
going conflict in the Caucasus. Unfor-
tunately, many Americans do not
know the history of this small, trou-
bled region of the former Soviet Union;
but this conflict will continue to have
a direct impact on the interest of both
its neighboring countries and the
United States.

I am proud to have worked with the
subcommittee to craft a productive,
positive approach that will facilitate
the peace process in the Caucasus and
reinforce the U.S. role as an unbiased
mediator in the peace process.

Despite the lack of broad recogni-
tion, each of us has a vested interest in
the outcome of the Caucasus. U.S. in-
terest can best be served through swift
and meaningful resolution to the con-
flicts plaguing this troubled region.
And that is precisely the approach that
this bill takes.

By pursuing meaningful, confidence-
building measures between Armenia,
Azerbaijan, and Nagorno Karabagh and
also keeping the administration fully
engaged in this part of the world, we
may finally see this region free of
bloodshed and conflict and rich with
prosperity and opportunity.

The subject of foreign aid often
sparks heated debate on this floor.
While we all have strong opinions
about a number of programs, I would
ask my colleagues not to let heated
discussions about details keep us from
the business at hand. We need to unite
behind this fair bill that will maintain
U.S. leadership and strengthen our in-
fluence across the globe.

I ask for Members on both sides of
the aisle to support this bill.

Again, I want to thank the chairman,
the staff, the ranking member for all of
the effort they have made in an ex-
traordinary fashion.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the very
distinguished gentlewoman from
Michigan (Ms. KILPATRICK), a member
of the subcommittee.

(Ms. KILPATRICK asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Chairman, I
want to first start off thanking the
gentleman from Alabama (Chairman
CALLAHAN) and his staff for working
with us in a bipartisan way. And a spe-
cial thanks to my ranking member, the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI), who has certainly shown her
leadership and allowed me to partici-
pate in the process adequately.

This bill before us today, this foreign
operations bill, I am told sometimes
takes a day and a half and hours to
complete. As my first year on this sub-
committee, I found that working with
the chairman and ranking member and
working with the two sides to be quite
enjoyable as well as educational.

While I support the bill and have in
committee, I always said that it was
underfunded. And we said that from
our side of the aisle. I say to the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN),
although we respect his hard work, we
believe it is underfunded.

The gentleman from Illinois (Chair-
man PORTER) in his earlier remarks
stated that this country still provides
less foreign aid around the world than
any of the other developed GA coun-
tries in the world. We can do better.

But I want to commend our chairman
and ranking member for increasing our
appropriations to Africa for the first
time, a continent with over 750 million
people who are in dire need.

Some of the poorest of the poorest
countries, as said by Mr. Wolfensohn
earlier this week as we had breakfast
with him, President of the World Bank,
debt relief, yes, they need it. But it is
not a panacea. What they need is edu-
cation and health services and other
kinds of attention paid to their coun-
try so that their people and their chil-
dren can come up into the 21st century.

It is important that as we move this
foreign operations bill forward we let
everyone know that, yes, it is a good
bill and it was worked on bipartisanly,
but it does still need more funding.

We are very concerned about the $200
million that was cut from full appro-
priations from the IDA account, which
again is money that goes to the poorest
of the poorest nations so that those
children and those nations can be edu-
cated, can have the health services
that they need.

We are concerned about the Smith
amendment that will be coming up this
afternoon. It is unfair. We hope that it
will not be attached to this wonderful
bill that we have worked out to date.

HIV–AIDS, a curse as we move to the
21 century, devastating the African
continent today, India tomorrow, the
U.S., and countries around this world.
Will we do our part as American citi-
zens, the finest country in the world, to
provide the assistance, the education,
the treatment, the research that we
know to get rid of this dreaded disease?

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) for his
leadership and the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. PELOSI), the ranking
member, for her concern and her lead-
ership as we work in a bipartisan way.

This Congress can work on good leg-
islation bipartisanly when we work to-
gether and commit to doing that.
Thanks to the staffs. Thanks to our
ranking member.

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

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gracious
gentlewoman from Michigan (Ms. KIL-
PATRICK) for her comments and I tell
my colleagues that it has been a pleas-
ure working with a Member of Con-
gress who has grasped this complicated
system of legislation that we have here
in the United States Congress in a very
short period of time, never forsaking

her principles, but at the same time
understanding and working toward bi-
partisan agreement on every issue that
she can.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
GILMAN) the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Foreign Operations, Ex-
port Financing and Related Programs.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to commend the
efforts of the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. CALLAHAN) the distinguished
chairman of the Subcommittee on For-
eign Operations, Export Financing and
Related Programs for especially oper-
ations, and his staff and the members
of the Subcommittee on Foreign Oper-
ations for their efforts in drawing at-
tention to the critical economic situa-
tion affecting our friends in the Bal-
kans.

Most of us are proud of the coopera-
tion and joint efforts we have made to
provide funding and support for the re-
gional programs that aid those most in
need. The economic challenges facing
that region have only been exacerbated
by recent events in Kosovo.

b 1715

As the NATO forces continue their
efforts to stabilize the peace in Kosovo,
it is also imperative to look beyond the
end of the conflict. We need to work to
find programs that will help restore
the economic foundation of these na-
tions and, more importantly, to help
restore the economic foundation that
will enable the refugees to rebuild
their lives.

Permit me to draw my colleagues’ at-
tention to a particular effort that has
demonstrated great potential to help
restore the economic foundation to
these front-line Balkan states.

The Rochester Institute of Tech-
nology started a program 2 years ago
called the American College of Man-
agement and Technology. Located in
Dubrovnik, Croatia, this college has
enjoyed great success in introducing
new training and educational opportu-
nities for the residents of the front-line
states in tourism and management.

The program has been at capacity
since it began. It focuses on a coopera-
tive work experience that places stu-
dents with world renowned organiza-
tions. This cooperative experience ob-
jective is to facilitate the infusion into
the workforce of people who are edu-
cated in American economic values and
work ethic, and through them speed
the shift to contemporary entrepre-
neurial practices and, in turn, enhance
the economic growth of the region.

Building upon the successes in their
program, the ACMT has plans to ex-
pand the program to provide support to
young refugees from Albania, Kosovo,
Montenegro and Macedonia, thereby
giving them a brighter future and the
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ability to help rebuild their homeland
states. I would like to commend the
college for its efforts in establishing
that program. It truly merits Federal
support.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask
the distinguished gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. CALLAHAN), chairman of the
Subcommittee on Foreign Operations,
Export Financing and Related Pro-
grams, to comment on this fine pro-
gram.

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

Mr. GILMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Alabama.

Mr. CALLAHAN. I thank the gen-
tleman from New York for his kind
words. I would encourage USAID to re-
view proposals to fund a Federal part-
nership with the college that would
allow for the expansion of this program
to address some of the training needs
of the refugees from Kosovo, Monte-
negro and Macedonia.

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentleman
for his support of this initiative. I
would hope that in conference with the
Senate on the fiscal year 2000 bill, we
would carefully review their proposal
for a $2.5 million program that would
help the economic recovery of this re-
gion.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I can
assure the chairman of the Committee
on International Relations that I will
do the best I can to bring this proposal
to the attention of AID.

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the distin-
guished gentleman for his assurances
and support.

Mr. Chairman, I am also pleased to
note in this bill that there is full fund-
ing of the administration’s request for
international narcotics control, and in
particular the report language sup-
porting the badly needed supply plane
for the dedicated Colombian National
Police antidrug unit so that they can
maximize the use of the Black Hawk
utility helicopters soon to be delivered
to them.

I also note that the committee is
critical of the intelligence service in
Peru in the INL account, but it should
be noted that little if any money has
gone to that particular entity in their
fight against drugs. It would be a mis-
take to overlook the fact that Peru in
the last few years has reduced coca
production by nearly 60 percent to end
their long-held world leadership in
coca production.

With regard to narcotics eradication,
I note that the Senate bill has follow-
on funding for the mycoherbicide drug
eradication initiative that I believe
holds a long-term potential to save bil-
lions of dollars and thousands of lives.
I hope that in conference we will sup-
port the $10 million provided by the
Senate for that program in fiscal year
2000.

Again, I want to commend the chair-
man and ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Foreign Operations, Ex-
port Financing and Related Programs
for their outstanding work on this
measure.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FARR).

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentlewoman for
yielding me this time.

I rise in a moment of passion, passion
for the greatest aid that this country
gives countries in need all over the
world, and that is the passion I have
for the United States Peace Corps.

Peace Corps volunteers serve at the
invitation of host countries. Guess
what? Countries want more Peace
Corps. About 6,000 volunteers are cur-
rently serving in about 80 countries.

Last year, in this country, 150,000
U.S. citizens inquired about whether
they could serve in the United States
Peace Corps. For my friends on the
other side of the aisle who are supply
siders, this is very simple. The demand
is there and the supply is there. What
stands between that demand and that
supply is the budget of the United
States Congress and how much we will
appropriate to the Peace Corps. Guess
what? What we have appropriated is
not enough.

I thank the chairman of the sub-
committee. The gentleman from Ala-
bama is a good listener. He is pro-
ducing a good bill, it is a work in
progress, and we are going to make it
better. He has done a better job than
our colleagues in the other house.

I just got out of a cab in D.C. I came
from a Peace Corps good-bye to the di-
rector, Mark Gearan. The cab driver
said, ‘‘I’m in the United States because
I had two teachers in Ethiopia, Peace
Corps volunteers. The gift I’m going to
give back is my son who is an Amer-
ican citizen who is going to serve in
the Peace Corps.’’

On behalf of returning Peace Corps
volunteers who are now Members of
Congress, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. HALL), the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. PETRI), the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS), the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WALSH)
and myself, we ask that you try to add
more, at least what the Peace Corps
asked for and what they need.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
would first like to commend the gen-
tleman for his comments and for his
hard work, especially in Central Amer-
ica, and also commend Mark Gearan
who is retiring as the head of the Peace
Corps. I think Director Gearan has
done an outstanding job.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Montana (Mr.
HILL).

Mr. HILL of Montana. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time. Let me echo my comments
on the fine work the gentleman from
Alabama has done on this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to express
my support for a counterdrug initiative
that would be funded through the State
Department Bureau of International
Law Enforcement Affairs. This initia-
tive uses naturally occurring
mycoherbicides to eradicate illicit

drug crops at their source. It was sup-
ported in the Senate Foreign Oper-
ations bill. I know that the gentleman
from Alabama is familiar with this pro-
gram.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Yes, I am.
Mr. HILL of Montana.

Mycoherbicides are safe and they do
not kill other crops as do the chemicals
that are currently being used in coun-
tries in Latin America. I ask that the
gentleman from Alabama take into ac-
count the positive impact this initia-
tive will have on the environment as
well as our war on drugs as he con-
siders this issue in conference.

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

Mr. HILL of Montana. I yield to the
gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Yes, I am aware of
the potential of this program to fight
narcotics. As the gentleman knows,
with my support Congress provided $10
million for this purpose in the emer-
gency supplemental bill earlier this
year. I am hopeful that the State De-
partment will soon obligate those
funds so that this important research
can be undertaken expeditiously.

Mr. HILL of Montana. I thank the
gentleman from Alabama.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. JACKSON), a
distinguished member of the Sub-
committee on Foreign Operations, Ex-
port Financing and Related Programs.

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today to commend the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN)
and the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. PELOSI) and other members of the
Subcommittee on Foreign Operations,
Export Financing and Related Pro-
grams of the Committee on Appropria-
tions for the bipartisan, collegial spirit
evident during our hearings and the
subcommittee markup. As a new mem-
ber of the subcommittee, I feel privi-
leged to have worked with such a fine
group of members.

We all know this is a very difficult
budget year and I am grateful to the
gentleman from Alabama for his even-
handed approach to drafting the For-
eign Operations bill. Although I would
have liked to see additional funding to
be provided for Africa in the bill, at the
very least funding for Africa was main-
tained at a freeze. Many of my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle will
agree that for us to maintain our posi-
tion as a global leader, we must con-
tinue to lead the world in assisting
those countries that need the most
help.

I am concerned, however, about three
particular areas of this bill, the Devel-
opment Fund for Africa in the Develop-
ment Assistance section of the bill; the
Africa Development Bank; and the Af-
rica Development Fund. I am most dis-
appointed that the bill does not fulfill
the administration’s and my request to
reinstate the Development Fund for Af-
rica as a separate line item as it was
several years ago. Many nations on the
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continent of Africa are making unprec-
edented progress toward democratic
rule and open markets and with the
Development Fund for Africa included
as a separate account, funding would
be assured to remain focused on the
long-term problems and development
priorities of our African partners.

Although there have been numerous
concerns in the past about manage-
ment of the Africa Development Bank,
I know that strides have been made. I
feel it is unwise to completely zero out
funding for the bank at this time when
they are working diligently to address
the management problems.

I am encouraged that the Africa De-
velopment Fund received a level allo-
cation from last year. However, the Af-
rica Development Fund helps the poor-
est of the poor countries, and I had
hoped that the committee would have
provided a higher number.

I cannot stress enough how much I
have enjoyed working this year on this
Subcommittee on Foreign Operations,
Export Financing and Related Pro-
grams and I look forward to future
work with my colleagues as we address
the problems and concerns of the devel-
oping world.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Alabama for his outstanding job and
the gentlewoman from California, and I
want to encourage all of my colleagues
in light of these amendments to follow
the gentlewoman from California on
these votes.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. HAYES).

(Mr. HAYES asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the bill. I thank the
gentleman from Alabama and the gen-
tlewoman from California for their
diligence and their efforts on our be-
half.

I have an amendment which would
withhold funding for the introduction
of our Armed Forces into hostile situa-
tions unless the situation represents a
clear threat to our strategic national
interest. This amendment reflects the
foreign policy that successfully guided
our Nation through the Cold War.
Based on a set of six firm principles,
this policy was designed by President
Reagan’s Secretary of Defense Caspar
Weinberger. The rule today does not
allow me to offer this amendment, but
I will ask that it be printed in the
RECORD.

Just 1 month ago, Air Force Chief of
Chief General Michael Ryan explained
to Congress that while the Air Force
could meet our Nation’s emergency
needs, its short-term operations tempo
had to be greatly reduced. This is one
of many reports of degradation in our
force’s readiness that are common be-
cause of the widening gap between our
Nation’s global security obligations
and the resources provided to meet
these obligations. Every Member in
this body knows that under this admin-

istration, we are increasingly asking
our men and women to do more with
less.

Fortunately, this Congress recog-
nized that our forces are stretched to
the limit and are on the brink of ex-
haustion. We recently took the much
needed step of increasing our budget to
address the services’ long list of crit-
ical unfunded requirements. We must
also review and scale down an Amer-
ican foreign policy which is increas-
ingly expansive.

There is no doubt that the United
States is the anchor for the world’s de-
mocracies. We proudly accept this re-
sponsibility and seek to promote the
American ideal of freedom in every
corner of the world. Unfortunately over
the past decade, fulfilling our security
obligations has become confused with a
policy of policing the world. It is not
the responsibility of the United States
and her forces, nor should it be, to ex-
tinguish every political flare-up around
the globe.

This administration continues its at-
tempts to reduce our force structure, it
increases our military’s operational
tempo and involvement around the
world. Over the past 8 years, our forces
have endured a rate of deployment
never before experienced in our Na-
tion’s history. Our men and women in
uniform have been called to arms for
‘‘operational events’’ no less than 26
times since 1991 as compared to 10
times in the previous 30 years. The
number of missions is almost count-
less. From Somalia to Haiti, Rwanda
to Bosnia and most recently Kosovo,
this administration has placed Amer-
ican men and women in harm’s way
without a defined objective. This fly-
by-the-seat-of-our-pants form of diplo-
macy is extremely dangerous, particu-
larly when the lives of Americans are
at stake.

Secretary Weinberger wisely taught
this Nation that American idealism
does not always reflect our national se-
curity. While we seek to undermine po-
litical oppression and overthrow polit-
ical tyranny, we cannot, in every in-
stance, commit American force. We
simply do not have the resources and,
quite frankly, it is not our place. This
policy is also counterproductive be-
cause it discourages our allies and oth-
ers from paying their share and playing
their part.

Secretary Weinberger provided us a
model that would prevent seemingly
reckless military deployments. I be-
lieve it should be dusted off and used
again by this administration and ad-
ministrations to come. The Weinberger
Doctrine calls for the engagement of
our forces only: In defense of our own
vital interests; with a clear intention
of winning; with defined objectives;
with continual reassessment of the
conditions and our goals; with the
overwhelming support of the American
people and the Congress; and as a last
resort.

To many Americans this may seem
elementary. In fact, most Americans

believe these six premises compose the
guiding principles that underscore our
current foreign policy. As all of us
know, this is unfortunately not the
case.

Mr. Chairman, I will not offer the
amendment today, but I am committed
to returning the Weinberger Doctrine
to American foreign policy, and I in-
tend to offer it in the future. I encour-
age all of my colleagues to review this
doctrine, support it, and would urge
the administration to adopt it.

Mr. Chairman, I include the amend-
ment I would have offered, as follows:

AMENDMENT TO H.R. 2606, AS REPORTED

OFFERED BY MR. HAYES OF NORTH CAROLINA

Page 116, after line 5, insert the following:
ADHERENCE TO A CONSISTENT POLICY WITH RE-

SPECT TO THE INTRODUCTION OF UNITED
STATES ARMED FORCES INTO HOSTILE SITUA-
TIONS

SEC. ll. None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this Act may
be made available for the introduction of
United States Armed Forces into hostilities
or into situations where imminent involve-
ment in hostilities is clearly indicated by
the circumstances unless such introduction
meets the following requirements:

(1) The introduction of Armed Forces ad-
heres to the ‘‘Weinberger Doctrine’’, the phi-
losophy of former Secretary of Defense
Caspar Weinberger, which states—

(A) such introduction of Armed Forces
should take place only if the vital national
interests of the United States are in jeop-
ardy;

(B) the commitment to introduce the
Armed Forces should be framed around
clearly defined political and military objec-
tives;

(C) prior to such introduction of Armed
Forces, there should exist a reasonable as-
surance that the President will have the sup-
port of the people of the United States and
their elected representative in Congress for
such introduction;

(D) such introduction of Armed Forces
should be a last resort;

(E) such introduction of Armed Forces
should be done wholeheartedly and in a man-
ner by which the Armed Forces have an over-
whelming superiority so that a swift victory
is virtually certain; and

(F) the President should continually reas-
sess and, if necessary, readjust the commit-
ment to introduce the Armed Forces if con-
ditions and objectives invariably change
after such introduction; and

(2) The President, after the mission of the
Armed Forces has been defined and the
Armed Forces have been introduced, allows
senior general officers of the Armed Forces
to carry out the mission in an unhindered
manner.
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Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1

minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. HOEFFEL), a new Member
to Congress, but a great champion for
our country.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding
this time to me and appreciate her
kind words.

Mr. Chairman, in this bill we should
be supporting international family
planning and opposing efforts to gag or
block international family planning
because those efforts will surely lead to
more unintended pregnancies. Accord-
ingly, I rise to oppose the Smith
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amendment and to support the Green-
wood-Lowey amendment.

The amendment to be offered by the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) would gag foreign nongovern-
mental organizations in the private ac-
tions they take as private organiza-
tions to spend private money to pursue
their goals. The amendment to be of-
fered by the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. SMITH) is unnecessary, at least
as it affects United States money,
which is already prohibited from these
uses, as Greenwood-Lowey would con-
tinue.

It is wrong to stifle public debate in
this way. It is micromanagement. The
real target is family planning.

The amendment to be offered by the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) would make it harder to con-
duct family planning, to avoid unin-
tended pregnancies. It is a mistake; it
should be opposed. Greenwood-Lowey
should be supported.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his important state-
ment, and I yield 1 minute to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Maine (Mr.
BALDACCI).

(Mr. BALDACCI asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to take this opportunity to express my
strong support for the Seeds of Peace
International Camp, located in my con-
gressional district and its related pro-
grams. This innovative program takes
Arab and Israeli teenagers from the
Middle East to a small camp in rural
Maine to teach them communication
teamwork, conflict resolution skills.
Since it opened in 1993, more than a
thousand young people have graduated,
and 400 more will be completing the
program this summer. I have been to
this camp and met with these children,
and I can unequivocally say that this
camp deserves this body’s full support.
The cultural connections and friend-
ships forged in Maine will last a life-
time.

Seeds of Peace is a small but growing
force of hope amidst the hatred and de-
spair that has for all too long mired re-
lations between the nations of the Mid-
dle East. While the current peace proc-
ess is critically important to achieving
peace in the region, Seeds of Peace will
create an environment that will sus-
tain a lasting peace because it will
mend differences in fostering under-
standing where it counts most, be-
tween individuals.

I am pleased that, year by year, this innova-
tive and desperately needed program is gain-
ing political and financial support. I strongly
support public funding for the International
camp and its other programs as they are
clearly one of the best uses of our foreign aid
dollars. I am pleased with the report language
contained in this bill supporting this program.

I thank Chairman CALLAHAN and Ranking
Member PELOSI for their support of this pro-
gram which gives these future leaders the
tools they need to forge a lasting peace in the
Middle East. Thank you.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Ms. BROWN) for the purpose of en-
gaging in colloquy with the distin-
guished chairman, the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN).

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
will yield an additional 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from Florida.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from Florida is recognized for 2 min-
utes.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to engage in a colloquy
with the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
CALLAHAN). I want to take a moment
to raise the issue of American pris-
oners being held overseas.

I want to commend the chairman for
including language in this report that
required the Secretary of State to re-
port on whether American citizens
have not been able to receive fair trials
in Ecuador as well as the evaluation of
whether foreign assistance to Ecuador
has an impact on the lawfulness of the
Ecuador justice system.

As the gentleman is aware, Mr.
Chairman, I have visited Ecuador three
times in the past 2 years, and the dis-
regard for fair or even speedy trials
have become a crisis in this country. I
am very disturbed that many people,
especially Americans, are asked to pay
bribes to ensure innocent finding. One
American in particular, Mr. Jim Wil-
liams of Jacksonville Beach, has had
very little chance at justice since he
was imprisoned almost 3 years ago. His
family have struggled to help Mr. Wil-
liams get a fair trial, but they have
faced a maze of corruption in addition
to unreliable policy and a justice sys-
tem that does not function.

This is a very complicated problem
that affects many Americans in Ecua-
dor. However, a big part of the solution
involves the United States. I hope this
report will help our government under-
stand the limitations of the Ecuador
justice system as well as the far-reach-
ing impact of our drug policy on coun-
tries like Ecuador. With limited re-
sources and corruption in judiciary, I
look forward to learning the results of
this study and thank my colleague for
its inclusion in this report.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. BROWN of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman from Florida
for her concern about Mr. Williams’
plight in Ecuador, and I certainly share
her concerns. We have expressed our
discontent with the administration’s
handling of the Williams case. I have
met with the Williams family. We need
a quick, fair judicial resolve, to this
issue; and I certainly will support the
gentlewoman in any endeavor that we
can undertake to make certain that
this gentleman receives a fair trial in
an expeditious manner.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Ala-
bama.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. BROWN of Florida. I yield to the
gentlewoman from California.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I want
to tell the gentlewoman that the gen-
tleman from Alabama has been atten-
tive to this issue. Indeed, we visited
Ecuador and spoke to the authorities
there, the U.S. counsel there, about
this subject. So when the gentleman
says he is looking into it, as my col-
leagues know, indeed he is.

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

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to recognize and address the
continued contributions made by the
Republic of Croatia. Croatia emerged
from years of oppressive Communist
control in 1991 and approved a new con-
stitution and elected a parliament.
Croatia’s modern parliamentary de-
mocracy is charged with guaranteeing
fundamental human rights, freedom of
expression and respect for private prop-
erty. Croatia has also been a loyal and
valuable ally of the United States, as
we have recently witnessed during the
Kosovo crisis. Having a reliable partner
in the strategic and volatile region of
southeastern Europe can only help to
prevent future crises and aggression.

Croatia deserves commendation for
its clear desire to stand with the
United States and the West, as evi-
denced by its support of U.S.-NATO
policy in the Balkans including S–4 and
Operation Allied Force.

People, few people, realize how help-
ful Croatia was during NATO’s Oper-
ation Allied Force. Croatia closed its
oil pipelines to Yugoslavia, which was
later recognized as a key element in
Milosevic’s decision to surrender. Cro-
atia opened its airspace and its ports
for NATO’s unrestricted use. Croatia
also emerged as one of the most vocal
advocates for stability in southeastern
Europe during the negotiations and on
the newly launched stability pact for
that region.

Croatia meets all the requirements
for partnership for peace especially re-
garding defense related cooperation,
perhaps even more so than some of its
current members. Croatia should be
evaluated for membership in the part-
nership for peace at the earliest pos-
sible opportunity. I believe that the
United States should work closely with
Croatia to ensure that every oppor-
tunity is provided.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the very distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BERMAN),
a member of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations and a champion on
human rights throughout the world.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the gentleman from California an
additional minute.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California is recognized for five
minutes.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my friend from California for yielding
me this time.
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First, I would like to just say that

the chairman and the ranking member
and the entire Subcommittee on For-
eign Operations, Export Financing and
Related Programs have done an incred-
ible job of trying to put together an eq-
uitable bill under really outrageous
conditions where they have been told
that they have a funding limit which
constitutes a $2 billion reduction over
the administration’s request; a $700
million reduction over this year’s ap-
propriated level; and many, many bil-
lions of dollars in reductions over what
funding levels were several years ago.
So, I have no argument with the bill
that they have presented, given the
cards that they were dealt.

I am here to urge support for the bill
and an aye vote on final passage, but I
do have to say that two things could
make me change my mind if the bill
came back from conference committee:
one, with inadequate funding levels,
without some relief from the condi-
tions under which the Committee on
International Relations were required
to put this bill; and, secondly, were the
amendment to be offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH) to
be adopted.

In either one of those cases, I would
think that at conference when the bill
comes back from conference we should
take a second look at this question,
and my hope is that the administra-
tion, working with the appropriators,
will deal with some of the critical
shortfalls that do exist in this bill.

And at the same time I have to say
the bill fully funds the Camp David
countries, Israel and Egypt; it provides
a partial funding for Jordan under the
Wye request. It is our understanding
that the Wye request and the appro-
priations which I consider critically
important will be dealt with at the
time of the conference committees,
whether they come from the 150 or the
050 account; but somewhere in the con-
text of all of this, before this Congress
leaves this year, we think it is very im-
portant that that should be funded.
The increase in funding for child sur-
vival programs even in the context of
the severe limitations is badly needed;
the same with UNICEF.

So I think there is a lot of important
provisions in this bill. There are a lot
of deficiencies. The gentlewoman from
California has touched on a number of
them. I would like to see more money
in the refugee and migration assistance
account, Peace Corps is underfunded, a
number of other provisions; but I will
not belabor that at this point.

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

Mr. BERMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Alabama.

Mr. CALLAHAN. As my colleagues
know, I think the gentleman from Cali-
fornia is a super individual and I have
expressed that to him on many occa-
sions. But let me remind my colleague
the only way we can balance the budg-
et, the only way we can save Medicare,
the only way we can save Social Secu-

rity is to cut back on spending, and
that also means foreign affairs, foreign
aid.

So I appreciate the gentleman’s
philosophy.

Mr. BERMAN. Reclaiming my time, I
say to the gentleman from Alabama I
think he is super too, but I have to say
if America is going to maintain its
leadership in the world, a number of
things have to happen. If we are going
to continue to try and promote democ-
racy and respect for human rights and
development of human potential
around the world, we have to put re-
sources into this. I do not believe for a
second that funding the foreign assist-
ance at the level the administration
has requested will in any way hurt our
ability to continue to balance our
budget, save Social Security, reform
Medicare, and do the other things we
need to do. This is small potatoes in
the context of the whole budget, and
let me just add one thing.

The problem is we get ourselves into
a cycle. Originally, the Committee on
Foreign Operations was given an in-
credibly low allocation of $10.4 billion.
The chairman with his valiant efforts,
I assume, all of a sudden that level was
$12.6 billion. That is much better, but
our colleagues keep lowering, dashing
our expectation so much.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. BERMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Alabama.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman. First of all we
cannot resolve this issue over whether
or not an additional increase in foreign
aid would jeopardize Social Security
and Medicare. We just want to make
certain it does not. But I will be happy
to sit down one evening with the gen-
tleman for as much as 3 or 4 hours to
discuss this issue as to whether or not
foreign aid ought to be increased even
at the expense of jeopardizing Social
Security and Medicare. I think it
would make an interesting conversa-
tion, and I would invite the gentleman
to sit down with me one evening in the
near future for several hours to discuss
this issue.

Mr. BERMAN. Reclaiming my time, I
appreciate the gentleman’s offer. I plan
to take him up on it. We can go either
way in terms of this conversation.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATERS).

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to thank the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. PELOSI) for her tremen-
dous efforts on behalf of all the peoples
of the world. She really does do a great
job serving as ranking member on the
Committee on Appropriations, and let
me just say I have appreciation for ev-
erything that I have heard today about
the bipartisan efforts, and I understand
the limitations that my colleagues
were working within.
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However, that does not ease my pain

nor satisfies my criticism of what is
not happening for Africa.

This bill completely eliminates fund-
ing for the highly indebted poor coun-
tries, the initiative that provides debt
relief to countries that desperately
need it. The governments of heavily in-
debted poor countries have been forced
to make drastic cuts in basic services
such as health and education in order
to make payments on their debts. This
administration requested $120 million.
This bill allocates $33 million and zero
for PIP pick.

As the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Domestic and Inter-
national Monetary Policy of the House
Committee on Banking and Financial
Services, I am working to improve the
HIPC initiative. I have introduced H.R.
2232, the Debt Relief and Development
in Africa Act of 1999. This bill would re-
lieve the debts of sub-Saharan African
countries and target the savings from
debt relief to HIV/AIDS treatment and
prevention, health care, education and
poverty reduction programs. I am also
a cosponsor of H.R. 1095, the Debt Re-
lief for Poverty Reduction Act of 1999
which would expand the HIPC initia-
tive.

Also, the Foreign Operations Appro-
priations bill also cuts funding for the
African Development Fund which pro-
vides low-interest loans to poor coun-
tries in Africa and completely elimi-
nates funding for the African Develop-
ment Bank, which provides market-
rate loans to qualifying African coun-
tries.

Furthermore, the bill cuts refugee as-
sistance by $266 million below this
year’s budget. Well, I guess if we take
out the money for Kosovo, we cut it by
$20 million below this year’s level.
There are 6 million refugees and inter-
nally displaced people in Africa today.
Sadako Ogata, the United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees, is com-
plaining.

So if I was the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BERMAN), I would be happy
because Israel and Egypt got its fund-
ing. Africa still lags far behind, and
every year I must get up and do this
until Africa is treated fairly.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for her remarks and
for her leadership on the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services on all
of the issues relating to debt relief and
AIDS.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
very distinguished gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS).

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I
rise to applaud the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. PELOSI) for her tireless
work against the scourge of HIV/AIDS,
a disease which has not only plagued
and crippled American society but the
global community as well. Nearly 33
million people worldwide are infected
with HIV/AIDS. Ninety percent of them
live in Africa, Asia, and Latin America.
However, 90 percent of the resources
spent on prevention and care are de-
voted to people in industrialized coun-
tries. The funding provided in this bill
is just a drop in the bucket compared
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to the funding needed to address this
deadly crisis developing in these coun-
tries.

I am encouraged that the committee
has provided $141 million for inter-
national HIV prevention and care, a $20
million increase over last year’s fund-
ing level. As such, I hope that in the
future, we will make an even stronger
commitment to this fight.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) has 3
minutes remaining; the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI) has 21⁄2
minutes remaining.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the remaining time to close.

I want to thank all of the Members of
the House who have spoken on this bill
that we have worked so hard on. I am
so pleased with the interest in the bill.
Our differences are largely not partisan
on this bill, and we have very few dif-
ferences today, except for the funding
level.

I wanted to take just a moment to
talk about that because my distin-
guished chairman keeps bringing up
the subject of Medicare and Social Se-
curity, and I want to point out to our
colleagues that this bill is about, as we
have heard, about $12.8 billion, $12.6.5
billion. That is about less than 1 per-
cent of our national budget. And if we
take out what we have in there for ex-
port finance and trade financing and
guarantees, then it is even less than
that, because that is not foreign assist-
ance, that is assistance to the U.S.
manufacturers.

So we have a very, very tiny percent-
age of our national budget which we
use to prevent war, to prevent the
spread of disease, to prevent environ-
mental disasters. To me, it is a small
price to pay. Indeed, as our Chairman
has said, it is the least we can do. In
fact, we should do much more.

We are the lowest of all of the indus-
trialized countries, the lowest in rela-
tionship to our GDP in assistance, bi-
lateral assistance to other countries.
That is not what the American people
want. And there is not going to be any
saving of Social Security or risking of
Medicare or Social Security because we
spend a little bit more money pre-
venting more disease and environ-
mental disasters. Indeed, those are in-
vestments which will save money in
the end.

Mr. Chairman, we are a great coun-
try. The world looks to us for leader-
ship. Certainly, the developing world
does. We can prevent many problems
that we know are predictable. We are
not making them up; we know they are
preventable if we invest wisely.

Once again, I want to return to what
President Kennedy said: My fellow citi-
zens of the world, ask not what Amer-
ica can do for you, but what we can do
working together for the freedom of
men. Imagine the possibilities if we
could invest in microlending and in
debt forgiveness in a manner that is
appropriate to our capacity and our
leadership role in the world. Imagine if

we could cooperate with the countries
of Africa as they emerge into democ-
racies.

Mr. Chairman, I think that this is a
good investment. I think the American
people want us to do it, and I point out
it is less than 1 percent of our entire
budget, a good investment for peace
and security in the world.

I urge my colleagues to vote for the
bill if it does not have the Smith
amendment in it.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the remaining time.

I will close by saying that the basic
argument that I have heard tonight is
not over the contents of the bill, but
for the lack of money that some think
ought to be included therein.

I might say that the opponents on
that argument make good points, that
maybe it is not enough money. But in
my opinion, it is enough money, and I
do not think it is going to be detri-
mental to me at all to go back and ex-
plain to my constituents that I was the
one who proposed a bill to cut foreign
aid. I apologize to the President if he
wants $2 billion more. He is not going
to get it.

So yes, this vote tonight, finally, on
the passage of this bill, Mr. Chairman,
is a vote to cut foreign aid, if we want
to cut it, well then vote ‘‘yes.’’

If one does not want to cut it and one
thinks it ought to be more, then vote
‘‘no.’’

But the real question in this bill is
whether or not we are going to cut the
President’s request, whether or not we
are going to cut last year’s appropria-
tion, whether or not we are going to
preserve this money to pay for Social
Security needs, for Medicare needs, for
other areas such as tax reduction, or
even balancing the budget and paying
off the debt. That is what the final pas-
sage of this bill is all about.

Mr. Chairman, I would recommend to
my colleagues that they will have an
easy explanation when they go back to
their districts and people ask them,
when SONNY CALLAHAN brought a bill
to the floor of the House to cut foreign
aid, how did you vote, I should think
all Members of Congress would want to
say, I voted for the Callahan bill.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, earlier
this year, the National Conference of Black
Mayors, and the U.S. Conference of Mayors
held their annual conventions in Denver and
New Orleans, respectively. At these conven-
tions, over 100 mayors from around the coun-
try signed a petition calling on EPA to provide
utility energy providers with maximum flexibility
and lead time necessary to avoid higher en-
ergy costs to municipalities and local commu-
nities, including industrial and residential con-
sumers.

Mr. Chairman, as you are aware, EPA final-
ized a rulemaking last year which forced
states, including Michigan, to submit State Im-
plementation Plans (SIP’s) that meet man-
dated reductions of oxides of nitrogen (NOX)
emissions. One element of the rule would
force local utilities to control NOX emissions at
unprecedented levels. The reductions are of a
magnitude that will require capital intensive

technology with likely significant pass-through
costs to energy consumers, including citizens,
municipalities, and local communities. As rural
and urban communities seek investment to
spur economic growth, the shadow of higher
energy costs could have significant adverse
effects on brownfields redevelopment and
rural/urban revitalization generally. Further,
these higher costs will erode the benefits of
lower energy costs realized from deregulation.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the EPA compliance
deadlines are so stringent that electric utilities
could be forced to shut down generating
plants to install the necessary control equip-
ment within a very short time. This could result
in temporary disruptions of electricity supply.

Mr. Chairman, the U.S. Court of Appeals,
just this past month, issued a stay of the EPA
NOX SIP call pending the agency’s appeal of
the court’s decision to strike down EPA’s Na-
tional Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS)
for fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). The future
of the agency’s NOX SIP call is uncertain.
Nonetheless, the mayors’ petition represents a
common-sense plea to EPA that, should the
agency move forward, that it do so in a way
that allows for compliance in the most cost-ef-
fective manner possible.

I insert the petition in its entirety, along with
the names and cities of supporting mayors to
be inserted in the RECORD.
PETITION—EPA OZONE TRANSPORT NOX SIP

CALL

As part of its Ozone Transport initiative,
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
has finalized a rulemaking forcing States to
submit Implementation Plans (SIPs) to meet
mandated reductions of oxides of nitrogen
(NOX) emissions in the Agency’s effort to
control inter-state ozone transport impacts.
The rule focuses on 22 mid-eastern States,
with the likelihood that EPA will expand the
application of the rule to several additional
States.

Several States have joined in litigation
challenging the EPA rule on grounds that it
is contrary to congressional intent, an abuse
of Agency discretion and disregards tradi-
tional Federal/State relationships. EPA has
even taken the unprecedented step of threat-
ening to impose its own Federal Implemen-
tation Plan (FIP) in the absence of accept-
able State action. Several additional States
are considering whether to file an amicus
brief in support of the Complaint. The U.S.
Court of Appeals recently stayed EPA’s NOX

SIP Call pending appeal of the Court’s deci-
sion setting aside EPA’s new Ozone and Par-
ticulate Matter standard.

One element of the rule would force local
utilities to control NOX emissions at levels
unprecedented to date. The reductions are of
a magnitude that will require capital inten-
sive technology with likely significant pass-
through costs to energy consumers. The un-
avoidable consequence will be higher energy
costs to municipalities and local commu-
nities, including industrial and residential
consumers alike. As rural and urban commu-
nities seek investment to spur economic
growth, the shadow of higher energy costs
could have significant adverse effects on
Brownfields redevelopment and rural/urban
revitalization generally.

The EPA compliance deadlines are so
stringent that electric utilities could be
forced to shut down generating plants to in-
stall the necessary control equipment within
a very short time. This could result in a tem-
porary disruption of electricity supply.

Significant NOX emissions reductions will
continue to be realized under existing mobile
and stationary control programs as the
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Clean Air Act continues to be implemented
thus minimizing the need, if any, for such
potentially disruptive requirements as called
for in the EPA NOX rule. This is especially
true for local areas in the mid-east that are
dealing effectively with ozone compliance
challenges. Any new control programs, be-
fore being implemented, must be weighed
against the potential adverse implications
for local rural and urban communities.

Accordingly, by our signatures below, we
collectively call on EPA to reconsider the
NOX rule in light of these concerns. In light
of the Court’s stay of the NOX SIP Call, at a
minimum, we urge EPA to provide maximum
flexibility to and address lead-time needs of
utility energy providers so as to minimize
potential adverse economic consequences to
local rural and urban communities. Further,
we call on EPA to restore balance and co-
operation between states and EPA so that
States can comply with the rule while pro-
tecting their rights to determine the best
methods of doing so.

Finally, we direct that copies of this Peti-
tion be provided to the President, the Vice
President, Members of Congress, Governors
and other local officials as are appropriate.

STATE, CITY, AND MAYOR

Alabama

Moses—Walter S. Hill
Arkansas

North Little Rock—Patrick H. Hayes
Marianna—Robert Taylor
Sunset—James Wilburn
California

Alameda—Ralph J. Appezzato
Fairfield—George Pettygrove
Fresno—Jim Patterson
Inglewood—Rosevelt F. Dorn
Modesto—Richard A. Lang
Turlock—Dr. Curt Andre
Westminster—Frank G. Fry
Florida

Eatonville—Anthony Grant
Gretna—Anthony Baker
North Lauderdale—Jack Brady
South Bay—Clarence Anthony
Tamarac—Joe Schrieber
Titusville—Larry D. Bartley
Georgia

Augusta—Bob Young
Dawson—Robert Albritten
East Point—Patsy Jo Hilliard
Savannah—Floyd Adams, Jr.
Stone Mountian—Chuck Burris
Guam

Santa Nita—Joe C. Wesky
Yigo—Robert S. Lizama
Illinois

Brooklyn—Ruby Cook
Carol Stream—Ross Ferraro
Centreville—Riley L. Owens III
DeKalb—Bessie Chronopoulos
East St. Louis—Gordon Bush
Evanston—Lorraine H. Morton
Glendale Heights—J. Ben Fajardo
Lincolnwood—Madeleine Grant
Robbins—Irene H. Brodie
Rockford—Charles E. Box
Sun River Terrace—Casey Wade, Jr.
Indiana

Carmel—Jim Brainard
Fort Wayne—Paul Helmke
Louisiana

Boyce—Julius Patrick, Jr.
Chataignier—Herman Malveaux
Cullen—Bobby R. Washington
Jeanerette—James Alexander, Sr.
Napoleonville—Darrell Jupiter, Sr.
New Orleans—Marc Morial
St. Gabriel—George L. Grace
White Castle—Maurice Brown

Maine

Lewiston—Kaileigh A. Tara
Maryland

Seat Pleasant—Eugene F. Kennedy
Massachusetts

Leominster—Dean J. Mazzarella
Taunton—Robert G. Nunes
Michigan

Detroit—Dennis Archer
Garden City—James L. Barker
Inkster—Edward Bevins
Muskegon Heights—Robert Warren
Taylor—Gregory E. Pitoniak
Minnesota

Rochester—Charles J. Canfield
Saint Paul—Nori Coleman
Mississippi

Fayette—Roger W. King
Glendora—Johnny Thomas
Laurel—Susan Boone Vincent
Marks—Dwight F. Barfield
Pace—Robert Le Flore
Shelby—Erick Holmes
Tutwiler—Robert Grayson
Winstonville—Milton Tutwiler
Missouri

Kinlock—Bernard L. Turner, Sr.
Nebraska

Omaha—Hal Daub
New Jersey

Chesilhurst—Arland Poindexter
Hope—Timothy C. McDonough
Newark—Sharpe James
Orange—Muis Herchet
New York

Hempstead—James A. Garner
Rochester—William A. Johnson, Jr.
White Plains—Joseph Delfino
North Carolina

Charlotte—Pat McCrory
Durham—Nicholas J. Tennyson
Greenevers—Alfred Dixon
North Dakota

Fargo—Bruce W. Furness
Ohio

Columbus—Greg Lashutka
Lyndhurst—Leonard M. Creary
Middleburg Heights—Gary W. Starr
Oklahoma

Muskogee—Jim Bushnell
Oklahoma City—Kirk D. Humphrey
Tatums—Cecil Jones
Oregon

Tualatin—Lou Ogden
Rhode Island

Providence—V. A. Cianci, Jr.
South Carolina

Andrews—Lovith Anderson, Sr.
Greenwood—Floyd Nicholson
Tennessee

Germantown—Sharon Goldsworthy
Knoxville—Victor Ashe
Texas

Ames—John White
Arlington—Alzie Odom
Beaumont—David Moore
Bedford—Richard D. Hurt
Euless—Mary Lib Salem
Hurst—Bill Souder
Hutchens—Mary Washington
Kendleton—Carolyn Jones
Kyle—James Adkins
North Richland Hills—Charles Scoma
Port Arthur—Oscar G. Ortiz
Waxahachee—James Beatty
Virginia

Portsmouth—Dr. James W. Holley III

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank
Chairman CALLAHAN and Ranking Member

PELOSI for their work in crafting this important
appropriations bill. Given the limited resources
available to them, I think they should be com-
mended for their work in bringing this bill for-
ward.

I will support this bill but grudgingly, be-
cause I believe the reductions it makes in for-
eign aid are too deep. And I believe we should
be asking other parts of the federal budget to
share the burden we are placing on this bill.

But instead, we are increasing spending in
other areas, and asking foreign aid to pick up
the slack. We are asking this budget to bend
further and further, and I’m here to say: this
budget can’t bend any further.

Mr. Chairman, as a fiscal conservative and
a senior member of the Budget Committee,
my number one priority in Congress has been
to get our financial house in order. In past
years, I have supported reductions in our for-
eign aid budget because it was consistent with
our overall efforts to reduce federal spending
and eliminate 30 years of deficit spending. We
were trying to rein in spending in every other
portion of the budget, and the foreign oper-
ations bill took a hit like everything else.

But I rise today to say that we have picked
on the foreign aid budget too much and for too
long. I believe every area must play a part in
our effort to control the growth of federal
spending. But even as we increase spending
on agriculture, defense, and other appropria-
tions bills, we are once again decreasing fund-
ing for foreign aid. And, I, for one, do not un-
derstand why that is.

This year’s agriculture appropriations bill in-
creased discretionary spending from $13.69
billion to $13.94 billion. This year’s defense
appropriations bill increased spending from
$250.5 billion to $266.1 billion. And this year’s
transportation appropriations bill increased
spending from $47.2 to $50.7 billion. Yet, we
are decreasing foreign aid spending from
$13.4 billion to $12.6 billion.

As a former Peace Corps volunteer, I can
attest to the difference foreign assistance
makes in the lives of people around the world,
and the important role it plays in enhancing
international trade and helping maintain na-
tional security.

I know it is easy and most often popular to
vote to cut foreign aid. But the simple fact is,
this bill’s $12.6 billion in foreign assistance
represents just 0.7 percent of the federal
budget. That is what we are debating here
today.

Foreign aid is used to promote health, nutri-
tion, agriculture, education, and other noble
goals. Foreign aid is truly one of our nation’s
greatest international investments. It’s not a
handout; our aid is intended to help the poor-
est nations rise up and become self-sufficient,
so they will no longer require our assistance.

I support this bill, but hope we end this de-
structive trend of reducing foreign aid budgets.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
thank the Chairman, Mr. CALLAHAN, for includ-
ing in this legislation the report language re-
garding the Office of Private and Voluntary
Cooperation described below.

This legislation provides $48,000,000 for the
Office of Private and Voluntary Cooperation in-
cluding $8,000,000 for cooperatives. This fund
enables United States cooperatives and credit
unions to share their self-help business ap-
proaches with developing and market transi-
tion countries. Congressman BEREUTER and I
recently sent a letter to the United States
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Agency for International Development (USAID)
supporting this important office and its funding
for US cooperatives.

In addition, the Committee notes that in
Central America, US cooperatives in countries
hard-hit by Hurricanes George and Mitch. The
Committee encourages USAID to fully utilize
the expertise of U.S. and indigenous coopera-
tives in this region, especially in the expansion
of cash crops such as coffee and sesame.

U.S. cooperatives have been working over-
seas for more than three decades. They are at
work in the villages of Africa, Asia, and Latin
America. In Central and Eastern Europe, they
are helping to achieve a free market, demo-
cratic way of life—one that cooperatives and
uniquely to help other achieve.

Cooperatives have the advantage of keep-
ing economic benefits within a community.
Profit is not siphoned off by outside interests,
because the co-op’s members are its owners,
and the co-op exists to fill a need in a commu-
nity that is not being met to other businesses.

Electric and telephone co-ops meet rural
consumers’ needs for power and tele-
communications not satisfied by private busi-
nesses. Farm co-ops help in the production
and marketing of commodities. Housing co-
ops give low-income people the opportunity to
own their own homes. Cooperative insurance
protects individuals and small businesses from
risk. Credit unions serve people of limited in-
come not reached by commercial banks, and
extend credit to micro entrepreneurs who oth-
erwise might not be able to secure funding.

Cooperatives promote democracy by allow-
ing members to jointly own their business.
They share capital, elect a board of directors,
and receive the benefits of ownership through
better service and patronage refunds based
on use. Co-ops teach people how to resolve
problems democratically. Many individuals
who received their education in democracy
from cooperatives have gone on to become
political leaders in their nations. In emerging
democracies, co-ops help throw off the shack-
les of a non-market economy. Their members
develop the skills of entrepreneurship and
learn market values.

Again, Mr. Chairman, I would like to express
my appreciation to Mr. CALLAHAN for including
this critical language in the legislation before
us.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 2606, the Foreign Operations, Ex-
port Financing and Related Programs Appro-
priations Act for FY 2000. I’d like to thank
Chairman CALLAHAN and Ranking Member
PELOSI of the Foreign Operations, Export Fi-
nancing and Related Programs Appropriations
Subcommittee for including $13 million in
funding for the Tropical Forest Conservation
Act of 1998.

The Tropical Forest Conservation Act ex-
pands President Bush’s Enterprise for the
Americas Initiative—EAI—and provides a cre-
ative market-oriented approach to protect the
world’s most threatened tropical forests on a
sustained basis. The bill was overwhelmingly
approved by the House last March by a vote
of 356 to 61, passed the Senate under unani-
mous consent and was signed into law on July
29, 1998 as P.L. 105–214.

The Tropical Forest Conservation Act is a
cost-effective way to respond to the global cri-
sis in tropical forests, and the groups that
have the most experience preserving tropical
forests—including the Nature Conservancy,

World Wildlife Fund, Conservation Inter-
national and others—agree. The Administra-
tion is strongly in support of this effort as well.
It is an excellent example of the kind of bipar-
tisan approach we should have on environ-
mental issues.

I commend Chairman CALLAHAN, Ranking
Member PELOSI, and the members of the Sub-
committee for providing the necessary funds
to begin to implement this legislation that pre-
serves and protects important tropical forests
worldwide in a fiscally responsible fashion.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I rise to speak on
the debt restructuring section of the Foreign
Operations appropriations bill. This is $87 mil-
lion less than the President’s request, and $41
million less than the FY 1999 level. This bill
does not provide the proposed $50 million
U.S. contribution to the Highly Indebted Poor
Countries Initiative Trust Fund.

There are 41 countries in Africa, Latin
America and Asia that are so heavily indebted
that they can barely function. The people there
suffer from malnutrition, illiteracy, and lack of
health care. Many of these debts were in-
curred in the 70’s when we encouraged them
to borrow heavily. Recession in the 70’s
dropped the price of oil, mineral and agricul-
tural products; interest rose. These countries
will remain in a vicious, losing cycle of peren-
nial indebtedness just paying off interest un-
less we essentially allow them to file for bank-
ruptcy and to rebuild their economies. These
countries desperately need debt relief.

Jubilee, an impressive coalition of churches
from around the world, together with food as-
sistance groups, have worked to call the
world’s attention to the extreme situation in
these heavily indebted poor countries and
have asked that the U.S. recognize the crip-
pling effect that paying interest has on these
countries.

Additionally, HIV/AIDS stalks Africa. Thirty
million people in the world are infected with
HIV/AIDS—the vast majority live in these
heavily indebted countries. While nearly every
region of the world has been affected by the
pandemic, Sub-Saharan Africa has been rav-
aged by the disease, suffering 11.5 million
deaths since the epidemic emerged, with a
projected 22.5 million more in the next ten
years. In some countries, 30% of all working
adults now have AIDS or carry the virus.

Debt relief is essential. I ask my colleagues
to vote against this appropriations bill.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to
lend my strong support for the FY 2000 For-
eign Operations spending package.

Mr. Chairman, everyone in this chamber
knows that funding America’s overseas com-
mitments is not one of the most popular things
we do in this body. With tight federal budgets,
people back home often ask whey we spend
this money, and many people do not realize
that this appropriations package is one of the
smallest this Congress will consider out of the
13 bills. That being said, I would like to praise
the work of Chairman CALLAHAN and the For-
eign Operations Subcommittee for bringing to
the floor a commonsense package that
stretches the taxpayers money and continues
the Republican Congress’ commitment to
slowing foreign assistance.

One of the areas I am very concerned about
in this bill deals with America’s strongest and
most reliable ally in the Middle East, Israel.
H.R. 2606 proposes $960 million in economic
aid to our friend in the Middle East. Mr. Chair-

man this is almost $120 million less than the
FY 99 level which leaves me with some con-
cern, but nonetheless, this is important funding
to help insure stability in Israel’s economy,
and this approach by the committee will even-
tually lead us down the glidepath of a phase-
out of economic assistance.

H.R. 2606 also helps to provide for the se-
curity of Israel. Mr. Chairman, this bill provides
for a $60 million increase over FY 99 for mili-
tary assistance to a total of $1.92 billion. While
I am pleased to hear that the new Israeli lead-
ership is eager to step up efforts in the peace
process, it is clear that we cannot have peace
in the Middle East without a strong and secure
Israel. These funds for Israel are especially
important when the United States is still con-
cerned and engaged with threats by Iraq,
Libya, Syria, Iran and international terrorists in
the region. Chemical and biological weapons
have already been used in the region, and
several enemies or terrorist groups in the re-
gion are waiting for the opportunity to disrupt
the peace process or commit outright acts of
aggression towards Israel. These funds will re-
duce that threat for our ally and for American
interests in the Middle East and around the
world.

Mr. Chairman, this is a responsible bill that
meets our overseas commitments and en-
sures that America’s allies are engaged as ac-
tive partners in U.S. foreign policy. I thank the
Chairman for his attention to the needs of our
friends in Israel, and I ask that members sup-
port this measure.

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

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule.

Before consideration of any other
amendment, it shall be in order to con-
sider the amendments printed in part A
of House Report 106–269. Those amend-
ments may be considered only in the
order printed in the report. The amend-
ment printed in part B of the report
may be offered only at the appropriate
point in the reading of the bill.

Each amendment printed in the re-
port may be offered only by a Member
designated in the report, shall be con-
sidered read, shall be debatable for the
time specified in the report, equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent
and an opponent, and shall not be sub-
ject to amendment.

During consideration of the bill for
further amendment, the Chair may ac-
cord priority in recognition to a Mem-
ber offering an amendment that he has
printed in the designated place in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. Those amend-
ments will be considered read.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the time for voting on any postponed
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for
voting on the first question shall be a
minimum of 15 minutes.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 1 printed in part A of House
Report 106–269.
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AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF

NEW JERSEY

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part A amendment No. 1 offered by Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey:

At the end of the bill, insert after the last
section (preceding the short title) the fol-
lowing:
LIMITATION ON FUNDS FOR FOREIGN ORGANIZA-

TIONS THAT PERFORM OR PROMOTE ABORTION

SEC. . (a) Section 104 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151b) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(h) RESTRICTION ON ASSISTANCE TO FOR-
EIGN ORGANIZATIONS THAT PERFORM OR AC-
TIVELY PROMOTE ABORTIONS.—

‘‘(1) PERFORMACNE OF ABORTIONS.—(A) Not-
withstanding section 614 of this Act or any
other provision of law, no funds appropriated
for population planning activities or other
population assistance may be made available
for any foreign private, nongovernmental, or
multilateral organization until the organiza-
tion certifies that it will not, during the pe-
riod for which the funds are made available,
perform abortions in any foreign country,
except where the life of the mother would be
endangered if the pregnancy were carried to
term or in cases of forcible rape or incest.

‘‘(B) Subparagraph (A) may not be con-
strued to apply to the treatment of injuries
or illnesses caused by legal or illegal abor-
tions or to assistance provided directly to
the government of a country.

‘‘(2) LOBBYING ACTIVITIES.—(A) Notwith-
standing section 614 of this Act or any other
provision of law, no funds appropriated for
population planning activities or other popu-
lation assistance may be made available or
any foreign private, non-governmental, or
multilateral organization until the organiza-
tion certifies that it will not, during the pe-
riod for which the funds are made available,
violate the laws of any foreign country con-
cerning the circumstances under which abor-
tion is permitted, regulated, or prohibited,
or engage in any activity or effort to alter
the laws or governmental policies of any for-
eign country concerning the circumstances
under which abortion is permitted, regulated
or prohibited.

‘‘(B) Subparagraph (A) shall not apply to
activities in opposition to coercive abortion
or involuntary sterilization.

‘‘(3) APPLICATION TO FOREIGN ORGANIZA-
TIONS.—The prohibitions of this subsection
apply to funds made available to a foreign
organization either directly or as a subcon-
tractor or subgrantee, and the certifications
required by paragraphs (1) and

(2) apply to activities in which the organi-
zation engages either directly or through a
subcontractor or subgrantee.’’.

(b) The President may waive the provisions
of section 104(h)(1) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (relating to population assistance
to foreign organizations that perform abor-
tions in foreign countries), as added by sub-
section (a), for any fiscal year.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 263, the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. SMITH) and a Member
opposed each will control 10 minutes.

Does the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia seek to control the time in oppo-
sition?

Ms. PELOSI. Yes, I do, Mr. Chair-
man, and I ask unanimous consent to
yield 5 minutes of that 10 minutes to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GREENWOOD).

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from California?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Pennsylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD)
will control 5 minutes of the time in
opposition.

The gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 4 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I offer this on behalf
of myself, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. BARCIA); the gentlewoman
from North Carolina (Mrs. MYRICK); the
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN); the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. SHOWS); the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR); and
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HYDE).

Let me begin by telling Members
what this is not about. The amendment
before us is not about family planning
funding. The bill before us provides up
to $385 million for international family
planning programs. If the amendment
passes, this amount will remain ex-
actly the same, $385 million for family
planning. The amendment does not cut
that amount by one penny.

Second, the vote on this amendment
is not about some of the cartoon illus-
trations that have been conjured up in
some of the faxes and fliers being put
out by pro-abortion organizations. This
amendment already has a track record.
It is substantially identical to the
antilobbying provision of the Mexico
City Policy, which governed all U.S.
foreign family planning programs from
1984 until 1993.

During those 9 years, the
antilobbying provision was interpreted
according to a rule of reason. We gave
population assistance to literally hun-
dreds of organizations during those 9
years, and we never cut off funding to
a single organization because an officer
of the organization gave a speech. Not
even once. In fact, during the whole 9
years, only 2 organizations were ever
denied Federal funding under the Mex-
ico City Policy, and it was because
they themselves refused to agree not to
perform or actively promote abortion
except to save the mother’s life or in
cases of rape or incest.

That is what this vote is really all
about. The question is simple: Do we
want our chosen representatives in for-
eign countries to do family planning
and only family planning, or do we
want them working overtime trying to
topple pro-life laws in those countries?

Mr. Chairman, in over 100 countries
around the world, the lives of unborn
children are still protected by law. But
in country after country, we find that
the biggest U.S. population grantees
are also the most prominent advo-
cates—sometimes the only prominent
advocates—of legalizing abortion on
demand.

Mr. Chairman, the abortion pro-
moters never tire of reminding us that
they promote abortion with what they

call ‘‘their own money,’’ but this argu-
ment deliberately misses the point.

First, it ignores the fact that all
money is fungible. When we pay an or-
ganization millions of dollars, we can-
not help but enrich and empower all of
that organization’s activities, all that
they do, even if the organization keeps
a set of books that says it uses its
money for one thing and our money for
something else.

Even more important, this argument
totally ignores what it means to be an
agent of the United States in a foreign
country. When we choose our rep-
resentatives abroad, we have a right,
and I would submit we have a duty, to
ensure that certain minimum stand-
ards are met.

I would just point out to my col-
leagues that overwhelming numbers of
Americans support the rights of unborn
children, and we do not want our
agents acting in such a way as to pro-
mote something that we find so offen-
sive, the killing of unborn children on
demand.

Mr. Chairman, if the United States
decided—and I just say this as an ex-
ample—to give a grant for an
antismoking campaign directed at chil-
dren in a developing country, it might
decide not to give the grant to a to-
bacco company that also planned to
run pro-smoking advertisements in
that same country, even if the com-
pany promised to use its own money
for the cigarette ads.

Mr. Chairman, it is exactly the same
way with abortion and family plan-
ning. If the reason we fund family plan-
ning programs in a foreign country is
really to provide contraceptives and
counseling in order to reduce the num-
ber of abortions in the country, then
we are well within our rights if we
choose not to run the program through
an organization that is also working
hard to increase the availability of
abortion in that same country. Every-
one has a right of freedom of speech,
but nobody has an absolute and uncon-
ditional right to represent the U.S.
overseas or to receive multimillion dol-
lar subsidies in exchange for that rep-
resentation.

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

b 1800

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the very
distinguished gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO), the assistant
minority leader.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding
time to me.

I rise in opposition to this amend-
ment. It is a death sentence for thou-
sands of women and children world-
wide.

This debate is not about abortion.
Under current law, not one penny of
U.S. funds can be used for abortion.
This debate is about improving the
health of women and children and sav-
ing lives.
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Each year around the world 600,000

women die in childbirth. Access to
family planning in the developing
world would reduce unintended preg-
nancies by 20 percent, thus reducing
abortions, saving the lives of more
than 120,000 women who would die in
childbirth every year.

U.S. family planning aid saves the
lives of children. It allows families to
choose how many children they want
and when they will have them. Im-
proved birth spacing can improve the
chances of infant and child survival by
20 percent.

If this amendment passes, millions of
desperately needed funds now dedi-
cated to family planning would be di-
verted. More mothers, infants, and
children will die. I desperately urge my
colleagues to oppose this wrongheaded
amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise to oppose the
SMITH amendment. As was just said,
every day around the world 1,600
women die in post-partum hem-
orrhaging. They bleed to death. That is
585,000 women every year. It is a holo-
caust. Many of these women leave be-
hind orphaned children. These women
die because they become pregnant
when they are too young, too old, too
weak, or too soon after their last preg-
nancies.

Every day thousands more infants
and children die because they are born
into families who cannot afford to feed
them or to provide medical care for
them.

For the past 30 years the developed
nations of the world have worked to-
gether to stem this awful tide of pre-
mature deaths. The program was initi-
ated in 1969 by President Nixon.

International family planning has
brought reproductive health care to
poor, underdeveloped communities
across the globe, and where they have,
the death toll has plummeted. It is a
good, wise, compassionate, and enlight-
ened program.

But the SMITH amendment threatens
that program. It threatens those
women and those children. It does so
because the reality is no matter how
hard local agencies try to provide fam-
ily planning services to women around
the world, some women will become
pregnant when they cannot bear an-
other child, and they will seek abor-
tions.

The SMITH amendment says to these
medical clinics, if you provide that
abortion, we will take away your con-
traceptive funds. That is exactly, pre-
cisely, and frankly the opposite of
what is needed. Where women seek
abortions, we should promote contra-
ception, not take it away. The SMITH
amendment ironically will increase,
not decrease, abortions, and it will un-
dermine our international effort to
stem the tide of infant and child mor-
tality.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-

tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), the
distinguished whip of the majority
party.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of the Smith-Barcia
amendment. Under no circumstances,
under no circumstances should Amer-
ican taxpayers underwrite pro-abortion
activities in foreign countries. Today
an increasing number of Americans are
growing weary of the abortion on de-
mand policy in our land. There is a
growing sense that this practice has
hardened our hearts and torn the very
moral fabric of this great Nation in
two.

After almost three decades, Amer-
ican attitudes towards abortion are be-
coming less permissive. In fact, a re-
cent survey for the Center for Gender
Equality showed that 53 percent of
American women believe that abortion
should be illegal under all cir-
cumstances, or allowed only in cases of
rape, incest, and the life of the mother.
That is up 8 percent from only 2 years
ago.

During this time, when American
views on abortion are changing so dras-
tically, it should not be the policy of
the United States to undermine abor-
tion laws in other countries. Over the
last 6 years, the U.S. Government has
provided over $3 billion of taxpayer
money to population control organiza-
tions overseas. Many of these groups
are the largest abortion providers and
promoters in the world.

This amendment does not cut popu-
lation control funding to these organi-
zations by one cent, even though many
of us would like to do so. This amend-
ment simply prohibits American aid
from going to groups that violate exist-
ing foreign abortion laws, or lobby to
change the laws in approximately 100
countries that currently restrict that
practice.

Mr. Chairman, in a Nation founded
on freedom, we must continue to trum-
pet the reality that all of our rights
add up to nothing if we do not protect
the most important of them all, the
right to be born. While we are strug-
gling with this truth at home, we defi-
nitely should not be undermining abor-
tion laws abroad.

I just urge my colleagues to support
the Smith-Barcia amendment.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from California
(Ms. WOOLSEY).

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong opposition to the Smith
amendment to the foreign operations
bill.

Over the last 40 years, the world’s
population has doubled, and at the rate
we are going it will double again by the
year 2050. The number of people on
Earth will increase by 78 million a
year. It is 156 congressional districts.
Think of that.

We must ask ourselves, if we con-
tinue to grow at this pace, who will be

taking care of these children? What
will happen to them? The answer is
that they will face water shortages,
famines, global warming, infant mor-
tality, and political and economic in-
stability. Supporting family planning
services gives the children of the world
a chance for the quality of life that we
want for our very own children; a qual-
ity of life, by the way, that is threat-
ened equally when the population of
our globe expands to the extent that it
is anticipated.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to oppose this amendment.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN).

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the Greenwood compromise and
in opposition to the Smith amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the Greenwood com-
promise represents a new bipartisan
consensus on family planning. I will
note that the Greenwood amendment
has a requirement that the Smith
amendment lacks. The Greenwood
amendment requires recipients to cer-
tify that their programs will reduce
the incidence of abortion. We know
from our experience in Central Asia
that family planning reduces unin-
tended pregnancies and abortion.

We all want fewer abortions and we
want family planning. The Greenwood
compromise is the way to get there. I
urge Members to join with CARE, the
American Association of University
Women, and the League of Conserva-
tion Voters who have endorsed the
Greenwood compromise.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 15 seconds to the distin-
guished gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
CALLAHAN).

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me. I intend to vote for the gentle-
man’s amendment.

I want to point out to my colleagues
that on page 8 of this bill, it says that
none of the funds made available under
this heading may be used to pay for the
performance of abortions as a method
of family planning, or to motivate or
encourage any person in the practice of
abortions.

I just wanted to make the bill’s posi-
tion clear on abortion.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the very
distinguished gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. LOWEY), a member of the
Subcommittee on Foreign Operations,
Export Financing, and Related Pro-
grams.

(Mrs. LOWEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the Smith amendment
and in strong support of the Green-
wood-Lowey compromise amendment.
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The proponents of the Mexico City

policy claim it simply cuts abortion
funding. What they do not tell us is
that abortion funding overseas has
been prohibited since 1973, as our chair-
man has said. This amendment would
cut abortion funding from its current
level of zero to zero.

What this amendment will really do
is destroy our international family
planning programs. One of the most
important forms of aid that we provide
to other countries is family planning
assistance. No one can deny that the
need for family planning services in de-
veloping countries is urgent.

The aid we provide is both valuable
and worthwhile. The Smith amend-
ment would defund family planning or-
ganizations that perform legal abor-
tions with their own money, and it
would also impose a gag rule on non-
governmental organizations and multi-
lateral organizations that provide U.S.-
supported family planning aid over-
seas.

The Greenwood substitute specifi-
cally and carefully addresses my col-
leagues’ concerns, so please vote for
the Greenwood substitute.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA).

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me, and for his leadership.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the Smith amendment restricting
international family planning funding.

The Smith amendment is at odds
with our tradition of free speech. It
would impose a gag rule with respect
to a single issue. It would deny women
and family planning organizations the
fundamental right to lobby for redress
of grievances, and it holds foreign non-
governmental organizations to a stand-
ard which we could not and hopefully
would not impose on U.S. organizations
or on American women.

The Smith amendment would pre-
clude USAID from working with many
organizations that provide effective
voluntary family planning and wom-
en’s health services, and often in places
where women have few alternatives.
The result would be an increase in un-
intended pregnancies, maternal and in-
fant deaths, and unsafe abortions.

I repeat that family planning reduces
abortions. The Greenwood-Pelosi
amendment would prevent abortion
funding, require adherence to the laws
of the country in which the NGOs oper-
ate, and deny funding of abortion as a
means of family planning. So I would
ask this body strongly to vote ‘‘no’’ on
Smith, ‘‘yes’’ on Greenwood.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. RYUN).

(Mr. RYUN of Kansas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I would just like to offer my support
for the Smith amendment, and ask

that my colleagues vote for the For-
eign Families Protection Amendment.

Mr. Chairman, until its removal in 1993 by
President Clinton, the Mexico City Policy pre-
vented foreign organizations from using Amer-
ican tax dollars to perform or encourage the
termination of a child’s life through abortion.
Since 1993, over three billion American tax-
payer dollars have been given to international
population control groups. Many of these orga-
nizations provide and promote abortions, con-
sidering abortions a reasonable and conven-
ient means to achieve their objective.

That is why I support the Foreign Families
Protection Amendment to the Foreign Oper-
ations Appropriations bill. The amendment re-
news the Mexico City Policy that was in effect
from 1984 to 1992. The Amendment will also
prohibit funds from being given to organiza-
tions which lobby to change abortion laws in
other countries.

In keeping with my responsibility to uphold
the Constitution, I cannot agree to lend U.S. fi-
nancial support to organizations in other coun-
tries that seek to deny others their inalienable
right to life. I would urge my colleagues to
search their consciences and protect the rights
of unborn children who have no voice to
speak for themselves.

Mr. Chairman, I ask for a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the
Foreign Families Protection Amendment.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 13⁄4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PITTS).

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Chairman, the Mex-
ico City Smith amendment has
changed drastically over the years. All
it does now is it prevents subsidizing
lobbying activities in foreign coun-
tries. It is called the Foreign Families
Protection Amendment.

As millions of U.S. taxpayer dollars
flow to developing nations for the pur-
pose of population control, it is critical
that we refrain from paternalistically
injecting our own penchant for abor-
tions into these Nations. With the de-
gree that we in this Nation disagree on
the subject of abortion, it is not, at the
very least, appropriate that we refrain
from providing U.S. taxpayer funds to
organizations that lobby for abortions
overseas.

Where are the multiculturalists now
who suggest that we respect developing
cultures when their beliefs do not agree
with ours? Apparently, if these beliefs
are not pro-abortion, that creed holds
no meaning.

Mr. Chairman, United States tax-
payers who hold such conflicting views
on abortion should absolutely not be
forced to subsidize those lobbying ac-
tivities. Support the Smith amend-
ment.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
very, very pleased to yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
MALONEY), a leader on issues of family
planning throughout the world and a
champion of poor women and poor fam-
ilies.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI) for her
leadership and for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the Smith amendment, which if it

should pass, would be surely vetoed by
the President, as he has vetoed it in
the past. It has no chance of becoming
law.

If Members support additional re-
strictions on family planning, they
should support the bipartisan Green-
wood compromise, because it has the
possibility of actually becoming law.
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The Smith amendment is unneces-
sary because U.S. law, the Helms
amendment of 1973, already prohibits
the use of United States funds to either
perform abortion or to lobby for or
against abortion rights. The real target
is and always has been family planning
services and those organizations most
qualified to deliver them.

The Smith amendment’s ban on
speech is nothing more than a gag rule
that will punish foreign organizations
for engaging in public policy debate,
for petitioning their government, for
being involved in the democratic proc-
ess, rights that would be protected
under the First Amendment in our
country.

The Smith amendment is constitu-
tional solely because it applies only to
foreigners outside of the United States.

Instead, I ask my colleagues to join
me and many others in a compromise.
Instead of telling other countries what
they can and cannot do, let us respect
other countries’ laws. In the Green-
wood compromise, these countries
would be disqualified, any foreign non-
governmental organization, from being
eligible for U.S. population assistance
if it provides abortions in violation of
that country’s laws.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
the unnecessary, because it is already
law, the anti-family planning, and the
undemocratic Smith amendment, and
to support the Greenwood compromise.

The CHAIRMAN. All time of the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. PELOSI)
has expired. The gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD) has 11⁄2 min-
utes remaining. The gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. SMITH) has 21⁄2 min-
utes remaining.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. GREENWOOD. Parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman,
who is entitled to close this debate?

The CHAIRMAN. Under this cir-
cumstance, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SMITH) would be entitled to
close the debate.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. CAMPBELL), who I
think of when I think of the conscience
of this House.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania for that very generous introduc-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, I ask the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH) if he
would enter into a colloquy.
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Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-

tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH).
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Sure. I

would be happy to, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, to

the gentleman’s knowledge, does the
United States give money to Israel?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Yes, it
does.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Does Israel permit
abortion?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Israel does
permit abortions.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman,
would not the logic, then, of the
amendment of the gentleman from New
Jersey, is not about fungible money,
mean that we should vote to cut off all
aid to Israel?

Does the gentleman not believe,
then, that the logic he is putting for-
ward to this House, namely, that all
money is fungible; that if we give
money for some purposes which are
good, but some of the recipients which
receive that money use it for other
purposes, including abortion; then that
premise justifies cutting off all assist-
ance, and that that premise would lead
you to cut off all aid to Israel.

I am pleased to yield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia for yielding to me.

Absolutely not. As a matter of fact,
we faced that back in 1984 when the
Mexico City policy was first crafted,
that there is only one government per
country, whereas there are a mul-
titude, a myriad of NGOs to whom we
could provide money. And if a certain
NGO said it wanted to promote abor-
tion and lobby to bring down the right-
to-life laws, we could find another NGO
that wanted only to do family plan-
ning.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I re-
claim my time to suggest that the
logic of the gentleman from New Jer-
sey puts him into this corner. I know
the gentleman’s amendment avoids it,
but the logic that he presents to us is,
if we give money and it is intended for
a good purpose, but, since all money is
fungible, if some of it ends up for abor-
tion, then we should not give any
money at all.

The fact is, Mr. Chairman, that there
is awfully important work done by
family planning. The underlying bill,
the chairman’s mark, does not include
this language. We should not support
the Smith amendment.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 30 seconds to the distin-
guished gentleman from Florida (Mr.
WELDON).

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from New
Jersey for yielding me this time, and I
rise in support of the Smith amend-
ment, and I ask my colleagues to vote
for it and vote in opposition to the
Greenwood amendment.

This is much clearer this year, and it
is pretty straightforward. If my col-
leagues think taxpayer dollars should

go to fund organizations that are going
to try to overturn pro-life laws in for-
eign countries, then they do not want
to vote for the Smith amendment. If
my colleagues think that it is an inap-
propriate use of the taxpayer dollars of
working Americans, vote for the Smith
amendment; vote against the Green-
wood amendment. It is not confusing
this year. It is very straightforward.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Mrs.
MYRICK) to close.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the Smith amendment
that would protect foreign countris
from U.S. taxpayer dollars being used
to undermine their laws on abortion.

Congress has repeatedly banned the
use of taxpayer dollars to pay for abor-
tions within our own borders, except
when the life of the mother is endan-
gered or in cases of rape or incest. This
amendment continues to guarantee
that American taxpayer dollars are
subject to the same test when the
money is used to assist foreign coun-
tries.

Money is fungible. Any organization
that is involved in international family
planning efforts and performs abor-
tions and lobbies to weaken abortion
laws should not receive taxpayer dol-
lars.

The international population control
groups are active and powerful. Some
of the groups are actively trying to lift
restrictions on abortions in over 100
countries, including Ireland, Brazil,
Mexico, and Sri Lanka. We should not
be funding their lobbying efforts. But if
we continue to subsidize their other
programs, we will be doing exactly
that.

This amendment will not decrease
the amount of money available for
international family planning. It does
not limit funding for organizations
that perform abortions only in cases
where the mother’s life is endangered
or in cases of forcible rape or incest.

The Smith amendment does not limit
the ability of the staff of international
population control groups from lob-
bying on their own time as individual
citizens, but they would be limited
from doing so as a representative of an
organization that receives U.S. funds
because these organizations are seen as
our representatives.

Mr. Chairman, we need to protect our
taxpayers’ dollars. I urge a vote for the
Smith amendment and against the
Greenwood amendment.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to oppose the amendment offered
by Representative SMITH that would prohibit
U.S. population assistance funds from being
made available to foreign organizations that
perform abortions. This amendment also pro-
hibits these funds from being used to change
the abortion laws of foreign countries and for
any activities that violate the abortion laws of
foreign countries. I believe that this amend-
ment is tantamount to a global gag rule on
abortion.

This amendment prohibits overseas non-
government organizations (‘‘NGOs’’) that re-

ceive government funds from providing edu-
cation or even engaging in discussion about
abortion services. The NGOs are also prohib-
ited from lobbying the foreign government or
encouraging the citizens to lobby their govern-
ment with respect to abortion law and policy.

We value freedom in this country, and free-
dom of speech is one that we hold dear. We
also value the freedom to petition our govern-
ment when we disagree with certain policies.
In other countries, we advocate the cause of
democracy, and freedom of speech is an im-
portant component of a democratic govern-
ment.

When NGOs travel to other countries with
the purpose of advocating certain programs,
such as family planning information, we should
not support a gag rule that limits the ability of
that organization from providing that informa-
tion.

Family planning and reproductive health in-
formation is crucial to women in developing
countries. Without this information, many
women, are at risk for death due to pregnancy
and childbirth. Information about abortion serv-
ice simply provides these women with the op-
tion of exercising a choice for their reproduc-
tive health.

This global gag rule also prevents these or-
ganizations from providing abortion services
when necessary. These organizations often
use their own funds and this restriction im-
pinges on the free speech rights of these or-
ganizations. It is unconstitutional to treat a
U.S. organization in this manner.

I strongly oppose any form of a global gag
rule and I urge my colleagues to oppose this
amendment. We must support efforts to in-
crease family planning around the globe, and
this amendment simply imposes a restriction
on the rights of women to choose.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH).

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 228, noes 200,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 349]

AYES—228

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bereuter
Berry
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton

Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Chabot
Chambliss
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey

Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
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Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hoekstra
Holden
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kildee
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery

McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Portman
Quinn
Radanovich
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer

Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—200

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Campbell
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro

Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Edwards
Ehrlich
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Inslee
Isakson
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson

Johnson (CT)
Kelly
Kennedy
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kolbe
Kuykendall
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McGovern
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Obey
Olver

Ose
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Sisisky
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Strickland
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)

Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—6

Chenoweth
Jones (OH)

McDermott
Peterson (PA)

Rahall
Skelton
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Messrs. RODRIGUEZ, STRICKLAND
and ENGEL changed their vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I

move to strike the last word.
Mr. Chairman, I think at this point it

is my understanding, and the Chairman
of the Committee of the Whole may be
able to confirm this, that the proce-
dure is going to be that we are going to
now bring up the Greenwood amend-
ment, which has a total of 20 minutes
debate, at which time we will then vote
on the Greenwood amendment.

After the vote on the Greenwood
amendment, we will then roll votes for
at least 2 hours in order that Members
will have the opportunity to go and
have dinner, or to do what other busi-
ness they need to do, and then return
and vote on the rolled votes at approxi-
mately 9 or 9:15 p.m.

Is that the Chairman’s understanding
as well?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
correct.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 2, printed in Part A of House
Report 106–269.
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. GREENWOOD

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part A amendment No. 2 printed in House
Report 106–269 offered by Mr. GREENWOOD:

At the end of this bill, insert after the last
section (preceding the short title) the fol-
lowing:

RESTRICTION ON POPULATION PLANNING
ACTIVITIES OR OTHER POPULATION ASSISTANCE

SEC. lll. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available for pop-
ulation planning activities or other popu-
lation assistance under title II of this Act
may be made available to a foreign non-
governmental organization unless the orga-
nization certifies that—

(1) it will not use such funds to promote
abortion as a method of family planning or
to lobby for or against abortion;

(2) it will use such funds that are made
available for family planning services to re-

duce the incidence of abortion as a method of
family planning;

(3) it will not violate the laws or policies of
the foreign government relating to the cir-
cumstances under which abortion is per-
mitted, regulated, or prohibited; and

(4) it will not engage in any activity or ef-
fort in violation of applicable laws or poli-
cies of the foreign government to alter the
laws or policies of such foreign government
relating to the circumstances under which
abortion is permitted, regulated, or prohib-
ited, except with respect to activities in op-
position to coercive abortion or involuntary
sterilization.

(b) The limitation on availability of funds
to a foreign nongovernmental organization
under subsection (a) shall apply—

(1) to funds made available to an organiza-
tion either directly or indirectly as a subcon-
tractor or subgrantee; and

(2) to activities in which the organization
engages either directly or indirectly through
a subcontractor or subgrantee.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 263, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD) and a
Member opposed each will control 10
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD).
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The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH) seek to
control the time in opposition?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Yes, Mr.
Chairman, I do.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that I may
yield 5 of those 10 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. PELOSI)
for her to control.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.
Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I

yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA).

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment, the Greenwood-Pelosi
amendment, is one that all of us on
both sides of the aisle can easily vote
for.

Under current law, let me just reit-
erate, no U.S. funds are used to per-
form abortion. I want to repeat that.
No U.S. funds can be used to perform
abortion under current law or to lobby
for or against abortion. We already
know that.

I want to point out that the Green-
wood-Pelosi amendment reiterates the
ban on the use of U.S. funds to lobby on
abortion and, in addition, it adds that
no U.S. funds may be used to promote
abortion as a method of family plan-
ning.

The Greenwood-Pelosi amendment
makes clear that organizations receiv-
ing U.S. funds for family planning serv-
ices must be committed to using those
funds to reduce the incidence of abor-
tion.

We all know that it has been very
clear, looking at Russia and other
states of the former Soviet Union, that
abortion was relied on previously as a
primary method of birth control. And
now with the advent of contraception,
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the abortion rate has plummeted 25
percent. The number has dropped by
800,000.

So I ask this body to vote for the
Greenwood-Pelosi amendment.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
DEMINT).

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the Greenwood amend-
ment.

Sometimes in Congress it is hard to
tell one bill from another. We just
passed the Smith–Barcia foreign fami-
lies protection bill. The Greenwood
amendment looks very much like it.

As we wade into this, we need to rec-
ognize that this is not just another pro-
choice, prolife debate. Because that is
really not the issue. And the issue is
not cutting funding for family planning
abroad, because we certainly support
family assistance abroad. The bill we
have passed does not cut that.

The main issue here today is will we
force American taxpayers to under-
mine the values of families and other
countries and to try to change their
laws.

Approximately 100 countries already
have laws restricting abortions. These
are countries like Ireland, Brazil, and
Mexico.

Now, we can debate and argue about
whether or not we like the way they
restrict abortion. But, hopefully, all of
us would agree that we should not ask
American taxpayers to fund an organi-
zation that is working to change those
laws when here at home we have not
agreed about that issue.

That is really the crux of the issue.
Because while we talk about funding,
we need to understand how the Green-
wood amendment would fund these
activities.

The Greenwood amendment would
allow our taxpayer money to go to or-
ganizations that lobby to change or un-
dermine laws restricting abortions.
The way the amendment is written, it
says these funds cannot be used for
those purposes. That is kind of like
giving soft money to a political party
and telling them not to use that to
support candidates.

We are supporting the lobbying to
undermine organizations abroad if we
vote for the Greenwood amendment.

I have got the wording here. And so,
if we need to debate it, it is constantly
use funds to promote abortion while it
would allow organizations to receive
this funding who promote abortion and
lobby against the laws.

There is a clear distinction here if we
read it. And I ask my colleagues on
both sides of the prolife, pro-choice
issue to vote against the Greenwood
amendment and allow the Smith–Bar-
cia foreign families protection amend-
ment to stand.

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to just
acknowledge the statement of the gen-
tleman that giving this amendment to

the groups is like giving soft money to
a candidate.

Does that mean that he then is op-
posed to soft money in campaigns? I
hope it does.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
LOWEY) a distinguished leader and a
member of the Subcommittee on For-
eign Operations, Export Financing and
Related Programs.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my friend from California for yielding
me the time.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ad-
dress my colleague. Because the Green-
wood substitute specifically and care-
fully addresses the concerns of my col-
league about abortion without destroy-
ing our international family planning
programs.

It says explicitly, no U.S. funds may
be used to lobby on abortion, for or
against, that no U.S. funds may be used
to promote abortion as a method of
family planning; and it prohibits any
recipients of U.S. international family
planning assistance from using U.S. or
private funds to violate abortion and
advocacy laws in the countries in
which they operate.

In other words, if abortion is illegal
in a country, an organization cannot
use its own money to perform abor-
tions. And if a country prohibits advo-
cacy on abortion, an organization can-
not use its own money to advocate on
the issue. If an organization violates
either of these requirements, it loses
its U.S. assistance, period.

This substitute is very clear that the
U.S. respects the laws of the nations in
which we have family planning pro-
grams and respects the ability of those
nations to enforce their laws.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Greenwood substitute.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Connecticut (Mrs. JOHNSON).

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, it is not the same old de-
bate.

First of all, remember, the Smith
language has never ever become law.
The Greenwood language this time in-
cludes a new requirement that the
Smith language does not include. The
Greenwood language requires that an
organization certify that the funds will
be used to reduce abortion.

I think every prolife Member of this
body ought to be voting for Greenwood.
It requires certification that the
money will be used to reduce the inci-
dence of abortion.

How can he do that? Well, in Central
Asia, where abortion was the only
method of family planning under So-
viet rule, once women were given ac-
cess to family planning, abortion rates
plummeted, plummeted. So under this
bill, if they receive this money, they
will have to be willing to certify that
they are going to go after those popu-
lations that have essentially no choice
in family planning but abortion.

Support the Greenwood amendment.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to my good
friend, the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. BARCIA).

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Chairman, we
should not spend American dollars for
activities that we cannot similarly
spend within our own borders.

We have, as a Nation, established a
policy in which we prohibit the use of
Federal dollars to pay for abortions be-
cause of the value that we place on
each human life. We should and must
demand that any international organi-
zation receiving our dollars follow the
same limitations that we impose upon
ourselves.

The Smith-Barcia amendment, which
this House has already passed, uses
precise language to prevent taxpayer
funding of organizations that engage in
any activity or effort to alter the laws
or governmental policies of any foreign
country concerning abortion.

This amendment now before us would
only serve to dilute and confuse this
pro-child, pro-family statement. We
should not hide behind any ‘‘shades of
meaning’’ interpretations. Instead, we
must be explicit about our goals.

The Smith-Barcia amendment re-
tains the amount of funding available
for international population assistance
but we ensure that the money goes
only to those organizations who do not
perform abortion.

We know that there are some organi-
zations which claim that they are as-
sisting in only family planning activi-
ties, not abortions, even though the
end result of what they are promoting
is in fact an abortion. Therefore, I urge
my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the
Greenwood amendment.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from Colorado
(Ms. DEGETTE).

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Chairman, the
Greenwood amendment ensures that
organizations receiving U.S. assistance
do not use those funds to perform abor-
tions, promote abortions, or to lobby
for or against abortions.

I am baffled why my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle would oppose
this amendment and oppose programs
which have increased childhood sur-
vival rates, reduced maternal death
rates, and improved women’s reproduc-
tive health in the developing world.

It is estimated there are 75 million
unwanted pregnancies worldwide,
mostly in developing countries. The re-
productive health services we need to
preserve will dramatically reduce these
unwanted pregnancies by providing
family planning services and will,
therefore, reduce unwanted abortions.

If my colleagues really support re-
ducing abortions and reducing un-
wanted pregnancies, vote ‘‘yes’’ on this
amendment. If they want to eliminate
family planning altogether, say so.

Do not mask it in some other argu-
ment. Just tell us that, and then we
can debate on those grounds.
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Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 30 seconds just to
respond briefly.

Mr. Chairman, in the previous
amendment we made very clear to all
our colleagues—all of the sponsors of
the amendment, and there were sev-
eral—that we were not reducing family
planning by one penny. Our amend-
ment says we have got to get out of the
promotion of abortion overseas. Re-
grettably, many of the so-called family
planning organizations in some coun-
tries are the primary engine trying to
topple right-to-life laws. That is cul-
tural imperialism. It certainly puts the
unborn and their mothers at risk. And
as Planned Parenthood has said, and I
can give Members the quote, ‘‘When
abortion laws are liberalized, the num-
ber of abortions skyrocket.’’ That is
their word, skyrocket. So if we want
more abortions, liberalize the laws.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would in-
form the Committee that the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GREEN-
WOOD) has 3 minutes remaining, the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) has 5 minutes remaining, and
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI) has 3 minutes remaining.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
have a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, do
I have the right, the entitlement to
close this debate?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
correct.

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

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER).

(Mr. SOUDER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, my
friend from Pennsylvania is one of the
great Members here to try to work out
different compromises. I commend him
for that, and in many pieces of legisla-
tion we can. When we get to the issue
of abortion, it is very difficult to divide
a baby, particularly if you believe, as I
do, that it is a human life and it is ei-
ther going to be alive or dead.

For many of us, this is a very deeply
held position. We believe, as my col-
leagues heard in the earlier debate,
that this is directly fungible money,
that these organizations have hidden
goals to them, and while I respect very
much my friend from Pennsylvania’s
attempt to come up with compromise
language, there are just too many loop-
holes in this language, it is too dupli-
cative in other parts, and I believe that
it would not in fact stop international
abortion funding. I do not believe in
the end that we can split a baby.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from California
(Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD).

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in strong opposition
to the Smith amendment and in sup-
port of the Greenwood-Pelosi amend-
ment. The Greenwood-Pelosi amend-
ment ensures that U.S. funds for fam-
ily planning will continue to be made
available to foreign countries and the
U.S. will not interfere with the laws of
those foreign countries. These provi-
sions embrace our Nation’s attempts to
create healthy and prosperous commu-
nities around the world.

Family planning is a necessity, Mr.
Chairman, within our country and
around the world. Providing education
on methodologies which may harm a
woman’s pregnancy, ways to avoid
needing an abortion, prenatal care, and
how to care for babies are all necessary
components of family planning.

I thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia and all of my colleagues who are
here today to stand up for responsible
foreign policy and making sure that
the essentials of family planning are
available to the women and families
that need it throughout the world. I en-
courage my colleagues to join me in
supporting the Greenwood-Pelosi
amendment and defeating the Smith
amendment.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of this amend-
ment, because this amendment re-
spects the laws of other countries and
it respects the women of other coun-
tries.

Now that we have passed the Smith
amendment, we have three choices be-
fore us: We can either outlaw sex,
which is probably not going to be par-
ticularly successful, it certainly has
not in the countries that we are talk-
ing about; or we can turn our back on
illegal abortions and we can accept the
women of Third World countries being
consigned to the poverty, the despera-
tion, the suffering, the exploitation
that overpopulation entails; or we can
do what the Greenwood amendment
does, which is to say there is an alter-
native to abortion, and, that is, respon-
sible family planning.

That is what our country has done.
That is why we are successful. That is
why we are a first world country, be-
cause we have been able to control
overpopulation because we have been
able to empower women to control
their lives.

Vote for the Greenwood amendment.
It is the responsible thing to do. It is
the only responsible thing to do.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

I rise in support of the Greenwood
amendment. I do so for the following
reasons:

Listening to the debate, I think that
it is important to make a couple of
points. One of our colleagues said that
we should have the same limitations on
the organizations overseas that we

have in the United States. Indeed, if we
tried to put this gag rule on any orga-
nizations in the United States, it would
be unconstitutional. I think we should
treat the international organizations
the same way as we treat those in the
United States, and, that is, with the
freedom of speech.

Secondly, I am very baffled, I will
join my colleague from Colorado in
using the word ‘‘baffled,’’ by the com-
ments of some of our colleagues. If in-
deed our colleagues agree that abortion
should be permitted in case of rape, in-
cest and life of the mother, why then
would we say that there should be no
conversation about this subject in case
of rape, incest and life of the mother
for women who need to terminate a
pregnancy overseas and organizations
who are striving to reduce abortions
with family planning?

Mr. Chairman, if we want to reduce
abortions, we know the best way is to
fund family planning. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania offers a fine alter-
native. I urge my colleagues to support
it.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the balance of my
time.

Mr. Chairman, the House has just
made a very strong statement in favor
of women and children around the
world by passing the pro-life Foreign
Families Protection Act offered by the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. BAR-
CIA), the gentlewoman from North
Carolina (Mrs. MYRICK), the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN), the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. SHOWS), the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE),
and myself. I believe if we stand firm
now, we have a chance not only to
make a statement but also to make a
difference. Even though the Greenwood
amendment, the pending amendment,
does not alter our amendment one
iota—the two would lay side by side, I
do urge my colleagues not to dilute the
pro-life, pro-family, pro-child message
by passing the amendment now pend-
ing.

Mr. Chairman, the Greenwood
amendment is an empty shell. I say
that with all due respect to my friend
and colleague from Pennsylvania. It
has a tremendous amount of surface
appeal, but that is all it has. Its sup-
porters try to portray it somehow as a
pro-life amendment.

Look at it. I have had Members come
up and say, ‘‘What’s wrong with this?
It looks like a right-to-life amend-
ment.’’ But I would say again with all
due respect that they, the Members of-
fering this amendment today, are the
leadership of the abortion rights move-
ment here in this Congress. They are
certainly entitled to their deeply held
opinions, and we can respect those
opinions. But I think we should be
skeptical about whether their amend-
ment is really a pro-life amendment.

Mr. Chairman, if I ever stand up on
this floor and suggest to Members that
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I am offering a pro-abortion amend-
ment, I hope that my colleagues would
be equally skeptical, and I hope that
they would look at the fine print. I
make the same strong recommendation
in this case. When the leadership of the
abortion rights movement say they are
offering an amendment with all kinds
of seemingly pro-life language in the
amendment, we need to read the fine
print.

The fire print says this, Mr. Chair-
man: There is nothing whatever in the
Greenwood amendment that would
alter current policy, which today pro-
vides millions of dollars to foreign non-
governmental organizations that are
aggressively working to overturn the
laws of other countries on abortion.

If we go back and look at history, the
reason for the Mexico City policy—and
we have only offered half of that policy
in the previous vote, the President has
a waiver for the performance part but
not on the promotion part—was that
the current policy was found to be so
infirm. It was not doing the job. For-
eign nongovernmental organizations
were setting up shop in one country’s
capital after another and then they
would network and begin trying to top-
ple the right-to-life law. I believe that
is cultural imperialism, especially
when we are the major donor in many
cases to those various nongovern-
mental organizations.

Under the Greenwood language, U.S.
taxpayers would still subsidize foreign
pro-abortion organizations. You just
have to flip on and go through the
Internet. Bring up the Irish Times.
There was a piece just the other day
about how the Irish Family Planning
Association is going to be spearheading
a big effort to undermine the pro-life
laws in the Republic of Ireland. That is
happening all over the world.

The gentlewoman from Connecticut
pointed out earlier that this has never
been law, but it was the policy under
the Reagan and Bush years. We pro-
vided a maximum amount of money for
family planning, we were the major do-
nors during those years, but we had a
fire wall between family planning (con-
traception) and abortion, believing
that the latter destroys the life of an
unborn child.

The language in the amendment of
my good friend from Pennsylvania is
actually weaker than current law, be-
cause he restricts lobbying only when
it is a ‘‘method of family planning.’’
Planned Parenthood has said in their
statements that there is no such thing
as a birth control abortion. They would
say it is a health abortion. Roe v. Wade
says ‘‘health,’’ includes emotional and
mental health. So we have a situation
where virtually any abortion would be
permitted and no lobbying would be
precluded under my friend’s amend-
ment.

Again, I think it tries to look like a
pro-life amendment. I looked at it and
had to look at it very carefully. I do
hope we will vote it down and I hope
that in conference the real McCoy, not
the counterfeit, will be accepted.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania is recognized for 3
minutes.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman,
my good friend, and he is my good
friend the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. SMITH), said that he hopes that his
language remains in the conference
committee report. It is a false hope. It
is an ardent hope, but it is a false hope.
It will not and it has not, year after
year, this year being no exception. It
received 228 votes, but it will not re-
main in the conference committee and
it will not become law.

So the question before us now is what
will remain in the conference com-
mittee? If we adopt the Greenwood
amendment, we will have some restric-
tions that we should all support. What
are those provisions? The organizations
that receive these funds have to cer-
tify, as my language does, that they
will not use funds to promote abortion
as a method of family planning or to
lobby for or against abortion. We all
support that. Every Member of this
House supports that notion. It says
that they will use these funds that are
made available for family planning
services to reduce the incidence of
abortion as a method of family plan-
ning. We all, 435 of us, stand for that
premise. It says that these organiza-
tions must certify that they will not
engage in an activity or effort in viola-
tion of applicable laws or policies of
the foreign government, or alter the
laws or policies of such where preg-
nancy was carried to term. In the case
of rape or incest, it is with that excep-
tion. And it says, the funds appro-
priated for family population planning
activities must only be made to organi-
zations that agree not to violate the
laws of any foreign country. So why
would all 435 of us not vote for some-
thing that all 435 of us believe in?

The gentleman from New Jersey said
his legislation makes a statement and
it does. He said it will make a dif-
ference and it will not. It will not be-
come law. So if you want to make a
difference, then you vote for what is
left. It is a compromise. It is wise, it is
fair, it is something in which we all be-
lieve.

And so the only reason, Mr. Chair-
man, to vote against this amendment
is to make the statement that we are
so divided by our ideology that we can-
not work together and stand together
on the basis of our shared intentions.
That is what is left to fight about.

The gentleman from New Jersey said
this language looks like it is pro-life
language. It is pro-life language in the
way that most Americans think of.
This supports the notion that we care
about the 585,000 women, mothers, sis-
ters, daughters who hemorrhage to
death because they do not have the
availability of family planning. It sup-
ports the life of the tens and hundreds
of thousands of children who die of
starvation and for lack of medical care.

That is the pro-life it is for. That is
why we should all vote for it.

I urge my colleagues to get together
and do the right thing.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in reluctant support of the Green-
wood Amendment that prohibits U.S. funds
from being used to promote abortion as a
method of family planning. This amendment
also prohibits the use of U.S. funds to lobby
for or against abortions in countries where
abortion is illegal. I support this amendment
because it continues to support the notion of
international family planning.

This amendment requires that non-govern-
mental organizations respect the laws of for-
eign countries where abortion is illegal. But
unlike the Smith amendment, it does not pro-
hibit these organizations from performing abor-
tion services when necessary.

This amendment does provide restrictions
on abortion services in other countries, but the
restrictions refer to governmental activities that
would undermine the sovereignty of a nation
to determine what laws should govern its citi-
zens.

This amendment does not encourage a
global gag rule that restricts all discussion of
abortion. The funds given to these NGOs must
be used to reduce the incidence of abortion as
it encourages other methods of family plan-
ning.

This amendment does not discourage these
organizations from using their own funds to
promote education, but simply places a restric-
tion on the use of U.S. funds.

I support this amendment because I under-
stand that many Members are uncomfortable
with the U.S. government funding abortions
overseas. This amendment offers a com-
promise that would allow these private NGOs
to use their own funds. I urge my colleagues
to support this amendment.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong
support of the Greenwood/Lowey amendment.
For 19 years, I have come to the floor in sup-
port of international voluntary family planning.

During this time, in spite of Congressional
intransigence, international family planning
programs have evolved, and in return, count-
less infants and mothers have been saved
and their lives and the lives of their families
are healthier and more productive. Family
planning is not simply about providing women
in the developing world with health options. It
is about empowering women to take charge of
their lives and in return improve the lives of
their families.

I find it ironic that some Members who op-
pose international family planning seek to in-
crease funding for child survival programs. If
babies do not survive birth, they will never
benefit from child survival programs. Further, if
these children that we seek to help, are not
born to healthy mothers and into a healthy
family, their chances for survival are greatly
reduced.

Family planning services are a standard part
of other health services in the developing
world because some of the greatest health cri-
ses facing these populations unfortunately,
originate with the transmission of infectious
diseases. HIV/AIDS infection continues to in-
crease.

Earlier this year, AIDS became the number
one killer in Africa, only eighteen years after it
was first recognized.

In the past six months, HIV/AIDS has
reached epidemic proportions in Russia, In



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6676 July 29, 1999
Moscow, there has been a twelvefold increase
of reported cases in comparison to last year.
Maternal deaths attributed to AIDS has left 8.2
million orphans across the world. 8.2 million
orphans!

If people are truly interested in helping chil-
dren in the developing world, they would sup-
port international voluntary family planning.
Because there is no vaccine for HIV/AIDS, the
only way to try to slow the spread of HIV/AIDS
is through education and the distribution of
contraceptives, and these services are part of
family planning programs.

Providing extensive child health programs
without providing reproductive health services
would be like building a house without the
foundation. If children in the developing world
never reach the point of being able to benefit
from child health programs, these programs
are useless.

This amendment is basically a compromise.
Send this amendment to conference. Let the
conferees decide whether this amendment will
lead to adoption of the conference report on
this bill. I have confidence they will be where
the American people are—overwhelmingly in
support of family planning services for all
women.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GREEN-
WOOD).

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 221, noes 208,
not voting 4, as follows:

[Roll No. 350]

AYES—221

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Campbell
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Coyne

Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Foley
Ford
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hastings (FL)

Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Inslee
Isakson
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kolbe
Kuykendall
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)

Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McGovern
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Obey
Olver
Ose
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor

Payne
Pelosi
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sisisky
Skeen
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder

Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Strickland
Sweeney
Tanner
Tauscher
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOES—208

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Berry
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Chabot
Chambliss
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Costello
Cox
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dingell
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Forbes
Fossella
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas

Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hoekstra
Holden
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kildee
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller, Gary
Mollohan
Moran (KS)

Murtha
Myrick
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Portman
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Reynolds
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt

Traficant
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins

Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Weygand
Whitfield

Wicker
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—4

Chenoweth
McDermott

Peterson (PA)
Skelton

b 1930

Mrs. NORTHUP changed her vote
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Ms. DUNN and Messrs. SANDLIN,
BISHOP, and NETHERCUTT changed
their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I

move that the Committee do now rise.
The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly, the Committee rose;

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR) having assumed the chair,
Mr. THORNBERRY, 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. 2606), making ap-
propriations for foreign operations, ex-
port financing, and related programs
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2000, and for other purposes, had come
to no resolution thereon.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
WAIVING SECTION 132 OF THE
LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION
ACT OF 1946

Mr. DREIER, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 106–274) on the resolution
(H.Res. 266) providing for consideration
of a concurrent resolution waiving the
requirement in section 32 of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 that
the Congress adjourn sine die not later
than July 31, 1999, which was referred
to the House Calendar and ordered to
be printed.

f

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2000

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 263 and rule XVIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the further consideration of
the bill, H.R. 2606.

b 1937

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
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
2606) making appropriations for foreign
operations, export financing, and re-
lated programs for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2000, and for other
purposes, with Mr. Thornberry in the
chair.
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The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-

mittee of the Whole rose earlier today,
Amendment No. 2 printed in part A of
House report 106–269 by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD)
had been disposed of.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2000, and for
other purposes, namely:

TITLE I—EXPORT AND INVESTMENT
ASSISTANCE

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF THE UNITED STATES

The Export-Import Bank of the United
States is authorized to make such expendi-
tures within the limits of funds and bor-
rowing authority available to such corpora-
tion, and in accordance with law, and to
make such contracts and commitments with-
out regard to fiscal year limitations, as pro-
vided by section 104 of the Government Cor-
poration Control Act, as may be necessary in
carrying out the program for the current fis-
cal year for such corporation: Provided, That
none of the funds available during the cur-
rent fiscal year may be used to make expend-
itures, contracts, or commitments for the
export of nuclear equipment, fuel, or tech-
nology to any country other than a nuclear-
weapon state as defined in Article IX of the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons eligible to receive economic or
military assistance under this Act that has
detonated a nuclear explosive after the date
of enactment of this Act.

SUBSIDY APPROPRIATION

For the cost of direct loans, loan guaran-
tees, insurance, and tied-aid grants as au-
thorized by section 10 of the Export-Import
Bank Act of 1945, as amended, $759,000,000 to
remain available until September 30, 2003:
Provided, That such costs, including the cost
of modifying such loans, shall be as defined
in section 502 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974: Provided further, That such sums
shall remain available until September 30,
2018 for the disbursement of direct loans,
loan guarantees, insurance and tied-aid
grants obligated in fiscal years 2000, 2001,
2002, and 2003: Provided further, That none of
the funds appropriated by this Act or any
prior Act appropriating funds for foreign op-
erations, export financing, or related pro-
grams for tied-aid credits or grants may be
used for any other purpose except through
the regular notification procedures of the
Committees on Appropriations: Provided fur-
ther, That funds appropriated by this para-
graph are made available notwithstanding
section 2(b)(2) of the Export Import Bank
Act of 1945, in connection with the purchase
or lease of any product by any East Euro-
pean country, any Baltic State or any agen-
cy or national thereof.

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

For administrative expenses to carry out
the direct and guaranteed loan and insurance
programs (to be computed on an accrual
basis), including hire of passenger motor ve-
hicles and services as authorized by 5 U.S.C.
3109, and not to exceed $25,000 for official re-
ception and representation expenses for
members of the Board of Directors,
$55,000,000: Provided, That necessary expenses
(including special services performed on a
contract or fee basis, but not including other
personal services) in connection with the col-
lection of moneys owed the Export-Import
Bank, repossession or sale of pledged collat-

eral or other assets acquired by the Export-
Import Bank in satisfaction of moneys owed
the Export-Import Bank, or the investiga-
tion or appraisal of any property, or the
evaluation of the legal or technical aspects
of any transaction for which an application
for a loan, guarantee or insurance commit-
ment has been made, shall be considered
nonadministrative expenses for the purposes
of this heading: Provided further, That, not-
withstanding subsection (b) of section 117 of
the Export Enhancement Act of 1992, sub-
section (a) thereof shall remain in effect
until October 1, 2000.
OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT CORPORATION

NONCREDIT ACCOUNT

The Overseas Private Investment Corpora-
tion is authorized to make, without regard
to fiscal year limitations, as provided by 31
U.S.C. 9104, such expenditures and commit-
ments within the limits of funds available to
it and in accordance with law as may be nec-
essary: Provided, That the amount available
for administrative expenses to carry out the
credit and insurance programs (including an
amount for official reception and representa-
tion expenses which shall not exceed $35,000)
shall not exceed $35,000,000: Provided further,
That project-specific transaction costs, in-
cluding direct and indirect costs incurred in
claims settlements, and other direct costs
associated with services provided to specific
investors or potential investors pursuant to
section 234 of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, shall not be considered administrative
expenses for the purposes of this heading.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF NEW
JERSEY

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of New

Jersey:
Page 3, line 25, after the dollar amount

insert ‘‘(reduced by $10,000,000)’’.
Page 4, line 25, after the dollar amount

insert ‘‘(reduced by $10,000,000)’’.
Page 23, line 5, after the dollar amount

insert ‘‘(increased by $20,000,000)’’.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment be
considered as having been read.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-

man, I am offering this amendment to
try to increase the amount of money in
the refugee account. As I think my col-
leagues know, I chair the Sub-
committee on International Operations
and Human Rights. Just a few days ago
we passed legislation that significantly
enhanced the money provided for ref-
ugee protection, some $750 million. My
amendment today, regrettably, does
not even come close to realizing that.

I understand that the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN), my
good friend and colleague, has an enor-
mous difficulty with the budget con-
straints in providing the necessary
funds. But this amendment—and I will
be withdrawing it, but reluctantly—has
the support of all of the major refugee
organizations, including the Catholic
Conference, the Council on Jewish Fed-
erations, Church World Services, U.S.
Committee for Refugees, and others.
But my hope is, and I would ask the

distinguished chairman if he could at
least try, when conference does occur,
to try to restore this $20 million to the
migration and refugee account. I do
have every confidence he will make
every effort.

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

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield to
the gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, we
will be happy to look at it in con-
ference to see if we cannot increase the
assistance to refugees.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the distinguished chair-
man.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For the cost of direct and guaranteed
loans, $20,500,000, as authorized by section 234
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 to be
derived by transfer from the Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation Noncredit Ac-
count: Provided, That such costs, including
the cost of modifying such loans, shall be as
defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974: Provided further, That
such sums shall be available for direct loan
obligations and loan guaranty commitments
incurred or made during fiscal years 2000 and
2001: Provided further, That such sums shall
remain available through fiscal year 2008 for
the disbursement of direct and guaranteed
loans obligated in fiscal year 2000, and
through fiscal year 2009 for the disbursement
of direct and guaranteed loans obligated in
fiscal year 2001: Provided further, That in ad-
dition, such sums as may be necessary for
administrative expenses to carry out the
credit program may be derived from amounts
available for administrative expenses to
carry out the credit and insurance programs
in the Overseas Private Investment Corpora-
tion Noncredit Account and merged with
said account: Provided further, That funds
made available under this heading or in prior
appropriations Acts that are available for
the cost of financing under section 234 of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, shall be
available for purposes of section 234(g) of
such Act, to remain available until ex-
pended.

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT

TRADE AND DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of section 661 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, $44,000,000, to remain
available until September 30, 2001: Provided,
That the Trade and Development Agency
may receive reimbursements from corpora-
tions and other entities for the costs of
grants for feasibility studies and other
project planning services, to be deposited as
an offsetting collection to this account and
to be available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 2001, for necessary expenses under
this paragraph: Provided further, That such
reimbursements shall not cover, or be allo-
cated against, direct or indirect administra-
tive costs of the agency.

TITLE II—BILATERAL ECONOMIC
ASSISTANCE

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT

For expenses necessary to enable the Presi-
dent to carry out the provisions of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, and for other
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purposes, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2000, unless otherwise specified
herein, as follows:

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

CHILD SURVIVAL AND DISEASE PROGRAMS FUND

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of chapters 1 and 10 of part I of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, for child
survival, basic education, assistance to com-
bat tropical and other diseases, and related
activities, in addition to funds otherwise
available for such purposes, $680,000,000, to
remain available until expended: Provided,
That this amount shall be made available for
such activities as: (1) immunization pro-
grams; (2) oral rehydration programs; (3)
health and nutrition programs, and related
education programs, which address the needs
of mothers and children; (4) water and sani-
tation programs; (5) assistance for displaced
and orphaned children; (6) programs for the
prevention, treatment, and control of, and
research on, tuberculosis, HIV/AIDS, polio,
malaria and other diseases; and (7) up to
$98,000,000 for basic education programs for
children: Provided further, That none of the
funds appropriated under this heading may
be made available for nonproject assistance
for health and child survival programs, ex-
cept that funds may be made available for
such assistance for ongoing health programs.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROWN OF OHIO

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. BROWN of Ohio:
Page 7, line 10, after the dollar amount,

insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$5,000,000)’’.

Page 27, line 6, after the first dollar
amount, insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$5,000,000)’’.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
ask for my colleagues’ support for this
amendment which I introduced with
my distinguished colleague from Mary-
land (Mrs. MORELLA). I also especially
want to thank both the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN), the
chairman of the subcommittee, and the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI), the ranking member, for their
untiring devotion on this issue this
evening and consistently over their ca-
reers to eradicating infectious diseases
and alleviating global poverty.

Mr. Chairman, even though tuber-
culosis is an easily preventable and
curable disease, it is one of the leading
infectious killers in the world. The
World Health Organization estimates
that if left unchecked, TB could kill
more than 70 million people around the
world in the next 2 decades, while si-
multaneously infecting nearly 1 billion
more.

Mr. Chairman, TB is already the
leading killer of HIV positive individ-
uals. It kills more women than any
other cause of maternal mortality. TB
remains a vicious killer, despite the
fact that this disease is both prevent-
able and curable. In fact, TB will kill
more people this year than any other
year in history.

This amendment is simple and
straightforward. It would reduce fiscal
year 2000 funding for the International
Military Education and Training Pro-
gram from $50 million to $45 million,
and increase fiscal year 2000 Child Sur-

vival and Disease funding from $680 to
$685 million.

Mr. Chairman, it is our intent that
this $5 million will be added to TB pre-
vention and treatment programs,
which are woefully underfunded at $30
million, $20 million less than the gov-
ernment plans to spend on training for-
eign military officials in the United
States.

The WHO has warned that poorly
managed TB treatment programs,
caused by a lack of sufficient funding,
are causing drug-resistant strains of
tuberculosis to emerge which, in all
likelihood, would render TB incurable.

Inadequate funding for TB programs
in many countries, because the proper
series of boosters are not administered,
is creating a super strain of the virus
that does not respond to treatment.

b 1945

Already 50 million people are esti-
mated to be infected with multi-drug-
resistant TB. It can be spread just by
coughing, and with international trav-
el, none of us is safe from it.

Even in the U.S. and other industri-
alized nations, this super strain of tu-
berculosis kills half of the people in-
fected. That is a national security con-
cern. We can predict a coming plague,
and are doing, for all intents and pur-
poses, almost nothing to stop it.

Internationally, TB is a huge eco-
nomic and social drain on economies.
It kills 2 to 3 million adults. It plunges
families into poverty and orphans mil-
lions of children.

Gro Brundtland, the Director General
of the WHO, has said, ‘‘Our greatest
challenges in controlling tuberculosis
are political rather than medical.’’

The World Health Organization has
further stated that we are at ‘‘a cross-
roads in TB control.’’ It can be a future
of expanded use of effective treatment
and the reversal of this epidemic, or it
can be a future in which multi-drug-
resistent TB increases, millions more
die, and millions become ill.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is an
important step in our efforts to once
and for all consign tuberculosis to the
same trash heap as other eradicated
diseases, like smallpox. While this bill
contains $30 million to fight TB in the
coming year, thanks in large part to
the leadership of the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) and the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. PELOSI),
this amount is not enough to control
one of our planet’s greatest killers.

The Brown-Morella amendment will
boost tuberculosis prevention funding
and treatment funding by nearly 17
percent, and sends a message to the
most desperate people in the world
that we hear their plight and we will
come to their assistance.

I urge its adoption.
Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I rise

in support of the modified Brown-
Morella amendment to increase fund-
ing for combatting tuberculosis. I want
to particularly thank the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) for initiating

this amendment, and I am very hon-
ored to join with him in presenting it.

I also want to comment on the fact
that the gentleman from Alabama
(Chairman CALLAHAN) and the ranking
member, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. PELOSI), have worked very
hard in this area, on this particular
bill.

I do not know how many of us are
aware that even though tuberculosis is
an easily preventable and 100 percent
curable disease, that it has become the
leading infectious killer in the world,
accounting for more than 3 million
deaths per year. More than one-third of
the world’s population is infected with
TB.

It is the leading killer of women, sur-
passing all causes of maternal mor-
tality and creating more orphaned chil-
dren than any other infectious disease.
TB is the leading killer of HIV-positive
individuals, causing over 30 percent of
AIDS deaths. TB already kills more
people than AIDS, malaria, and trop-
ical disease combined, and it will kill
more people this year than any year in
history.

While TB is a particularly serious
threat abroad, it is also a major public
health concern at home. Perhaps no in-
fectious disease is as extensive and as
devastating as TB. Every year, in addi-
tion to the deaths from TB of 3 million
people, 8 million become sick and at
least 30 million become infected glob-
ally. TB is the leading infectious killer
of youth and adults in the world, and it
devastates the incomes and the futures
of millions of families at the same
time.

As the number of TB cases has in-
creased, a multi-drug-resistant form
has emerged that poses a major public
health threat in the United States and
around the world. In fact, if this devel-
opment is allowed to go unchecked, it
threatens to make TB incurable again.

Here in the United States, 15 million
people carry TB bacteria, although
these people are not ill. TB is highly
contagious, and with the increase in
global travel and migration, it is not
possible to eliminate TB in the United
States if it is allowed to spread un-
checked in other parts of the world.

The funding increase which we pro-
pose will strengthen our efforts to com-
bat the spread of this deadly disease. I
certainly want to thank the chairman,
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. CAL-
LAHAN), and the ranking member, the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI), for considering this amend-
ment.

(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, as the vice chairman
of the Committee on International Re-
lations, I rise in very strong opposition
to the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) and the
gentlewoman from Maryland (Mrs.
MORELLA). These are people that I
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truly respect and appreciate, and noth-
ing could detract from the value of
what they are trying to do, except from
where they are taking the money.

Not one word was said about the re-
duction of the $10 million, now $5 mil-
lion, in the IMET fund. I am surprised,
actually, at my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) on the
Committee on International Relations,
because I know that he understands
how important this money is.

I would say that this is the best
money that the Defense Department
spends when it comes to foreign policy,
and it probably ranks up there on the
top of what we spend in any depart-
ment for impacting foreign policy fa-
vorable to the United States of Amer-
ica. I really hate to see the money
taken from this account.

Mr. Chairman, the bill before us ac-
tually freezes the IMET account at last
year’s level of $50 million, which of
course in real dollars represents a cut.
The administration had requested a $2
million increase.

Secretary Perry, our former Sec-
retary, felt so strongly about the im-
pact of IMET he came up to the Hill
and devoted an entire breakfast speech
before Members of the House sup-
porting additional funds for IMET, and
certainly Secretary Cohen feels the
same way about it. I just think this is
a very, very unfortunate place to take
the money. As I said, not one word is
mentioned where the money is being
taken from for a very valuable purpose
that our colleagues are suggesting.

IMET encourages mutually beneficial
relations and increases the under-
standing between the United States
and foreign countries in furtherance of
the goals of peace and security. Fur-
thermore, IMET increases the aware-
ness of nationals of foreign countries
through courses that foster greater re-
spect for and understanding of the
principles of civilian control of the
military, and contributes to improved
military justice systems and proce-
dures in accordance with internation-
ally recognized human rights.

Indeed, we are fortunate that so
many formerly authoritarian countries
are transitioning to democracies. As a
result, there is an even greater need for
IMET type programs which help sup-
port and accelerate positive military
forms. Unfortunately, due to our own
budgetary constraints, we cannot ex-
pand IMET to meet the demand. We
certainly should not cut it further.
IMET programs are modest.

For example, the United States pro-
vided $425,000 in IMET funding to Mon-
golia last year. Mongolia is an often
overlooked success story. Less than a
decade ago it was a closed Soviet sat-
ellite with its military directly linked
to Soviet command structure. Today
Mongolia is a successful democracy
and partner of the United States.

However, just as the Mongolian polit-
ical system has undergone radical posi-
tive changes in its transformation from
a Communist Soviet satellite, so, too,

must Mongolia’s military. IMET is a
very modest but successful program
that, for example, aids the Mongolian
military in this challenging transition.

The effectiveness of this program
would be severely undercut if it were to
incur the kinds of cuts, even small by
some people’s indication, but it is one-
tenth of the money that is proposed by
the Brown-Morella amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this Member is sym-
pathetic, of course, to the concerns and
the places where they would spend the
money. However, given the budget allo-
cations for the bill, the Subcommittee
on Foreign Operations, Export Financ-
ing and Related Programs of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations has done a
very responsible and commendable job
of carefully balancing the allocation of
scarce funds.

Given the needs and successes of the
IMET program, this Member is opposed
to any further cuts like this one, espe-
cially this 10 percent cut, and supports
the careful balance of the bill. I urge
rejection of the Brown-Morella amend-
ment.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, we accept the amend-
ment.

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

Mr. Chairman, we concur with the
acceptance of our distinguished chair-
man, and commend the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) and the gentle-
woman from Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA)
for their leadership on this amend-
ment.

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

Mr. Chairman, I will not use any-
where close to the 5 minutes, because
clearly everybody is ready to move on.
But I want to rise in support of the
Brown-Morella amendment, and com-
mend the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BROWN) and the gentlewoman from
Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA) for bringing
this amendment forward.

We should strengthen efforts to fight
worldwide diseases wherever it is pos-
sible, and TB is one which we thought
had been eradicated. Practically, it had
been eradicated within this country
until suddenly it came on the rise, in
particular in relation to the HIV-AIDS
crisis.

Of course, in other parts of the world
TB had not been anywhere close to
eradicated. Now it is raging, as HIV-
AIDS becomes more prominent in
other places. Around the world, TB
does kill some 3 million people per
year, but it is particularly a major fac-
tor in AIDS deaths, in its association
with AIDS, where the degraded im-
mune systems that are caused by the
HIV-AIDS virus end up leaving the in-
dividual particularly vulnerable to TB.
It is a particular danger to children ev-
erywhere.

In the committee report it says,
‘‘The committee notes the threat to
the United States from this disease due

to international travel and immigra-
tion.’’ So I concur in moving $10 mil-
lion to the TB control as representing
a right policy for this country and for
this Congress. It will help the U.S. to
stop TB from killing people around the
world.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chairman, I rise
with reluctance to speak, not so much against
the intent of my good friend Mr. BROWN’s
amendment, but to make sure my colleagues
know that this offset is from another worthy
program.

The $5 million that Mr. BROWN would des-
ignate for tuberculosis activities comes at the
expense of a highly successful democracy
building program, the International Military
Education Training program. I am familiar with
this program through the Center for Civil-Mili-
tary Relations, located in my district, that helps
new democracies strengthen civilian control of
their military forces.

This program, with a proven record of suc-
cessful democracy building, helps emerging
democracies learn from U.S. civilian and mili-
tary teachers why civilian leadership of their
militaries will further their democratic objec-
tives.

The courses the Center for Civil-Military Re-
lations teaches are congressionally mandated:
Democratic Civilian Control of Military Forces;
Human Rights; and Defense Resources Man-
agement.

The investment is modest—only slightly
more than $1 million a year.

The impact is far-reaching—18 seminars a
year, with approximately 50 students in each
week-long seminar, teaching democratic prin-
ciples to an average of 1,000 students a
year—students who are leaders in their coun-
try, both military and civilian.

Some of the successful examples of pro-
grams the Center taught in Fiscal Year 1999
include:

South Africa—the military leaders of South
Africa asked the Center for assistance in inte-
grating their Department of Defense, not along
racial lines, but along civil-military lines.

Russia—the Center assisted the Russians
in developing an All-Volunteer Force concept.

Guatemala—after 3 programs involving
Center staff, Guatemala has developed Mas-
ter’s-level university courses on democratic ci-
vilian control and civil-military relations.

Argentina—this country requested the Cen-
ter to conduct a seminar on democratic civilian
control of military intelligence. This year the
Center will continue the dialogue by pre-
senting a seminar on relations between the
military and the legislature.

The Center, both formally and informally,
has facilitated the entry of the Czech Republic,
Poland and Hungary into NATO and continues
to facilitate the ‘‘intellectual interoperability’’ of
other NATO aspirants.

The vote before us is about tough choices.
The account designated in Mr. BROWN’s

amendment has already received an increase
in this year’s budget.

I am asking my colleagues to make a tough
choice—preserve one of the most cost-effec-
tive foreign assistance programs in the federal
budget. Oppose the Brown amendment.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chairman, I rise
with reluctance to speak, not so much against
the intent of my good friend Mr. BROWN’s
amendment, but to make sure my colleagues
know that this offset is from another worthy
program.
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The $10 million that Mr. BROWN would des-

ignate for tuberculosis activities comes at the
expense of a highly successful democracy
building program.

The Center for Civil-Military Relations, lo-
cated in my district, assists new democracies
strengthen civilian control of their military
forces.

Let me reiterate that this program, with a
proven track record of successful democracy
building, helps emerging democracies learn
from U.S. civilian and military teachers, why
civilian leadership of their militaries will further
their democratic objectives.

The courses the Center for Civil-Military Re-
lations teaches are congressionally mandated:
Democratic Civilian Control of Military Forces;
Human Rights; and Defense Resources Man-
agement.

The investment is modest—only slightly
more than $1 million a year.

And the impact is far-reaching—18 seminars
a year, with approximately 50 students in each
week-long seminar, teaching democratic prin-
ciples to an average of 1,000 students a year.

Some of the successful examples of pro-
grams the Center taught in Fiscal Year 1999
include:

South Africa—the military leaders of South
Africa asked the Center for assistance in inte-
grating their DOD, not along racial lines, but
along civil-military lines.

Russia—the Center assisted the Russians
in developing an All-Volunteer Force concept.

Guatemala—after 3 programs involving
Center staff, Guatemala has developed Mas-
ter’s-level university courses on democratic ci-
vilian control and civil-military relations.

Argentina—this country requested the Cen-
ter to conduct a seminar on democratic civilian
control of military intelligence. This year the
Center will continue the dialogue by pre-
senting a seminar on relations between the
military and the legislature.

The Center, both formally and informally,
has facilitated the entry of the Czech Republic,
Poland and Hungary into NATO and continues
to facilitate the ‘‘intellectual interoperability’’ of
other NATO aspirants.

The vote before us is about tough choices.
The account designated in Mr. BROWN’s

amendment has already received an increase
in this year’s budget.

I am asking my colleagues to make a tough
choice—preserve one of the most cost-effec-
tive foreign assistance programs in the federal
budget.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN).

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I

move to strike the last word.
Mr. Chairman, I would like to bring

to the attention of the Committee and
particularly to our chairman, the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN),
a matter of importance to many Amer-
ican citizens. That is property claims
in Nicaragua.

As I know the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. CALLAHAN) well knows and I
know many members of the committee
do, Nicaragua has been the focus of
much attention recently. Last year it,
along with Honduras, was hit with Hur-
ricane Mitch, and the United States re-
sponded with humanitarian aid. Before

that it was hit with revolution and
civil war.

The United States responded posi-
tively to its turn towards democracy
earlier this decade. As a democratic
nation, we ask Nicaragua to heal the
wounds of its civil war, revive its econ-
omy, and provide justice to those vic-
timized by the repressive policies of
the 1980s, including justice for those
who had their homes, businesses, and
livelihoods taken.

In many areas, Nicaragua has made
positive strides. This we applaud.
There is one area, however, in which
we need to do more, and most impor-
tantly, Nicaragua needs to do more.
That is the resolution of the property
claims of American citizens. Some of
these citizens have endured lengthy
legal battles to regain what was taken
from them.

Nicaragua needs investment and eco-
nomic development, but more than
natural disasters have hindered
Nicaragua’s development. Man-made
decisions have been that country’s
greatest impediment to economic
growth; namely, the failure of the Nic-
araguan government to take the nec-
essary steps to provide economic secu-
rity and return wrongfully taken prop-
erties to their rightful owners.

Each year the President must deter-
mine that Nicaragua is making
progress in resolving property claims if
it is to continue receiving bilateral
U.S. aid, and each year since 1994 Nica-
ragua has been determined to meet the
standards of U.S. law.

I raise this because existing U.S. law
has not helped the claimants, who can-
not occupy their properties, or those
American citizens struggling with the
obstructionism of the Nicaraguan state
entity, which has the specific responsi-
bility to privatize state-owned prop-
erties and enterprises. Nor does exist-
ing U.S. law help a third class of claim-
ants, those who have struggled through
Nicaragua’s court system and won
judgments against the government for
its illegal property takings.

In two cases involving 28 American
claimants, the Supreme Court of Nica-
ragua has ruled against the govern-
ment and in favor of the Americans.
The Nicaraguan government acknowl-
edges that it owes these Americans.
But has yet to either compensate
them, as ordered by the court, or to ne-
gotiate seriously with them on a com-
pensation schedule.

Mr. Chairman, I would request that if
the Nicaraguan government does not
resolve these cases by the time the
chairman’s committee considers fund-
ing for next year, that we consider con-
ditioning the aid to Nicaragua on
progress in resolving these claims.

Joining me in this is the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. BURTON).

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MCCOLLUM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing to me.

I would just like to say to the chair-
man that for the past several years
there have been commitments by the
government of Nicaragua that they
would try to make restitution for what
the Sandinistas took away from people
down there during the Sandinista re-
gime. They have kind of reneged on
that. President Aleman and his admin-
istration recently has told some of the
people who have had their property
stolen that the only way they are going
to get restitution was to go to court.

I know of one case where they did go
to court. It was carried all the way to
the Nicaraguan Supreme Court, not
once but twice. Even though the Su-
preme Court agreed there should be a
settlement made and gave a monetary
settlement figure, the government still
would not pay these people who had a
legitimate claim, and the Supreme
Court agreed with them. They tried to
convince some Members of Congress
who are interested in this that there
was corruption at the Supreme Court
in order to try to sidestep their respon-
sibility.

So I join my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Florida, in saying that I
hope that he as chairman will send a
very strong message to President
Aleman and the government of Nica-
ragua that they should make proper
restitution to these people, and adhere
to their own Supreme Court’s deci-
sions.

Mr. MCCOLLUM. If they do not, if I
may reclaim my time, I would hope
that the chairman would consider next
year making some conditions in the
next appropriations cycle if they do
not pay these claims.

b 2000

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
share the concerns of the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM), and I
certainly want to do that. I imagine
next year or the year after next Presi-
dent Aleman will certainly recognize
that, if something is not done, that
then Senator MCCOLLUM will force it
upon him. I think he will recognize the
political danger he has in denying
American investors their due rights.

So we certainly will work with the
gentleman from Indiana to continue to
insist that the Nicaraguan government
acts more promptly to ensure that
these American investors are com-
pensated accordingly.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman from Florida
yield?

Mr. MCCOLLUM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to say to the gen-
tleman I really appreciate that, and I
hope that President Aleman and his fi-
nance minister heard what the chair-
man said tonight; and that is, if they
do not start doing what they have said
they would do, that the chairman
would take this into consideration next
year when the appropriations process
takes place.
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Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, re-

claiming my time, I echo that. I want
to thank the gentleman from Alabama
(Chairman CALLAHAN) for his words to
encourage that right action by the gov-
ernment in Nicaragua. It has been long
overdue. We really do need something
to move here. There is something
wrong. It should have happened long
before now.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-LEE OF

TEXAS

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Ms. JACKSON-LEE of

Texas:
Page 7, line 10, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(increased by $10,000,000)’’.
Page 7, line 25, add at the end before the

period the following: ‘‘: Provided further,
That of the funds appropriated under this
heading, $25,000,000 shall be made available
for assistance for prevention and treatment
of HIV/AIDS in sub-Saharan Africa’’.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Alabama reserves a point of
order.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, first of all, I want to ac-
knowledge the chairman and ranking
member of the committee for their
leadership and for their perseverance
on an issue that has been with us for a
long time but has risen to the level of
immense devastation in sub-Saharan
Africa, and as we have learned over the
past months and years, moving to
India and China as the next locations
of this devastation of HIV/AIDS.

I also recognize that we are con-
strained by the limits of the appropria-
tions process. I think it is dis-
appointing that we are in this very
large Nation relegated to allocating 1
percent of our budget to foreign aid, in
particular when the American people
would be willing to give more.

But I rise to offer this amendment to
H.R. 2606, to increase funding by $25
million and direct this funding to ad-
dress the issue of HIV/AIDS in sub-Sa-
haran Africa. With 33 million infected
people in the world, 22.5 million in sub-
Saharan Africa, it is clear that we
must dedicate money directly to sub-
Saharan Africa although we have iden-
tified and appropriated monies for
global prevention and reduction pro-
grams.

Of the 5.8 million adults and children
newly infected with HIV during 1998, 4
million live in sub-Saharan Africa.
AIDS in sub-Saharan Africa is a grow-
ing disaster. UNAIDS has declared HIV/
AIDS in Africa an epidemic out of con-
trol. Each and every day, Mr. Chair-
man, more than 16,000 additional peo-
ple become HIV positive; and most live
in sub-Saharan Africa where, in South
Africa alone, 1,500 people become HIV
positive each day.

Among children under 15, the propor-
tion is 9 out of 10, and the amendment
would speak to dealing with children’s
diseases. To date, 83 percent of all

AIDS deaths have been in the region;
and at least 95 percent of all AIDS or-
phans have been in Africa. It is esti-
mated that, by the year 2010, AIDS will
orphan more than 40 million children,
with 95 percent in sub-Saharan Africa.

I have seen firsthand the impact of
the HIV/AIDS pandemic in Africa. My
participation as part of the Presi-
dential Mission solidified my position
that our foreign policy with Africa
must include the realization that Afri-
ca is struggling with the AIDS devasta-
tion and must provide additional AIDS
prevention funding as well as funds to
deal with the large numbers of children
whose family members have died from
this merciless killer. As we move into
the 21st Century, we must realize that
AIDS will have a tremendous impact
on the continent of Africa, as well as
the world.

I am gratified this House passed the
African Growth and Opportunities Act.
In that trade bill, there was acknowl-
edgment of the impact of AIDS on the
economy of Africa. The AIDS epidemic
quickly transcends simply a health
issue. It is quickly becoming a det-
riment to economic growth.

According to the Economist, a recent
study in Namibia estimated that AIDS
costs the country almost 8 percent of
GNP in 1996. Another analysis predicts
that Kenya’s GNP will be 14.5 percent
smaller in 2005 than it would have been
without AIDS and the per capital in-
come will be 10 percent lower. A report
released by the World Bank begged the
questions, will this pandemic destroy
the developing Nation’s hard-earned
economic gains, or will governments
get their act together in time? Clearly
time is running out.

As I said as I began my statement in
explanation of this amendment I wish
to offer, I do appreciate the great
strides that the Committee on Appro-
priations has made, particularly this
subcommittee, and the leadership of
the committee.

But there are no boundaries to the ef-
fects of this epidemic. A South African
anti-crime institute has linked the
growing number of children orphaned
by AIDS to future increases in crime
and civil unrest. Without appropriate
intervention, many of the 2 million
children projected to be orphaned by
AIDS in South Africa will raise them-
selves on the streets, often turning to
crime, drugs, commercial sex, and
gangs for survival and, sadly, increas-
ing their risk of AIDS.

While in Africa, I visited St. Antho-
ny’s compound in Zambia where many
affected families were headed by grand-
parents who were caring for their
grandchildren, orphaned by the disease.

The AIDS epidemic has been labeled
by some in the medical community as
a disease equal to the plagues of earlier
times. This is most disconcerting, but
it is not hopeless. We have the power to
fix this.

Uganda is out front in developing
policies to combat the AIDS epidemic.
They have enacted various education

and AIDS programs. The U.S. invested
the $40 million in HIV prevention in
Uganda, and HIV rates among pregnant
women dropped from 30 percent in 1991
to 15 percent in 1995 to 8 percent in
1998.

I would ask my colleagues, although
a point of order has been reserved, to
consider the need that we have. If we
cannot move forward on this amend-
ment, I would certainly hope that we
might have the opportunity to look at
this question as we move in the appro-
priations process in future years, and I
will work with my colleagues to solve
and to bring to an end this terrible dev-
astation.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) con-
tinue to reserve his point of order?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I

rise in opposition to the amendment.
(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was

given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment
but, again, the proposed use of funds by
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
JACKSON-LEE) is entirely salutary and
commendable.

I spoke a few minutes ago against the
Brown-Morella amendment because it
was taking money out of the IMET pro-
gram, the same IMET program that
provides training to the military offi-
cers and men of the reserves that the
gentlewoman from Texas mentioned
and to South Africa where they are
trying to encourage promotion of black
officers in the South African military.

I just want my colleagues to know
that the IMET fund is a not a slush
fund that can be drawn down or slashed
from for every good purpose. I will en-
ergetically do what I can to keep the
conference from reducing the IMET
funds because it is so valuable.

I stipulate all my arguments that I
gave on the Morella-Brown amendment
to also apply as here on the amend-
ment by the distinguished gentle-
woman from Texas.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I am hopeful that the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE) will withdraw her amendment
before I insist on a point of order.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, as I noted in my remarks, I
am appreciative of the work that has
been done by this committee.

I feel compelled and committed to
raise this issue as often as we can. I
would hope that this amendment could
have been made in order.

I will now withdraw the amendment
and hope and look forward to working
with my colleagues, one, to increase
the amount of foreign aid that we give;
and then, two, to be able, then, to add
more dollars to what I consider one of
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the major epidemics, pandemics that
we have facing us today.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the amendment is withdrawn.

There was no objection.
The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of sections 103 through 106, and
chapter 10 of part I of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, title V of the International Secu-
rity and Development Cooperation Act of
1980 (Public Law 96–533) and the provisions of
section 401 of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1969, $1,201,000,000, to remain available until
September 30, 2001: Provided, That of the
amount appropriated under this heading, up
to $5,000,000 may be made available for and
apportioned directly to the Inter-American
Foundation: Provided further, That of the
amount appropriated under this heading, up
to $14,400,000 may be made available for the
African Development Foundation and shall
be apportioned directly to that agency: Pro-
vided further, That none of the funds made
available in this Act nor any unobligated
balances from prior appropriations may be
made available to any organization or pro-
gram which, as determined by the President
of the United States, supports or partici-
pates in the management of a program of co-
ercive abortion or involuntary sterilization:
Provided further, That none of the funds made
available under this heading may be used to
pay for the performance of abortion as a
method of family planning or to motivate or
coerce any person to practice abortions; and
that in order to reduce reliance on abortion
in developing nations, funds shall be avail-
able only to voluntary family planning
projects which offer, either directly or
through referral to, or information about ac-
cess to, a broad range of family planning
methods and services, and that any such vol-
untary family planning project shall meet
the following requirements: (1) service pro-
viders or referral agents in the project shall
not implement or be subject to quotas, or
other numerical targets, of total number of
births, number of family planning acceptors,
or acceptors of a particular method of family
planning (this provision shall not be con-
strued to include the use of quantitative es-
timates or indicators for budgeting and plan-
ning purposes), (2) the project shall not in-
clude payment of incentives, bribes, gratu-
ities, or financial reward to (A) an individual
in exchange for becoming a family planning
acceptor, or (B) program personnel for
achieving a numerical target or quota of
total number of births, number of family
planning acceptors, or acceptors of a par-
ticular method of family planning, (3) the
project shall not deny any right or benefit,
including the right of access to participate
in any program of general welfare or the
right of access to health care, as a con-
sequence of any individual’s decision not to
accept family planning services, (4) the
project shall provide family planning accep-
tors comprehensible information on the
health benefits and risks of the method cho-
sen, including those conditions that might
render the use of the method inadvisable and
those adverse side effects known to be con-
sequent to the use of the method, (5) the
project shall ensure that experimental con-
traceptive drugs and devices and medical
procedures are provided only in the context
of a scientific study in which participants
are advised of potential risks and benefits;
and, not less than 60 days after the date on
which the Administrator of the United
States Agency for International Develop-

ment determines that there has been a viola-
tion of the requirements contained in para-
graph (1), (2), (3), or (5) of this proviso, or a
pattern or practice of violations of the re-
quirements contained in paragraph (4) of this
proviso, the Administrator shall submit to
the Committee on International Relations
and the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives and to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations and the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the Senate, a re-
port containing a description of such viola-
tion and the corrective action taken by the
Agency: Provided further, That in awarding
grants for natural family planning under sec-
tion 104 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
no applicant shall be discriminated against
because of such applicant’s religious or con-
scientious commitment to offer only natural
family planning; and, additionally, all such
applicants shall comply with the require-
ments of the previous proviso: Provided fur-
ther, That for purposes of this or any other
Act authorizing or appropriating funds for
foreign operations, export financing, and re-
lated programs, the term ‘‘motivate’’, as it
relates to family planning assistance, shall
not be construed to prohibit the provision,
consistent with local law, of information or
counseling about all pregnancy options: Pro-
vided further, That nothing in this paragraph
shall be construed to alter any existing stat-
utory prohibitions against abortion under
section 104 of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961: Provided further, That, notwithstanding
section 109 of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, of the funds appropriated under this
heading in this Act, and of the unobligated
balances of funds previously appropriated
under this heading, $2,500,000 may be trans-
ferred to ‘‘International Organizations and
Programs’’ for a contribution to the Inter-
national Fund for Agricultural Development
(IFAD): Provided further, That none of the
funds appropriated under this heading may
be made available for any activity which is
in contravention to the Convention on Inter-
national Trade in Endangered Species of
Flora and Fauna (CITES): Provided further,
That, of the funds made available by this Act
for the ‘‘Microenterprise Initiative’’ (includ-
ing any local currencies made available for
the purposes of the Initiative), not less than
50 percent of the funds used for microcredit
should be made available for support of pro-
grams providing loans of less than $300 to
very poor people, particularly women, or for
institutional support of organizations pri-
marily engaged in making such loans.

PRIVATE AND VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS

None of the funds appropriated or other-
wise made available by this Act for develop-
ment assistance may be made available to
any United States private and voluntary or-
ganization, except any cooperative develop-
ment organization, which obtains less than
20 percent of its total annual funding for
international activities from sources other
than the United States Government: Pro-
vided, That the Administrator of the Agency
for International Development may, on a
case-by-case basis, waive the restriction con-
tained in this paragraph, after taking into
account the effectiveness of the overseas de-
velopment activities of the organization, its
level of volunteer support, its financial via-
bility and stability, and the degree of its de-
pendence for its financial support on the
agency.

Funds appropriated or otherwise made
available under title II of this Act should be
made available to private and voluntary or-
ganizations at a level which is at least equiv-
alent to the level provided in fiscal year 1995.

INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSISTANCE

For necessary expenses for international
disaster relief, rehabilitation, and recon-

struction assistance pursuant to section 491
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, $200,880,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That of the funds
appropriated under this heading, not more
than $35,000,000 shall be made available for
activities carried out by the Office of Transi-
tion Initiatives, except that this amount
may be exceeded subject to the regular noti-
fication procedures of the Committees on
Appropriations.

MICRO AND SMALL ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For the cost of direct loans and loan guar-
antees, $1,500,000, as authorized by section
108 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended: Provided, That such costs shall be
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974: Provided further, That
guarantees of loans made under this heading
in support of microenterprise activities may
guarantee up to 70 percent of the principal
amount of any such loans notwithstanding
section 108 of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961. In addition, for administrative expenses
to carry out programs under this heading,
$500,000, all of which may be transferred to
and merged with the appropriation for Oper-
ating Expenses of the Agency for Inter-
national Development: Provided further, That
funds made available under this heading
shall remain available until September 30,
2001.

URBAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL CREDIT PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

For administrative expenses to carry out
guaranteed loan programs, $5,000,000, all of
which may be transferred to and merged
with the appropriation for Operating Ex-
penses of the Agency for International De-
velopment.

PAYMENT TO THE FOREIGN SERVICE
RETIREMENT AND DISABILITY FUND

For payment to the ‘‘Foreign Service Re-
tirement and Disability Fund’’, as author-
ized by the Foreign Service Act of 1980,
$43,837,000.

OPERATING EXPENSES OF THE AGENCY FOR
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of section 667, $479,950,000.

OPERATING EXPENSES OF THE AGENCY FOR
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT OFFICE OF IN-
SPECTOR GENERAL

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of section 667, $25,000,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 2001,
which sum shall be available for the Office of
the Inspector General of the Agency for
International Development.

OTHER BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE

ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of chapter 4 of part II,
$2,227,000,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2001: Provided, That of the funds
appropriated under this heading, not to ex-
ceed $960,000,000 shall be available only for
Israel, which sum shall be available on a
grant basis as a cash transfer and shall be
disbursed within thirty days of enactment of
this Act or by October 31, 1999, whichever is
later: Provided further, That not to exceed
$735,000,000 shall be available only for Egypt,
which sum shall be provided on a grant basis,
and of which sum cash transfer assistance
shall be provided with the understanding
that Egypt will undertake significant eco-
nomic reforms which are additional to those
which were undertaken in previous fiscal
years: Provided further, That in exercising
the authority to provide cash transfer assist-
ance for Israel, the President shall ensure
that the level of such assistance does not
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cause an adverse impact on the total level of
nonmilitary exports from the United States
to such country.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CAMPBELL

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. CAMPBELL:
Page 15, line 7, after the dollar amount

insert ‘‘(reduced by $30,000,000)’’.
Page 15, line 11, after the dollar amount

insert ‘‘(reduced by $20,000,000)’’.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Alabama reserves a point of
order.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment is very simple, as it is im-
portant. Here it is. We spend too much
money in foreign aid on two countries.
There is every other country in the
world where we spend foreign aid where
it can do so much good, and we spend
over 20 percent of the entire economic
component of foreign aid in Israel and
Egypt.

I do not think that is right. I just do
not think that is consistent with the
compassion of the American people
who would rather see the money go a
little bit more fairly, a little bit more
to the other countries in the world.

So what I propose is a very small cut.
$960 million is the economic component
of the aid to Israel in this bill, and I
suggest that it be dropped by $30 mil-
lion. $735 million is the amount of
money for Egypt, and I suggest that it
be dropped by $20 million.

That is a 3 percent cut roughly
speaking. Bearing in mind that 20 per-
cent of the entire amount of economic
aid goes to these two countries and
that it would mean so much to the
other countries in the world who are
getting such little amount in this bill,
and every year gets such little amount
of our foreign aid money, I believe it is
what the American people would do if
they were empowered to do it. If my
colleagues’ average person they rep-
resent was here to tonight, that is
what she or he would do I believe.

Let me break it down in per capita.
Again, I am just talking about eco-
nomic aid, not the military side. I un-
derstand that is different. I support
military aid to Israel.

But if we just break the economic
money down, it is $170 per capita for
every person in Israel. It is $32 per cap-
ita for every person in Egypt. It is $2.05
for every soul in sub-Saharan Africa.
That is not right. It is $1.20 for every
soul in Latin America. It is 17 cents for
every person in India. It is $170 for
every person in Israel and $32 for every
person in Egypt.

Where do I come up with the number
to cut by 30 for Israel and 20 for Egypt?
Because the President had rec-
ommended those numbers. So it is a
small cut. It might not matter very
much to those two recipients; but to
the other countries, it will make a
huge amount of difference.

I want to close just by commenting
what I have seen. My wife, Susanne,
and I have traveled to sub-Saharan Af-
rica, poorest countries of the world, as
often as we can since I have returned
to Congress. I have seen a few dollars
spent for a water pump in Mali. I have
seen a few dollars of our tax money
spent for a sewing machine so some-
body could get a job, microenterprise
in Morocco. I saw some money for sav-
ing children who would otherwise be
cast aside as albinos in Senegal.

I saw women, Somali women in ref-
ugee camps in Kenya packed to the top
who wanted to get a little firewood so
they would not have to go out at night
because they were subject to rape when
they went out at night. Now, that is
where our money could go.

For the sake of compassion and for
the sake of fairness, I ask that we
move $30 million from Israel, which re-
ceived so much of our aid, $20 million
from Egypt, which received so much of
our aid, and just let it flow to the other
countries, particularly in Latin Amer-
ica, sub-Saharan Africa, and India.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
withdraw my reservation, but I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, with respect to the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from California (Mr. CAMPBELL), let me
say that he makes some very inter-
esting statistical and comparable mon-
etary indications of how much this
might mean to sub-Saharan Africa.

b 2015

But let me remind the gentleman,
and my request to him is to withdraw
the amendment, that in offering the
amendment he gives no credit to the
hard work that this committee has
done and that this administration has
done recognizing the need to reduce
our assistance to Israel.

Two years ago, we worked with then
Prime Minister Netanyahu to wean
Israel from total economic assistance.
President Netanyahu, suffering I think
very serious political consequences,
agreed with this subcommittee and
with me that we should begin the de-
cline of assistance to Israel, and we
started that last year by reducing the
economic support by $120 million. And
in accordance with the agreement, we
have further reduced it another $120
million this year, the first time in the
history of this Congress that we have
ever done so.

Yet here at the late hour of this
night, along comes the gentleman from
California and says to us, to members
of the subcommittee, to Members of
the Congress, that he does not think we
have done enough. Well, I think we
have done enough.

Just last week, the President and the
new Prime Minister Barak agreed to
the Callahan plan of total elimination
of economic support to Israel over a pe-
riod of the next 8 years. And I think
that is a very responsible way in which
to handle this decline in economic as-
sistance to Israel. It is the responsible

way to do it. It is a recognition of ac-
complishment that our economic as-
sistance to Israel has worked; that
they are now becoming economically
independent.

But for the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, at this late hour of the night to
bring up this kind of amendment, and
to use the type of comparisons the gen-
tleman is using, I think is disrespectful
to the subcommittee and to the Con-
gress. Because we already have ad-
dressed this issue, we have addressed it
in a responsible manner, and to put
this issue on the table on the eve of the
new administration in Israel, when
they are trying to work towards some
accomplishment over the Wye agree-
ment, I think is the wrong message.

So I would respectfully ask that the
gentleman withdraw his amendment,
and short of that, I would urge the
Members of this body to vote ‘‘no.’’

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

I would like to first respond to my
good friend, the chairman of this com-
mittee, the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. CALLAHAN), who indeed expressed
so eloquently the hard work of this
committee to change the formula and
to do it fairly so that we could move
forward in reducing economic aid to
Israel and increasing the military aid.
And I would say that most of my col-
leagues would agree that the invest-
ment in military aid in that region of
the world is in our interest.

So I would like to congratulate the
chairman again in forging that agree-
ment with the former prime minister
of Israel. And in discussing this agree-
ment with the current prime minister
of Israel, there has been total support.

I would just like to say to my good
friend, the gentleman from California
(Mr. CAMPBELL), that I share his con-
cerns; and I would join the gentleman
in working to enlighten our colleagues
and work with this administration in
increasing aid to the other parts of the
world that need it so desperately.

In fact, I have said over and over
again that it is an embarrassment that
we do not pay our U.N. arrears, even
though that does not come out of this
particular budget. It is an embarrass-
ment that with all the problems in
every part of the world that we are be-
hind about a billion dollars in our U.N.
dues. So I would join the gentleman.

But I would say to the gentleman, at
this time we are on the verge, on the
brink, of seeing a real peace. The new
prime minister, Prime Minister Barak,
has been making every effort to move
forward, to meeting with the other par-
ties of the region to try to forge a real
peace so that in our lifetime all of our
investments and our commitment to
that region of the world as a result of
Camp David can become a reality. So it
seems to me, and I agree with our dis-
tinguished chairman, this is not an op-
portune time to change the formula
that has been very carefully crafted;
that we should work together so we can
see a real peace in the Middle East.
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And, again, I would say to the gen-

tleman from California that I would
join the gentleman in increasing aid to
other parts of the world. We know of
the real problem, the people who are in
distress. And as the leader of the free
world, at a time when our leadership is
acknowledged, when there are prob-
lems with disease and problems of inad-
equate education and health care, we
could make an additional difference.

So I hope we can work together and
increase our assistance to other parts
of the world, but not change this for-
mula while we are at a moment of a
breakthrough in the peace agreement.

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

(Mr. BENTSEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment of the
gentleman from California. This is a
bad idea for a number of reasons.

First of all, this is a negotiated
amount of funds. This is not a discre-
tionary set of funds. And while the gen-
tleman makes some interesting argu-
ments about comparing what this
would mean in per capita terms from
one country versus Israel, I do not
know that we can measure it quite
that statistically.

This, as I said, is a negotiated
amount. It goes back to the Camp
David Accords. It also goes back to the
more recent Wye River Accords. But
perhaps most importantly, and I think
the gentlewoman from New York was
just discussing this, we have a new gov-
ernment in Israel which we have a stra-
tegic partnership with that has really
only been in place for about 30 days. I
think even as small a cut as the gen-
tleman proposes undercuts the U.S.
commitment to having the Barak gov-
ernment succeed in its effort in bring-
ing peace to the region.

So I think while the gentleman is
well intentioned in his goals, I think it
is an amendment that would send the
wrong message on the part of the
United States and our commitment to
Israel and our commitment to peace in
the Middle East and in particular our
commitment to seeing the Barak gov-
ernment succeed, and for that reason I
oppose the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this legis-
lation, and the bill’s provision to provide $3 bil-
lion in aid to Israel.

Since its founding in 1948, Israel and the
U.S. have shared an important economic and
strategic partnership. For more than 50 years,
Israel has stood with the U.S. in countering
the greatest threats to American interests in
the region, including the proliferation of weap-
ons of mass destruction and state-sponsored
terrorism by rogue regimes.

Israel has also been a reliable strategic
partner, providing the United States with cut-
ting-edge technology and valuable intelligence.
Israel was the first country to sign a free trade
agreement with the United States, which has
resulted in a quadrupling of trade between the
two countries. As Israel’s economy continues

to grow, the United States will continue to
benefit from the wide-ranging economic part-
nership enjoyed by the two countries. The
United States-Israel partnership has also been
cost-effective, avoiding the expensive deploy-
ment of American troops. No United States
troops have ever been required to protect
Israel, while by comparison America maintains
135,000 troops in Europe and spends roughly
$80 billion each year on the defense of Eu-
rope.

Thanks to the United States involvement in
the Middle East peace process, Israel has
been able to make significant advancements
toward establishing peaceful relations with her
Arab neighbors. With the election of Prime
Minister Ehud Barak in May 1999, the search
for peace in the Middle East appears to have
taken meaningful steps forward. In the days
following his election, Mr. Barak displayed his
commitment to the peace process through his
talks with Egyptian President Mubarak, and
the formation of a ‘peace administration’ of
three negotiating teams, one each for Syria,
Lebanon, and the Palestinians. In the 3 weeks
since he’s taken office, Mr. Barak has actively
negotiated with Palestinian Authority Chairman
Arafat in attempt to secure a permanent peace
deal to determine Israel’s borders, the future
of Jerusalem, the fate of refugees, and the
disposition of water resources. He has also
begun negotiations with Syria regarding the
status of the Golan Heights and the Hezbollah
militia in southern Lebanon.

Prime Minister Barak understands that a ne-
gotiated peace is the best way to make Israel
more stable and prosperous for the people of
the Middle East. As the peace process moves
forward, the U.S. must continue to support the
principles of the Wye River agreement, includ-
ing the land-for- peace commitments, ces-
sation of terrorist aggression, and respect for
existing peace agreements by all parties.
While his Mr. Barak’s progress has been en-
couraging, we should hold no illusions. The
path ahead will be difficult and hold many hard
decisions. As Israel takes these calculated
risks for peace, the United States must con-
tinue to support Israel’s defense. Part of that
effort should be the final Congressional ap-
proval of an aid package that provides assist-
ance to Israel, the Palestinian people and to
Jordan as part of the implementation of the
Wye River agreement. Making Israel stronger
and making Palestinians and Jordanians more
secure and more prosperous are all critical
steps to building a just and lasting peace in
the Middle East.

U.S. aid to Israel is one of America’s most
cost-effective foreign policy investments. The
economic and military aid that America pro-
vides Israel serves the interests of both coun-
tries by promoting peace, security, and trade.
I urge my colleagues to continue our support
for Israel and to further our national interests
by voting for this appropriations.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I have great respect
for my friend from California. We have
worked together on many issues, in-
cluding a number of international rela-
tions issues, and he has made an at-
tractive argument. As he has visited
sub-Sahara Africa, I have as well, and
just got through offering an amend-
ment dealing with HIV/AIDS. But I

would simply say to the gentleman
that as attractive as support for the
microcredit is, and I frankly saw the
enormous impact that the microcredit
funding has, I am rising in opposition
for, I think, two to three reasons.

One, I believe we should make good
on our commitment, and I think it is
important to note that we have made a
commitment to support Israel as it has
downsized on its receipt of foreign aid
from the United States. I think the
Wye River agreement is extremely im-
portant and goes to our bond and our
standing in the international arena as
relates to the Mideast, with Israel
being the freestanding or one singular
democracy there.

Then, I think that, hopefully, we do
not have a situation where we pit one
community or one part of the world
against another. There is a great need
in Africa, and I would like to see us
collaborate, as I started out in my re-
marks, on HIV/AIDS. I would like to
see the foreign aid increased. I think it
would be a shame that a powerful,
wealthy Nation like this, where the
American people would be willing to
support our international efforts at a
higher rate than 1 percent, and maybe
that number has been increased but
that is what sticks in my mind, even as
high as 5 percent, and maybe we can go
higher, if we begin to juxtapose one
needy area against another needy area
for different reasons.

So for that reason, and though I re-
spect the gentleman in his intent and,
in fact, look forward to working with
the gentleman to find funds to increase
those opportunities in sub-Sahara Afri-
ca, I would oppose his amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CAMP-
BELL).

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 263, further proceeding on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CAMPBELL)
will be postponed.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

INTERNATIONAL FUND FOR IRELAND

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of chapter 4 of part II of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, $19,600,000, which
shall be available for the United States con-
tribution to the International Fund for Ire-
land and shall be made available in accord-
ance with the provisions of the Anglo-Irish
Agreement Support Act of 1986 (Public Law
99–415): Provided, That such amount shall be
expended at the minimum rate necessary to
make timely payment for projects and ac-
tivities: Provided further, That funds made
available under this heading shall remain
available until September 30, 2001.

ASSISTANCE FOR EASTERN EUROPE AND THE
BALTIC STATES

(a) For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 and the Support for East European De-
mocracy (SEED) Act of 1989, $393,000,000, to
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remain available until September 30, 2001,
which shall be available, notwithstanding
any other provision of law, for economic as-
sistance and for related programs for East-
ern Europe and the Baltic States.

(b) Funds appropriated under this heading
shall be considered to be economic assist-
ance under the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 for purposes of making available the ad-
ministrative authorities contained in that
Act for the use of economic assistance.

(c) None of the funds appropriated under
this heading may be made available for new
housing construction or repair or reconstruc-
tion of existing housing in Bosnia and
Herzegovina unless directly related to the ef-
forts of United States troops to promote
peace in said country.

(d) With regard to funds appropriated
under this heading for the economic revital-
ization program in Bosnia and Herzegovina,
and local currencies generated by such funds
(including the conversion of funds appro-
priated under this heading into currency
used by Bosnia and Herzegovina as local cur-
rency and local currency returned or repaid
under such program) the Administrator of
the Agency for International Development
shall provide written approval for grants and
loans prior to the obligation and expenditure
of funds for such purposes, and prior to the
use of funds that have been returned or re-
paid to any lending facility or grantee.

(e) The provisions of section 532 of this Act
shall apply to funds made available under
subsection (d) and to funds appropriated
under this heading.

(f) The President is authorized to withhold
funds appropriated under this heading made
available for economic revitalization pro-
grams in Bosnia and Herzegovina, if he de-
termines and certifies to the Committees on
Appropriations that the Federation of Bos-
nia and Herzegovina has not complied with
article III of annex 1–A of the General
Framework Agreement for Peace in Bosnia
and Herzegovina concerning the withdrawal
of foreign forces, and that intelligence co-
operation on training, investigations, and re-
lated activities between Iranian officials and
Bosnian officials has not been terminated.

(g) Funds appropriated under this heading
or in prior appropriations Acts that are or
have been made available for an Enterprise
Fund may be deposited by such Fund in in-
terest-bearing accounts prior to the Fund’s
disbursement of such funds for program pur-
poses. The Fund may retain for such pro-
gram purposes any interest earned on such
deposits without returning such interest to
the Treasury of the United States and with-
out further appropriation by the Congress.
Funds made available for Enterprise Funds
shall be expended at the minimum rate nec-
essary to make timely payment for projects
and activities.
ASSISTANCE FOR THE INDEPENDENT STATES OF

THE FORMER SOVIET UNION

(a) For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of chapter 11 of part I of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 and the FREE-
DOM Support Act, for assistance for the
Independent States of the former Soviet
Union and for related programs, $725,000,000,
to remain available until September 30, 2001:
Provided, That the provisions of such chapter
shall apply to funds appropriated by this
paragraph: Provided further, That such sums
as may be necessary may be transferred to
the Export-Import Bank of the United States
for the cost of any financing under the Ex-
port-Import Bank Act of 1945 for activities
for the Independent States: Provided further,
That of the funds made available for the
Southern Caucasus region, 17.5 percent
should be used for confidence-building meas-
ures and other activities in furtherance of

the peaceful resolution of the regional con-
flicts, especially those in the vicinity of
Abkhazia and Nagorno-Karabagh.

(b) Funds appropriated under title II of
this Act, including funds appropriated under
this heading, may be made available for as-
sistance for Mongolia: Provided, That funds
made available for assistance for Mongolia
may be made available in accordance with
the purposes and utilizing the authorities
provided in chapter 11 of part I of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961.

(c)(1) Of the funds appropriated under this
heading that are allocated for assistance for
the Government of the Russian Federation,
50 percent shall be withheld from obligation
until the President determines and certifies
in writing to the Committees on Appropria-
tions that the Government of the Russian
Federation has terminated implementation
of arrangements to provide Iran with tech-
nical expertise, training, technology, or
equipment necessary to develop a nuclear re-
actor, related nuclear research facilities or
programs, or ballistic missile capability.

(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to—
(A) assistance to combat infectious dis-

eases and child survival activities; and
(B) activities authorized under title V

(Nonproliferation and Disarmament Pro-
grams and Activities) of the FREEDOM Sup-
port Act.

(d) Not more than 25 percent of the funds
appropriated under this heading may be
made available for assistance for any coun-
try in the region.

(e) Allocations for Georgia and for Arme-
nia shall reflect a percentage of the amount
appropriated under this heading that is at
least equivalent to the percentage of the
total funding available under this heading
that was allocated for each nation in fiscal
year 1999: Provided, That assistance under
title V of the FREEDOM Support Act shall
not be included in such calculations.

(f) Section 907 of the FREEDOM Support
Act shall not apply to—

(1) activities to support democracy or as-
sistance under title V of the FREEDOM Sup-
port Act and section 1424 of Public Law 104–
201;

(2) any assistance provided by the Trade
and Development Agency under section 661
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22
U.S.C. 2421);

(3) any activity carried out by a member of
the United States and Foreign Commercial
Service while acting within his or her offi-
cial capacity;

(4) any insurance, reinsurance, guarantee,
or other assistance provided by the Overseas
Private Investment Corporation under title
IV of chapter 2 of part I of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2191 et seq.);

(5) any financing provided under the Ex-
port-Import Bank Act of 1945; or

(6) humanitarian assistance including ac-
tivities funded under the heading ‘‘Child Sur-
vival and Disease Programs Fund’’.

INDEPENDENT AGENCY

PEACE CORPS

For expenses necessary to carry out the
provisions of the Peace Corps Act (75 Stat.
612), $240,000,000, including the purchase of
not to exceed five passenger motor vehicles
for administrative purposes for use outside
of the United States: Provided, That none of
the funds appropriated under this heading
shall be used to pay for abortions: Provided
further, That funds appropriated under this
heading shall remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2001.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL AND LAW
ENFORCEMENT

For necessary expenses to carry out sec-
tion 481 of the Foreign Assistance Act of

1961, $285,000,000: Provided, That not more
than $20,000,000 of the funds made available
under this heading shall be available for
anti-crime programs and that all such pro-
grams shall be subject to the regular notifi-
cation procedures of the Committees on Ap-
propriations: Provided further, That during
fiscal year 2000, the Department of State
may also use the authority of section 608 of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, without
regard to its restrictions, to receive excess
property from an agency of the United
States Government for the purpose of pro-
viding it to a foreign country under chapter
8 of part I of that Act subject to the regular
notification procedures of the Committees
on Appropriations.

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. MICA

Mr. MICA. 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. 8 offered by Mr. MICA:
Page 22, line 17, before the period insert the
following: ‘‘: Provided further, That of the
amount appropriated under this heading,
$37,500,000 shall be made available in assist-
ance for the antinarcotics directorate
(DANTI) of the Colombian National Police as
follows: (1) $3,500,000 for GAU 19 protection
systems for the 6 existing Black Hawk util-
ity helicopters of the Colombian National
Police, including 1 such system for each heli-
copter, mounting, installation, and a main-
tenance and training package; (2) $3,500,000
for .50 caliber ammunition for such GAU 19
protection systems; (3) $2,500,000 for upgrade
of the hangar at the Guaymaral helicopter
base; (4) $6,500,000 for construction of a hang-
ar facility at the El Dorado Airport in Bo-
gota, Colombia, to provide a secure area for
storage and maintenance work on the fixed
wing and rotar wing aircraft of the Colom-
bian National Police; (5) $2,500,000 to pur-
chase 19 additional MK–44 miniguns for the
‘‘Huey’’ II utility helicopters to be provided
to the Colombian National Policy; (6)
$3,500,000 for 7.62 ammunition for such MK–44
miniguns; (7) $8,000,000 for forward looking
infra red (FLIR) systems for 15 of the
‘‘Huey’’ II utility helicopters referred to in
paragraph (5); (8) $3,500,000 for field gear for
aviation and ground officers of the Colom-
bian National Police, including ballistic pro-
tective mats, ballistic protective vests, hel-
mets and field harnesses, canteens, and mag-
azines; (9) $3,000,000 for the establishment
and operation of a Colombian National Po-
lice customs facility in Cartagena, Colombia,
including additional training for Colombian
National Police personnel by United States
Customs Service personnel; and (10) $1,000,000
for intelligence equipment for the Colombian
National Police, including sensors and moni-
toring and surveillance equipment.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on the amend-
ment.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
chairman, the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. CALLAHAN), for his great
work on this distinguished piece of leg-
islation, which I plan to support with
minor modifications that can be made,
I hope, through the amendment I offer
tonight. The amendment that I have
tonight asks for $37.5 million, and
those funds would go towards providing
anti-narcotics equipment to the Co-
lombian National Police.

I chair the Subcommittee on Crimi-
nal Justice, Drug Policy and Human
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Resources, and I can tell my colleagues
that we have no greater threat facing
our Nation right now in terms of our
anti-narcotics effort and, really, na-
tional security than we have facing us
with the situation with Colombia.

Some of my colleagues may know
that we lost five servicemen, including
a servicewoman this week, and in the
last few days we have lost three civil-
ians. This situation is getting incred-
ibly worse in Colombia, our neighbor to
the south. That is what makes this ac-
tion tonight so important.

I will ask to withdraw this at some
point and ask for consideration in con-
ference, but we cannot make the same
mistake that we have been making
year after year in not providing equip-
ment. This Congress has provided
Black Hawk helicopters to the Colom-
bians, but we are not providing the
equipment for them to do the job. This
amendment asks for 19 protection sys-
tems for Black Hawk helicopters and
also for Huey helicopters that they
have.

b 2030
How can they fight a war against in-

surgence Marxist guerillas or an activ-
ity against those trafficking in illegal
narcotics without this equipment? We
have made the mistake of not pro-
viding the equipment.

This is a hearing from July of 1997.
The gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HASTERT), who is now Speaker of the
House, myself, others on the com-
mittee asked for equipment to get to
Colombia. And that equipment has not
gotten to Colombia.

The results are incredible. 800,000
people have been displaced since 1995.
35,000 Colombians have been killed in
less than 10 years. In 1998, more than
300,000 Colombians were displaced in-
ternally. That is more than we had
that same year in Kosovo.

My colleagues, we are going to have
a situation that makes Kosovo look
like a kindergarten playground if we do
not get the equipment.

Just in the last 2 or 3 weeks, this ad-
ministration has reversed its course
and is now asking for intelligence to be
shared. At this moment, I believe our
drug czar is down in Colombia; and he
has asked in the last 2 weeks for a bil-
lion dollars, which may require a sup-
plemental.

So if we are providing the equipment
to allow Colombians to stop this drug
influx into their nation and trafficking
and production in their nation and this
insurgency, then I say we should help
them with this little bit of assistance
that we are asking for in this.

I might say that we had a visit from
the national chief of police there who
has been leading the drug war, and this
is specifically in his request to the
Speaker of the House and to our sub-
committee. I might also say that these
items are also requested by General
McCaffrey, who is our Nation’s drug
czar.

So I plead and I ask the sub-
committee, and I know they have done

great work in putting together this
legislation, to not make the same mis-
take that has been made year after
year in not getting equipment to this
country that is facing not only an in-
ternal crisis but we are facing a re-
gional and hemispheric crisis with this
situation.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, with
the assurance that the gentleman is
going to withdraw the amendment, I
am going to withdraw my reservation
of objection but, I move to strike the
requisite number of words to speak in
response to what the gentleman from
Florida just said and to express to the
gentleman from Florida that I too am
concerned about this entire drug situa-
tion not only in Colombia but in all of
Central and South America.

I am very appreciative of the extra
effort that he has put in in bringing to
the attention of the Congress and to
the American people the tremendous
problems we have in Colombia, of the
tremendous problems we have in Mex-
ico, and in other areas of Central and
South America who are facilitating the
exportation of drugs to the United
States.

But I might remind my colleague
that the bill we are debating tonight
provides $285 million for the Inter-
national Narcotics Control Account.
This is an increase of $24 million above
the regular 1999 bill and $70 million
above the bill that just recently passed
the Senate.

As my colleague knows, in the Omni-
bus Appropriations Bill last year, we
put an additional $255 million for coun-
ternarcotics. There are no earmarks in
this bill anywhere. But there is a suffi-
cient amount of money appropriated to
include Colombia and all areas of Cen-
tral and South America in this coun-
ternarcotics program.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM).

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman very much for
yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I know what the
chairman has done is extremely good
in here, and I commend him for what is
here. I also know what the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. MICA) is attempting
to do.

What I hope is, because of the West-
ern Hemisphere Drug Elimination Act
we passed last year, and the gentleman
worked so much with us, we ought to
take a $600 million overall that covered
many of the subcommittee appropria-
tions areas to do some of what was
going to be $2 billion ultimately over 3
years.

In the legislation of my colleagues
and in all of these appropriations bills
in the House this year, we are not able
under the current rules to meet the
goals of that bill in what we are pass-
ing.

But much of this equipment, most of
it that the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. MICA) is asking for, was what was
passed in that bill and what we wanted
to see happen. And I am hopeful that in

conference my colleague will be able to
nudge up these numbers some. And per-
haps there will even be a supplemental
down the road. Because I know my col-
league understands from our previous
discussions how important this equip-
ment is.

I serve as chairman of the Sub-
committee on Crime, as my colleague
knows, and on the Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence; and we
really do need this equipment.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, we will try to in-
crease it if we possibly can. Because
this is a cancer on our society, and the
only way we are going to be able to
cure this cancer is to provide ample
counternarcotics monies to do so.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

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

Mr. Chairman, I just want to raise
concern about the amendment. The
amendment directs all the money to
the Colombian police. The delegation
that was here last week did not ask for
money for the national police. It was
for the armed services, for the armed
forces. As my colleague knows, it is a
very delicate situation in Colombia.

I think it would be ill-spent money to
direct all of this earmarking and for
specifics just for one entity in Colom-
bia. I support the concerns of the chair-
man and recommendations, and I op-
pose the amendment the way it is
drafted.

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

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I under-
stand the concern of the gentleman.

But this is the testimony from 2
years ago, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. HASTERT): ‘‘But you are holding
up their ammunition.’’

We provided almost $300 million last
year. And we have checked to see if the
money is there in resources. Only a few
million dollars have gotten to where it
should go. The problem we have is in
getting money. That is why this is an
earmark.

I know the earmark is not acceptable
under the regular order here. But I
hope you can imagine the frustration
we see. We appropriate money. The
President is saying this is now the
third biggest aid recipient in the world.
And it is not getting there.

This request is part of our drug czar’s
request, and it is the head of the na-
tional police’s request to do the job in
Colombia that needs to be done to
bring peace there and stop drug traf-
ficking where we have 60, 70 percent of
the heroin and cocaine now coming
into the United States.

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

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I just
want to say two things.
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First of all, we all agree that the

drug problem is a terrible, terrible
tragedy for our country. In addition to
trying to do drug crop eradication, we
must focus on treatment and preven-
tion and to the end that we all share
here.

But two points I want to make. One
is, I was very concerned about the New
York Times article this morning that
talked about the war on drugs and the
war against the rebels merging, be-
cause we have always talked about the
war on drugs being a war on drugs in
Colombia.

So I hope that, as we proceed, we do
with great sensitivity to the human
rights of the Colombian people.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. CAL-
LAHAN) has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. CAL-
LAHAN was allowed to proceed for 30 ad-
ditional seconds.)

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. MICA).

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
chairman for being so understanding
and also considering this in conference.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

MIGRATION AND REFUGEE ASSISTANCE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary to enable the Secretary of State to
provide, as authorized by law, a contribution
to the International Committee of the Red
Cross, assistance to refugees, including con-
tributions to the International Organization
for Migration and the United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees, and other activi-
ties to meet refugee and migration needs;
salaries and expenses of personnel and de-
pendents as authorized by the Foreign Serv-
ice Act of 1980; allowances as authorized by
sections 5921 through 5925 of title 5, United
States Code; purchase and hire of passenger
motor vehicles; and services as authorized by
section 3109 of title 5, United States Code,
$640,000,000: Provided, That not more than
$13,800,000 shall be available for administra-
tive expenses.

UNITED STATES EMERGENCY REFUGEE AND
MIGRATION ASSISTANCE FUND

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of section 2(c) of the Migration
and Refugee Assistance Act of 1962, as
amended (22 U.S.C. 260(c)), $30,000,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided,
That the funds made available under this
heading are appropriated notwithstanding
the provisions contained in section 2(c)(2) of
the Migration and Refugee Assistance Act of
1962 which would limit the amount of funds
which could be appropriated for this purpose.

NONPROLIFERATION, ANTI-TERRORISM,
DEMINING AND RELATED PROGRAMS

For necessary expenses for nonprolifera-
tion, anti-terrorism and related programs
and activities, $181,630,000, to carry out the
provisions of chapter 8 of part II of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 for anti-terrorism
assistance, section 504 of the FREEDOM Sup-
port Act for the Nonproliferation and Disar-
mament Fund, section 23 of the Arms Export

Control Act or the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 for demining activities, the clearance of
unexploded ordnance, and related activities,
notwithstanding any other provision of law,
including activities implemented through
nongovernmental and international organi-
zations, section 301 of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 for a voluntary contribution to
the International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) and a voluntary contribution to the
Korean Peninsula Energy Development Orga-
nization (KEDO), and for a United States
contribution to the Comprehensive Nuclear
Test Ban Treaty Preparatory Commission:
Provided, That the Secretary of State shall
inform the Committees on Appropriations at
least twenty days prior to the obligation of
funds for the Comprehensive Nuclear Test
Ban Treaty Preparatory Commission: Pro-
vided further, That of this amount not to ex-
ceed $15,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, may be made available for the Non-
proliferation and Disarmament Fund, not-
withstanding any other provision of law, to
promote bilateral and multilateral activities
relating to nonproliferation and disar-
mament: Provided further, That such funds
may also be used for such countries other
than the Independent States of the former
Soviet Union and international organiza-
tions when it is in the national security in-
terest of the United States to do so: Provided
further, That such funds shall be subject to
the regular notification procedures of the
Committees on Appropriations: Provided fur-
ther, That funds appropriated under this
heading may be made available for the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency only if the
Secretary of State determines (and so re-
ports to the Congress) that Israel is not
being denied its right to participate in the
activities of that Agency.

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

DEBT RESTRUCTURING

For the cost, as defined in section 502 of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, of
modifying loans and loan guarantees, as the
President may determine, for which funds
have been appropriated or otherwise made
available for programs within the Inter-
national Affairs Budget Function 150, includ-
ing the cost of selling, reducing, or canceling
amounts owed to the United States as a re-
sult of concessional loans made to eligible
countries, pursuant to parts IV and V of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (including up
to $1,000,000 for necessary expenses for the
administration of activities carried out
under these parts), and of modifying
concessional credit agreements with least
developed countries, as authorized under sec-
tion 411 of the Agricultural Trade Develop-
ment and Assistance Act of 1954, as amended,
and concessional loans, guarantees and cred-
it agreements with any country in Sub-Saha-
ran Africa, as authorized under section 572 of
the Foreign Operations, Export Financing,
and Related Programs Appropriations Act,
1989 (Public Law 100–461); $33,000,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided,
That any limitation of subsection (e) of sec-
tion 411 of the Agricultural Trade Develop-
ment and Assistance Act of 1954 to the ex-
tent that limitation applies to sub-Saharan
African countries shall not apply to funds
appropriated hereunder or previously appro-
priated under this heading: Provided further,
That the authority provided by section 572 of
Public Law 100–461 may be exercised only
with respect to countries that are eligible to
borrow from the International Development
Association, but not from the International
Bank for Reconstruction and Development,
commonly referred to as ‘‘IDA-only’’ coun-
tries.

INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS TECHNICAL
ASSISTANCE

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of section 129 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (relating to inter-
national affairs technical assistance activi-
ties), $1,500,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

TITLE III—MILITARY ASSISTANCE
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT

INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND
TRAINING

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of section 541 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, $50,000,000, of which up
to $1,000,000 may remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That the civilian personnel
for whom military education and training
may be provided under this heading may in-
clude civilians who are not members of a
government whose participation would con-
tribute to improved civil-military relations,
civilian control of the military, or respect
for human rights: Provided further, That
funds appropriated under this heading for
grant financed military education and train-
ing for Indonesia and Guatemala may only
be available for expanded international mili-
tary education and training and funds made
available for Guatemala may only be pro-
vided through the regular notification proce-
dures of the Committees on Appropriations:
Provided further, That none of the funds ap-
propriated under this heading may be made
available to support grant financed military
education and training at the School of the
Americas unless the Secretary of Defense
certifies that the instruction and training
provided by the School of the Americas is
fully consistent with training and doctrine,
particularly with respect to the observance
of human rights, provided by the Depart-
ment of Defense to United States military
students at Department of Defense institu-
tions whose primary purpose is to train
United States military personnel: Provided
further, That the Secretary of Defense shall
submit to the Committees on Appropria-
tions, no later than January 15, 2000, a report
detailing the training activities of the
School of the Americas and a general assess-
ment regarding the performance of its grad-
uates during 1997 and 1998.

FOREIGN MILITARY FINANCING PROGRAM

For expenses necessary for grants to en-
able the President to carry out the provi-
sions of section 23 of the Arms Export Con-
trol Act, $3,470,000,000: Provided, That of the
funds appropriated under this heading, not
to exceed $1,920,000,000 shall be available for
grants only for Israel, and not to exceed
$1,300,000,000 shall be made available for
grants only for Egypt: Provided further, That
the funds appropriated by this paragraph for
Israel shall be disbursed within thirty days
of enactment of this Act or by October 31,
1999, whichever is later: Provided further,
That to the extent that the Government of
Israel requests that funds be used for such
purposes, grants made available for Israel by
this paragraph shall, as agreed by Israel and
the United States, be available for advanced
weapons systems, of which not less than
$505,000,000 should be available for the pro-
curement in Israel of defense articles and de-
fense services, including research and devel-
opment: Provided further, That none of the
funds made available under this heading
shall be available for any non-NATO country
participating in the Partnership for Peace
Program except through the regular notifi-
cation procedures of the Committees on Ap-
propriations: Provided further, That funds ap-
propriated by this paragraph shall be non-
repayable notwithstanding any requirement
in section 23 of the Arms Export Control Act:
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Provided further, That funds made available
under this paragraph shall be obligated upon
apportionment in accordance with paragraph
(5)(C) of title 31, United States Code, section
1501(a).

None of the funds made available under
this heading shall be available to finance the
procurement of defense articles, defense
services, or design and construction services
that are not sold by the United States Gov-
ernment under the Arms Export Control Act
unless the foreign country proposing to
make such procurements has first signed an
agreement with the United States Govern-
ment specifying the conditions under which
such procurements may be financed with
such funds: Provided, That all country and
funding level increases in allocations shall
be submitted through the regular notifica-
tion procedures of section 515 of this Act:
Provided further, That none of the funds ap-
propriated under this heading shall be avail-
able for assistance for Sudan and Liberia:
Provided further, That funds made available
under this heading may be used, notwith-
standing any other provision of law, for
demining, the clearance of unexploded ord-
nance, and related activities, and may in-
clude activities implemented through non-
governmental and international organiza-
tions: Provided further, That none of the
funds appropriated under this heading shall
be available for assistance for Guatemala:
Provided further, That only those countries
for which assistance was justified for the
‘‘Foreign Military Sales Financing Pro-
gram’’ in the fiscal year 1989 congressional
presentation for security assistance pro-
grams may utilize funds made available
under this heading for procurement of de-
fense articles, defense services or design and
construction services that are not sold by
the United States Government under the
Arms Export Control Act: Provided further,
That funds appropriated under this heading
shall be expended at the minimum rate nec-
essary to make timely payment for defense
articles and services: Provided further, That
not more than $30,495,000 of the funds appro-
priated under this heading may be obligated
for necessary expenses, including the pur-
chase of passenger motor vehicles for re-
placement only for use outside of the United
States, for the general costs of administering
military assistance and sales: Provided fur-
ther, That not more than $330,000,000 of funds
realized pursuant to section 21(e)(1)(A) of the
Arms Export Control Act may be obligated
for expenses incurred by the Department of
Defense during fiscal year 2000 pursuant to
section 43(b) of the Arms Export Control Act,
except that this limitation may be exceeded
only through the regular notification proce-
dures of the Committees on Appropriations.

PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of section 551 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, $76,500,000: Provided,
That none of the funds appropriated under
this heading shall be obligated or expended
except as provided through the regular noti-
fication procedures of the Committees on
Appropriations.

TITLE IV—MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC
ASSISTANCE

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT

INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

GLOBAL ENVIRONMENT FACILITY

For the United States contribution for the
Global Environment Facility, $50,000,000, to
the International Bank for Reconstruction
and Development as trustee for the Global
Environment Facility, by the Secretary of
the Treasury, to remain available until ex-
pended.

CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION

For payment to the International Develop-
ment Association (IDA) by the Secretary of
the Treasury, $576,600,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GILMAN

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. GILMAN:
In title IV of the bill, in the item relating

to ‘‘CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION’’, after the first
dollar amount, insert the following: ‘‘(re-
duced by $8,000,000)’’.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, last
month the World Bank approved a $40
million financing package to move
over 57,000 Chinese people into Tibet.

As my colleagues know, the Chinese
Army invaded Tibet in 1949 and later
drove His Holiness, the Dalai Lama,
into exile in India. He remains in India
today, and his people in Tibet are
forced to live under the Chinese Com-
munist dictatorship.

Over the last 30 years, the Chinese
Government supported the movement
of Chinese people into Tibet, attempt-
ing to dilute and eventually wipe out
the Tibetan people’s culture and their
religion.

Now the World Bank is helping to
subsidize that effort. In December of
1998, Bank staff published information
that they were planning a loan to help
relocate 57,000 Chinese farmers into
Tibet.

Senior Bank staff of World Bank, in-
cluding its current president, James
Wolfensohn, later claimed that they
were surprised when this loan appeared
6 months later for approval by the
Bank’s board. He claimed the process
of reviewing the loan was grueling; but
rather than delay the approval of this
loan, he approved it with only an inter-
nal panel to later review the project.
No major human rights organizations
or environmental organizations are
running that panel.

Both the International Campaign for
Tibet and the Friends of the Earth en-
dorse my amendment. They have op-
posed this loan from the start, and
their voices deserve to be heard.

What the Bank has done is not
enough. The American taxpayer cannot
support the Chinese Government’s col-
onization of Tibet. The World Bank
project included hiring a consultant to
prepare an Involuntary Resettlement
Action Plan for indigenous people.

We must send a message to the Bank
that our Nation, the Bank’s largest
donor, cannot support projects which
violate the human rights of the Ti-
betan people.

This loan, Mr. Chairman, represents
the arrogance of the Bank’s staff and
the clout that China has over that
staff. We must send a message that the
Bank should reflect the values of the
Democratic donors and not Chinese
Communist dictators.

The Gilman-Lantos amendment will
make a modest cut of $8 million, com-
prising the U.S. share of the loan, to
send to the Bank a message that this
kind of project cannot be supported.

The Senate already passed such an
amendment, and now it is our turn.

Mr. Chairman, I welcome the support
of the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARMEY) our majority leader; the gen-
tleman from Hawaii (Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE); the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS), a senior member
of our committee; the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN); the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. PORTER),
a senior member of the Committee on
Appropriations; and the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SANFORD),
another member of the committee.

Their support represents a unique co-
alition for human rights, for the rule of
law, and for the support for Tibet and
its people.

Accordingly, I urge adoption of the
amendment.

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

Mr. GILMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Chairman, I
want to rise in support of the Gilman-
Lantos amendment to cut $8 million
from the International Development
Association lending window of the
World Bank.

Mr. Chairman, like my colleagues
from both sides of the aisle, I was deep-
ly disturbed and angry that the World
Bank pursued the China Western Pov-
erty Reduction loan, a loan so flawed
in its preparation that it should never
have been brought before the Board of
Executive Directors.

I oppose and I am angry that the
Bank would fund a program with the
goal of displacing Tibetan people from
their ancestral territory in order to
pursue a badly conceived agricultural
program that relies on moving more
ethnic Chinese into Tibet.

Did the World Bank learn nothing
from its terrible history of funding
forced resettlement and trans-
migration in Indonesia?

But the reason I support this amend-
ment goes far beyond this loan for
China.

b 2045
This loan has become emblematic of

everything wrong with the World
Bank. This loan received the wrong en-
vironmental designation from its very
conception. It should have received
what is known as a Category A des-
ignation for its resettlement require-
ments alone, let alone for its potential
impact on fragile ecosystems and on
the nomadic peoples who inhabit this
part of Tibet. The staff who prepared
the loan failed to comply with the
bank’s own policies on environmental
assessment, public information disclo-
sure, participation by affected peoples,
indigenous peoples and involuntary re-
settlement.

We in the United States Congress do
not take these policies lightly and we
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do not think the World Bank should,
either. The creation of these policies
has served for years to influence sup-
port for World Bank funding. I would
like to thank the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. PELOSI) for all her lead-
ership in this area. The violation of
these bank policies, indeed the cynical
manner in which they were dismissed
or bypassed by bank staff responsible
for the preparation of this loan, ac-
counts for someone like myself, a
strong supporter of bilateral and multi-
lateral development aid, rising in sup-
port of this amendment.

In spite of its policies and its rhet-
oric in support of poverty alleviation
and environmentally sustainable devel-
opment, the World Bank again and
again pursues loans that cause grave
harm to the environment, to indige-
nous peoples, and to genuine sustain-
able development.

Mr. Chairman, I again urge my col-
leagues to support the Gilman-Lantos
amendment.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I would rather do any-
thing than to come before this body
and speak against the very distin-
guished gentleman from New York who
chairs the Committee on International
Relations, who does so much good work
worldwide, who has vast knowledge of
all of the areas of the world and just
passed a few days ago the international
relations bill through this body and did
such a magnificent job there. But I,
too, feel like I have made a contribu-
tion towards the same goal that the
gentleman from New York wants to
reach. To remind him of what we have
already done in this bill, we have cut
IDA $223 million from last year over
the strong objections in the committee
and over the ranking member of our
subcommittee. We almost had to force
the $200 million reduction in IDA. But,
nevertheless, we did it.

I feel like I have graduated magna
cum laude from college and come home
to my parent and he is criticizing me
because I did not graduate summa cum
laude. I think we have done a good job
here, Mr. Chairman, and I think we
have addressed every issue that the
gentleman from New York has brought
to us from his committee as chairman
of the Committee on International Re-
lations. I think we have a good bill,
and while symbolically I agree with the
gentleman, I think we have gone far
enough.

I would respectfully ask the distin-
guished gentleman if he would with-
draw this amendment and let us get on
to passing this bill tonight in a timely
fashion. I am not necessarily dis-
agreeing with his mission, I just think
the timing is inappropriate at this
time.

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

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. GILMAN. I want to again com-
mend the gentleman for his out-

standing job on this measure. We rec-
ognize that he has made substantial
cuts in many important areas trying to
keep within our budget. But there are
a number of important organizations in
our country and a number of people
who have stressed their opposition to
what the World Bank is seeking to do.
We would like to make a very symbolic
record in opposition.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Reclaiming my
time, it is already there in report lan-
guage at the gentleman’s request. We
have inserted the report language
there. I know it is symbolic and $8 mil-
lion in the terms in which we speak, in
billions of dollars or even trillions, is
not a lot of money. But, nevertheless, I
think it is going to take a lot of time
to show that symbolism when it is al-
ready written in the report.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York is a great lead-
er on human rights throughout the
world and it is always a joy to work
with him. He is an inspiration to all of
us. I completely agree with the gen-
tleman entirely on his motivation on
this legislation. But I have to agree in
part with the gentleman from Alabama
for the following reason. I have fought
him tooth and nail on cutting this $224
million from IDA in the bill. While I
share the concerns the gentleman ex-
presses in the amendment, to go on and
cut more from IDA I think would di-
minish any arguments we made about
the impact of the $224 million already
cut from IDA.

I think what the World Bank did is
appalling. As the gentleman knows,
under his leadership and working with
him, we have called meetings together
with the people who work at the World
Bank, with many congressional offices
participating in these meetings. We
jointly, 60 of us, sent a letter at the
urging of the gentleman from New
York and me to President Wolfensohn
about this. This is appalling. The
World Bank is ignoring its own stand-
ards on resettlement as well as the en-
vironment. There are many reasons
why they should not have gone down
this road. I do not like what they are
doing as far as Tibet is concerned. We
have fought that in this House year in
and year out. And now the World Bank
is asking those of us who have not only
opposed the Chinese policy of resettle-
ment in the Tibetan areas of Han Chi-
nese, they are asking us to pay for it
by our contribution to the World Bank.

The World Bank did a very stupid
thing. The World Bank has invited
some very, very close scrutiny in terms
of resettlement and environment
which, as I say, are violated in what
they have done. June 30 marked the
end of any IDA funding to China. The
other poor people in the world will pay
the price for what the World Bank re-
fused to listen to us on. The Chinese
government has had its way with the
World Bank and I think that it is ap-
palling. But as one who has fought the

fight with the gentleman against the
repression in China year in and year
out, I cannot let the Chinese regime
take assistance away from people in
other parts of the world because of
their behavior there, and just because
the World Bank has done something I
do not like does not mean that we
should take away their funding.

So sharing every value that the gen-
tleman presented, agreeing completely
that the World Bank is wrong, wrong,
wrong on many scores as far as this is
concerned, appalled by the ethnic
cleansing that this represents on the
part of the Chinese government, but
nonetheless saying that we cannot
take any more money from the fund
that goes for the poorest of the poor
people.

I find myself in a very difficult place,
Mr. Chairman, but because I was going
to have to vote ‘‘no’’ on the gentle-
man’s amendment, I wanted to explain
to my colleagues why. He is completely
right, but I have a counter-equity that
outweighs that.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues,
well, I do not urge anybody to do any-
thing. I am just telling them why I will
be voting ‘‘no,’’ because I have resisted
the gentleman’s $224 million cut and do
not see how then to go on and support
an additional cut to IDA. With that
and with the deepest respect for the
chairman of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations and begging his for-
giveness because he has been the cham-
pion on Tibet, the champion on Tibet,
I offer that explanation to the body.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I entirely support the
effort of the gentleman from New York
here. I know of no stronger champion
of human rights in the House. I do not
think I am going to be contradicted in
that degree at all. But there is one ar-
gument that has been made that re-
quires a rebuttal, and, that is, that if
we accept the gentleman from New
York’s amendment, that we will de-
prive other recipients of the World
Bank funds their appropriate invest-
ments from the World Bank. That can
be fixed. Indeed, I went to the gen-
tleman last night, and, gracious man
that he was, he agreed to accept an
amendment to his amendment, regret-
tably it was not in parliamentary order
to do so, that the dollar-for-dollar re-
duction that would be taken away from
the World Bank for this purpose would
instead be given to the concessional
wing of the Africa Development Fund
which gives the lowest income, the
most neediest countries in Africa loans
for development projects when they
cannot otherwise receive such develop-
ment projects.

What I have and will introduce at the
right time, which will be very soon, is
an amendment at the desk to plus-up
that account for the Africa Develop-
ment Fund by exactly the amount that
the gentleman from New York is reduc-
ing the IDA account because of the
World Bank’s mistake. So with that
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understanding, and obviously there are
many other possibilities but this is the
one that occurred to me and that I
brought to the gentleman that he, I am
proud to say, agreed with, but with
that understanding I do not think
there is any merit to the argument
that accepting the gentleman from
New York’s amendment will disadvan-
tage the really needy countries on
Earth. In fact, the World Bank tradi-
tionally spends about 50 percent of its
money in sub-Saharan Africa. This will
kick it over to 100 percent.

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

Mr. CAMPBELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I want
to commend the gentleman from Cali-
fornia for his support of the Campbell-
Payne amendment to transfer funds to
the African Development Fund. I look
forward to supporting him with regard
to that amendment.

Mr. CAMPBELL. I reclaim my time.
I thank the gentleman. I repeat that I
have the highest admiration for him
and what he is attempting to do to-
night.

I will conclude with just a word on
behalf of the authorizers. The author-
izers are supposed to know something
about the field. I do not claim that I
do. I do claim that the gentleman from
New York does and that he is entitled
to a substantial amount of respect
when he speaks in these areas. I urge
support for his amendment.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to asso-
ciate myself with the remarks of the
gentleman from New York, the chair-
man of our full committee, and just to
say a couple of words.

What were they thinking, lending
money to a government like China to
move people around involuntarily?

I was looking at an internal World
Bank document and I cannot believe
this. One of the people that they have
hired will be working on an involun-
tary resettlement action plan. Involun-
tary. Not voluntary, involuntary.

I think the amendment is timely and
important. This is not the first time, I
say to my colleagues, in recent years
that the bank’s arrogance has resulted
in tragedy for helpless citizens of a
brutal regime. An Indonesian human
rights advocate at one of my sub-
committee hearings during the last
days of the Suharto regime said that
‘‘the people of Indonesia had nothing to
say about creating that large debt but
the World Bank is determined to de-
mocratize its repayment.’’ The bank
was warned that it was subsidizing cor-
ruption throughout and yet continued
to do so. Here we have a mass
transmigration of people against their
will—and again, this is involuntary. I
hope the gentleman from New York’s
amendment will prevail.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. GILMAN).

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTER-AMERICAN
DEVELOPMENT BANK

For payment to the Inter-American Devel-
opment Bank by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, for the United States share of the paid-
in share portion of the increase in capital
stock, $25,610,667, to remain available until
expended.

CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTER-AMERICAN
DEVELOPMENT BANK

LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL
SUBSCRIPTIONS

The United States Governor of the Inter-
American Development Bank may subscribe
without fiscal year limitation to the callable
capital portion of the United States share of
such capital stock in an amount not to ex-
ceed $1,503,718,910.

CONTRIBUTION TO THE ASIAN DEVELOPMENT
BANK

For payment to the Asian Development
Bank by the Secretary of the Treasury for
the United States share of the paid-in por-
tion of the increase in capital stock,
$13,728,263, to remain available until ex-
pended.

LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL
SUBSCRIPTIONS

The United States Governor of the Asian
Development Bank may subscribe without
fiscal year limitation to the callable capital
portion of the United States share of such
capital stock in an amount not to exceed
$672,745,205.

CONTRIBUTION TO THE ASIAN DEVELOPMENT
FUND

For the United States contribution by the
Secretary of the Treasury to the increase in
resources of the Asian Development Fund, as
authorized by the Asian Development Bank
Act, as amended, $100,000,000, to remain
available until expended.
CONTRIBUTION TO THE AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT

FUND

For the United States contribution by the
Secretary of the Treasury to the increase in
resources of the African Development Fund,
$100,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CAMPBELL

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. CAMPBELL:
Page 33, line 16, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(increased by $8,000,000)’’.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment as offered by myself and
also by the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. PAYNE), it is this amendment to
which I referred to earlier. It would al-
locate the $8 million, which has now
been reduced from the IDA account be-
cause of the World Bank’s lending to
the forced repatriation or relocation of
Chinese to Tibet, instead to the Africa
Development Fund. I note that the
amount had been $120 million last year.
It is now $100 million, so this will only
bring it up to $108 million. I also note
it is not for arrears.

b 2100

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CAMP-
BELL).

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
CONTRIBUTION TO THE EUROPEAN BANK FOR

RECONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT

For payment to the European Bank for Re-
construction and Development by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, $35,778,717, for the
United States share of the paid-in portion of
the increase in capital stock, to remain
available until expended.

LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL
SUBSCRIPTIONS

The United States Governor of the Euro-
pean Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
ment may subscribe without fiscal year limi-
tation to the callable capital portion of the
United States share of such capital stock in
an amount not to exceed $123,237,803.

INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND
PROGRAMS

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of section 301 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, and of section 2 of the
United Nations Environment Program Par-
ticipation Act of 1973, $167,000,000: Provided,
That none of the funds appropriated under
this heading shall be made available for the
United Nations Fund for Science and Tech-
nology: Provided further, That none of the
funds made available under this heading,
may be provided to the Climate Stabilization
Fund until fifteen days after the Department
of State provides a report to the Committees
on Foreign Relations and Appropriations in
the Senate and the Committees on Inter-
national Relations and Appropriations in the
House of Representatives that contains the
number of employees of the Fund, their func-
tions and salaries, and descriptions of the
Fund’s activities, programs, and projects (in-
cluding associated costs) for the fiscal years
1999 and 2000: Provided further, That none of
the funds appropriated under this heading
may be made available to the Korean Penin-
sula Energy Development Organization
(KEDO) or the International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA).

TITLE V—GENERAL PROVISIONS
OBLIGATIONS DURING LAST MONTH OF

AVAILABILITY

SEC. 501. Except for the appropriations en-
titled ‘‘International Disaster Assistance’’,
and ‘‘United States Emergency Refugee and
Migration Assistance Fund’’, not more than
15 percent of any appropriation item made
available by this Act shall be obligated dur-
ing the last month of availability.

PROHIBITION OF BILATERAL FUNDING FOR
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

SEC. 502. Notwithstanding section 614 of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, none of
the funds contained in title II of this Act
may be used to carry out the provisions of
section 209(d) of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961: Provided, That none of the funds ap-
propriated by title II of this Act may be
transferred by the Agency for International
Development directly to an international fi-
nancial institution (as defined in section 533
of this Act) for the purpose of repaying a for-
eign country’s loan obligations to such insti-
tution.

LIMITATION ON RESIDENCE EXPENSES

SEC. 503. Of the funds appropriated or made
available pursuant to this Act, not to exceed
$126,500 shall be for official residence ex-
penses of the Agency for International De-
velopment during the current fiscal year:
Provided, That appropriate steps shall be
taken to assure that, to the maximum ex-
tent possible, United States-owned foreign
currencies are utilized in lieu of dollars.

LIMITATION ON EXPENSES

SEC. 504. Of the funds appropriated or made
available pursuant to this Act, not to exceed
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$5,000 shall be for entertainment expenses of
the Agency for International Development
during the current fiscal year.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the remainder
of the bill through page 116, line 8, be
considered as read, printed in the
RECORD and open to amendment at any
point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Alabama?

There was no objection.
The text of the bill from page 36, line

11 through page 116, line 8, is as fol-
lows:

LIMITATION ON REPRESENTATIONAL
ALLOWANCES

SEC. 505. Of the funds appropriated or made
available pursuant to this Act, not to exceed
$95,000 shall be available for representation
allowances for the Agency for International
Development during the current fiscal year:
Provided, That appropriate steps shall be
taken to assure that, to the maximum ex-
tent possible, United States-owned foreign
currencies are utilized in lieu of dollars: Pro-
vided further, That of the funds made avail-
able by this Act for general costs of admin-
istering military assistance and sales under
the heading ‘‘Foreign Military Financing
Program’’, not to exceed $2,000 shall be avail-
able for entertainment expenses and not to
exceed $50,000 shall be available for represen-
tation allowances: Provided further, That of
the funds made available by this Act under
the heading ‘‘International Military Edu-
cation and Training ’’, not to exceed $50,000
shall be available for entertainment allow-
ances: Provided further, That of the funds
made available by this Act for the Inter-
American Foundation, not to exceed $2,000
shall be available for entertainment and rep-
resentation allowances: Provided further,
That of the funds made available by this Act
for the Peace Corps, not to exceed a total of
$4,000 shall be available for entertainment
expenses: Provided further, That of the funds
made available by this Act under the head-
ing ‘‘Trade and Development Agency’’, not
to exceed $2,000 shall be available for rep-
resentation and entertainment allowances.

PROHIBITION ON FINANCING NUCLEAR GOODS

SEC. 506. None of the funds appropriated or
made available (other than funds for ‘‘Non-
proliferation, Anti-terrorism, Demining and
Related Programs’’) pursuant to this Act, for
carrying out the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, may be used, except for purposes of nu-
clear safety, to finance the export of nuclear
equipment, fuel, or technology.

PROHIBITION AGAINST DIRECT FUNDING FOR
CERTAIN COUNTRIES

SEC. 507. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available pursuant to this
Act shall be obligated or expended to finance
directly any assistance or reparations to
Cuba, Iraq, Libya, North Korea, Iran, Sudan,
or Syria: Provided, That for purposes of this
section, the prohibition on obligations or ex-
penditures shall include direct loans, credits,
insurance and guarantees of the Export-Im-
port Bank or its agents.

MILITARY COUPS

SEC. 508. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available pursuant to this
Act shall be obligated or expended to finance
directly any assistance to any country whose
duly elected head of government is deposed
by military coup or decree: Provided, That
assistance may be resumed to such country
if the President determines and reports to
the Committees on Appropriations that sub-
sequent to the termination of assistance a

democratically elected government has
taken office.

TRANSFERS BETWEEN ACCOUNTS

SEC. 509. None of the funds made available
by this Act may be obligated under an appro-
priation account to which they were not ap-
propriated, except for transfers specifically
provided for in this Act, unless the Presi-
dent, prior to the exercise of any authority
contained in the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 to transfer funds, consults with and pro-
vides a written policy justification to the
Committees on Appropriations of the House
of Representatives and the Senate: Provided,
That the exercise of such authority shall be
subject to the regular notification proce-
dures of the Committees on Appropriations.

DEOBLIGATION/REOBLIGATION AUTHORITY

SEC. 510. (a) Amounts certified pursuant to
section 1311 of the Supplemental Appropria-
tions Act, 1955, as having been obligated
against appropriations heretofore made
under the authority of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 for the same general purpose
as any of the headings under title II of this
Act are, if deobligated, hereby continued
available for the same period as the respec-
tive appropriations under such headings or
until September 30, 2000, whichever is later,
and for the same general purpose, and for
countries within the same region as origi-
nally obligated: Provided, That the Appro-
priations Committees of both Houses of the
Congress are notified 15 days in advance of
the reobligation of such funds in accordance
with regular notification procedures of the
Committees on Appropriations.

(b) Obligated balances of funds appro-
priated to carry out section 23 of the Arms
Export Control Act as of the end of the fiscal
year immediately preceding the current fis-
cal year are, if deobligated, hereby continued
available during the current fiscal year for
the same purpose under any authority appli-
cable to such appropriations under this Act:
Provided, That the authority of this sub-
section may not be used in fiscal year 2000.

AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS

SEC. 511. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for
obligation after the expiration of the current
fiscal year unless expressly so provided in
this Act: Provided, That funds appropriated
for the purposes of chapters 1, 8, and 11 of
part I, section 667, and chapter 4 of part II of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, and funds provided under the head-
ing ‘‘Assistance for Eastern Europe and the
Baltic States’’, shall remain available until
expended if such funds are initially obligated
before the expiration of their respective peri-
ods of availability contained in this Act: Pro-
vided further, That, notwithstanding any
other provision of this Act, any funds made
available for the purposes of chapter 1 of
part I and chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 which are allocated or
obligated for cash disbursements in order to
address balance of payments or economic
policy reform objectives, shall remain avail-
able until expended: Provided further, That
the report required by section 653(a) of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 shall des-
ignate for each country, to the extent known
at the time of submission of such report,
those funds allocated for cash disbursement
for balance of payment and economic policy
reform purposes.

LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO COUNTRIES IN
DEFAULT

SEC. 512. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall be used to furnish as-
sistance to any country which is in default
during a period in excess of one calendar
year in payment to the United States of
principal or interest on any loan made to

such country by the United States pursuant
to a program for which funds are appro-
priated under this Act: Provided, That this
section and section 620(q) of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 shall not apply to funds
made available in this Act or during the cur-
rent fiscal year for Nicaragua, Brazil, Libe-
ria, and for any narcotics-related assistance
for Colombia, Bolivia, and Peru authorized
by the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 or the
Arms Export Control Act.

COMMERCE AND TRADE

SEC. 513. (a) None of the funds appropriated
or made available pursuant to this Act for
direct assistance and none of the funds oth-
erwise made available pursuant to this Act
to the Export-Import Bank and the Overseas
Private Investment Corporation shall be ob-
ligated or expended to finance any loan, any
assistance or any other financial commit-
ments for establishing or expanding produc-
tion of any commodity for export by any
country other than the United States, if the
commodity is likely to be in surplus on
world markets at the time the resulting pro-
ductive capacity is expected to become oper-
ative and if the assistance will cause sub-
stantial injury to United States producers of
the same, similar, or competing commodity:
Provided, That such prohibition shall not
apply to the Export-Import Bank if in the
judgment of its Board of Directors the bene-
fits to industry and employment in the
United States are likely to outweigh the in-
jury to United States producers of the same,
similar, or competing commodity, and the
Chairman of the Board so notifies the Com-
mittees on Appropriations.

(b) None of the funds appropriated by this
or any other Act to carry out chapter 1 of
part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
shall be available for any testing or breeding
feasibility study, variety improvement or in-
troduction, consultancy, publication, con-
ference, or training in connection with the
growth or production in a foreign country of
an agricultural commodity for export which
would compete with a similar commodity
grown or produced in the United States: Pro-
vided, That this subsection shall not
prohibit—

(1) activities designed to increase food se-
curity in developing countries where such
activities will not have a significant impact
in the export of agricultural commodities of
the United States; or

(2) research activities intended primarily
to benefit American producers.

SURPLUS COMMODITIES

SEC. 514. (a) The Secretary of the Treasury
shall instruct the United States Executive
Directors of the International Bank for Re-
construction and Development, the Inter-
national Development Association, the
International Finance Corporation, the
Inter-American Development Bank, the
International Monetary Fund, the Asian De-
velopment Bank, the Inter-American Invest-
ment Corporation, the North American De-
velopment Bank, the European Bank for Re-
construction and Development, the African
Development Bank, and the African Develop-
ment Fund to use the voice and vote of the
United States to oppose any assistance by
these institutions, using funds appropriated
or made available pursuant to this Act, for
the production or extraction of any com-
modity or mineral for export, if it is in sur-
plus on world markets and if the assistance
will cause substantial injury to United
States producers of the same, similar, or
competing commodity.

(b) The Secretary of the Treasury should
instruct the United States executive direc-
tors of international financial institutions
listed in subsection (a) of this section to use
the voice and vote of the United States to
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support the purchase of American produced
agricultural commodities with funds appro-
priated or made available pursuant to this
Act.

NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

SEC. 515. (a) For the purposes of providing
the executive branch with the necessary ad-
ministrative flexibility, none of the funds
made available under this Act for ‘‘Child
Survival and Disease Programs Fund’’, ‘‘De-
velopment Assistance’’, ‘‘International Orga-
nizations and Programs’’, ‘‘Trade and Devel-
opment Agency’’, ‘‘International Narcotics
Control and Law Enforcement’’, ‘‘Assistance
for Eastern Europe and the Baltic States’’,
‘‘Assistance for the Independent States of
the Former Soviet Union’’, ‘‘Economic Sup-
port Fund’’, ‘‘Peacekeeping operations’’,
‘‘Operating Expenses of the Agency for Inter-
national Development’’, ‘‘Operating Ex-
penses of the Agency for International De-
velopment Office of Inspector General’’,
‘‘Nonproliferation, Anti-terrorism, Demining
and Related Programs’’, ‘‘International Af-
fairs Technical Assistance’’, ‘‘Foreign Mili-
tary Financing Program’’, ‘‘International
Military Education and Training ’’, ‘‘Peace
Corps’’, ‘‘Migration and Refugee Assistance’’,
shall be available for obligation for activi-
ties, programs, projects, type of materiel as-
sistance, countries, or other operations not
justified or in excess of the amount justified
to the Appropriations Committees for obli-
gation under any of these specific headings
unless the Appropriations Committees of
both Houses of Congress are previously noti-
fied 15 days in advance: Provided, That the
President shall not enter into any commit-
ment of funds appropriated for the purposes
of section 23 of the Arms Export Control Act
for the provision of major defense equip-
ment, other than conventional ammunition,
or other major defense items defined to be
aircraft, ships, missiles, or combat vehicles,
not previously justified to Congress or 20
percent in excess of the quantities justified
to Congress unless the Committees on Ap-
propriations are notified 15 days in advance
of such commitment: Provided further, That
this section shall not apply to any re-
programming for an activity, program, or
project under chapter 1 of part I of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 of less than 10
percent of the amount previously justified to
the Congress for obligation for such activity,
program, or project for the current fiscal
year: Provided further, That the requirements
of this section or any similar provision of
this Act or any other Act, including any
prior Act requiring notification in accord-
ance with the regular notification proce-
dures of the Committees on Appropriations,
may be waived if failure to do so would pose
a substantial risk to human health or wel-
fare: Provided further, That in case of any
such waiver, notification to the Congress, or
the appropriate congressional committees,
shall be provided as early as practicable, but
in no event later than three days after tak-
ing the action to which such notification re-
quirement was applicable, in the context of
the circumstances necessitating such waiver:
Provided further, That any notification pro-
vided pursuant to such a waiver shall con-
tain an explanation of the emergency cir-
cumstances.

(b) Drawdowns made pursuant to section
506(a)(2) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
shall be subject to the regular notification
procedures of the Committees on Appropria-
tions.

LIMITATION ON AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS FOR
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGRAMS

SEC. 516. Subject to the regular notifica-
tion procedures of the Committees on Appro-
priations, funds appropriated under this Act
or any previously enacted Act making appro-

priations for foreign operations, export fi-
nancing, and related programs, which are re-
turned or not made available for organiza-
tions and programs because of the implemen-
tation of section 307(a) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961, shall remain available for
obligation until September 30, 2001.

INDEPENDENT STATES OF THE FORMER SOVIET
UNION

SEC. 517. (a) None of the funds appropriated
under the heading ‘‘Assistance for the Inde-
pendent States of the Former Soviet Union’’
shall be made available for assistance for a
Government of an Independent State of the
former Soviet Union—

(1) unless that Government is making
progress in implementing comprehensive
economic reforms based on market prin-
ciples, private ownership, respect for com-
mercial contracts, and equitable treatment
of foreign private investment; and

(2) if that Government applies or transfers
United States assistance to any entity for
the purpose of expropriating or seizing own-
ership or control of assets, investments, or
ventures.
Assistance may be furnished without regard
to this subsection if the President deter-
mines that to do so is in the national inter-
est.

(b) None of the funds appropriated under
the heading ‘‘Assistance for the Independent
States of the Former Soviet Union’’ shall be
made available for assistance for a Govern-
ment of an Independent State of the former
Soviet Union if that government directs any
action in violation of the territorial integ-
rity or national sovereignty of any other
Independent State of the former Soviet
Union, such as those violations included in
the Helsinki Final Act: Provided, That such
funds may be made available without regard
to the restriction in this subsection if the
President determines that to do so is in the
national security interest of the United
States.

(c) None of the funds appropriated under
the heading ‘‘Assistance for the Independent
States of the Former Soviet Union’’ shall be
made available for any state to enhance its
military capability: Provided, That this re-
striction does not apply to demilitarization,
demining or nonproliferation programs.

(d) Funds appropriated under the heading
‘‘Assistance for the Independent States of
the Former Soviet Union’’ shall be subject to
the regular notification procedures of the
Committees on Appropriations.

(e) Funds made available in this Act for as-
sistance for the Independent States of the
former Soviet Union shall be subject to the
provisions of section 117 (relating to environ-
ment and natural resources) of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961.

(f) Funds appropriated in this or prior ap-
propriations Acts that are or have been made
available for an Enterprise Fund in the Inde-
pendent States of the Former Soviet Union
may be deposited by such Fund in interest-
bearing accounts prior to the disbursement
of such funds by the Fund for program pur-
poses. The Fund may retain for such pro-
gram purposes any interest earned on such
deposits without returning such interest to
the Treasury of the United States and with-
out further appropriation by the Congress.
Funds made available for Enterprise Funds
shall be expended at the minimum rate nec-
essary to make timely payment for projects
and activities.

(g) In issuing new task orders, entering
into contracts, or making grants, with funds
appropriated in this Act or prior appropria-
tions Acts under the headings ‘‘Assistance
for the New Independent States of the
Former Soviet Union’’ and ‘‘Assistance for
the Independent States of the Former Soviet

Union’’, for projects or activities that have
as one of their primary purposes the fos-
tering of private sector development, the Co-
ordinator for United States Assistance to the
New Independent States and the imple-
menting agency shall encourage the partici-
pation of and give significant weight to con-
tractors and grantees who propose investing
a significant amount of their own resources
(including volunteer services and in-kind
contributions) in such projects and activi-
ties.

PROHIBITION ON FUNDING FOR ABORTIONS AND
INVOLUNTARY STERILIZATION

SEC. 518. None of the funds made available
to carry out part I of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, as amended, may be used to pay
for the performance of abortions as a method
of family planning or to motivate or coerce
any person to practice abortions. None of the
funds made available to carry out part I of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, may be used to pay for the per-
formance of involuntary sterilization as a
method of family planning or to coerce or
provide any financial incentive to any person
to undergo sterilizations. None of the funds
made available to carry out part I of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended,
may be used to pay for any biomedical re-
search which relates in whole or in part, to
methods of, or the performance of, abortions
or involuntary sterilization as a means of
family planning. None of the funds made
available to carry out part I of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, may be
obligated or expended for any country or or-
ganization if the President certifies that the
use of these funds by any such country or or-
ganization would violate any of the above
provisions related to abortions and involun-
tary sterilizations: Provided, That none of
the funds made available under this Act may
be used to lobby for or against abortion.

EXPORT FINANCING TRANSFER AUTHORITIES

SEC. 519. Not to exceed 5 percent of any ap-
propriation other than for administrative ex-
penses made available for fiscal year 2000, for
programs under title I of this Act may be
transferred between such appropriations for
use for any of the purposes, programs, and
activities for which the funds in such receiv-
ing account may be used, but no such appro-
priation, except as otherwise specifically
provided, shall be increased by more than 25
percent by any such transfer: Provided, That
the exercise of such authority shall be sub-
ject to the regular notification procedures of
the Committees on Appropriations.

SPECIAL NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

SEC. 520. None of the funds appropriated by
this Act shall be obligated or expended for
Colombia, Haiti, Liberia, Pakistan, Panama,
Serbia, Sudan, or the Democratic Republic of
Congo except as provided through the reg-
ular notification procedures of the Commit-
tees on Appropriations.

DEFINITION OF PROGRAM, PROJECT, AND
ACTIVITY

SEC. 521. For the purpose of this Act, ‘‘pro-
gram, project, and activity’’ shall be defined
at the appropriations Act account level and
shall include all appropriations and author-
izations Acts earmarks, ceilings, and limita-
tions with the exception that for the fol-
lowing accounts: Economic Support Fund
and Foreign Military Financing Program,
‘‘program, project, and activity’’ shall also
be considered to include country, regional,
and central program level funding within
each such account; for the development as-
sistance accounts of the Agency for Inter-
national Development ‘‘program, project,
and activity’’ shall also be considered to in-
clude central program level funding, either
as: (1) justified to the Congress; or (2) allo-
cated by the executive branch in accordance
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with a report, to be provided to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations within 30 days of en-
actment of this Act, as required by section
653(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961.

CHILD SURVIVAL AND DISEASE PREVENTION
ACTIVITIES

SEC. 522. Up to $10,000,000 of the funds made
available by this Act for assistance under
the heading ‘‘Child Survival and Disease Pro-
grams Fund’’, may be used to reimburse
United States Government agencies, agen-
cies of State governments, institutions of
higher learning, and private and voluntary
organizations for the full cost of individuals
(including for the personal services of such
individuals) detailed or assigned to, or con-
tracted by, as the case may be, the Agency
for International Development for the pur-
pose of carrying out child survival basic edu-
cation, and infectious disease activities: Pro-
vided, That funds appropriated by this Act
that are made available for child survival ac-
tivities or disease programs including activi-
ties relating to research on, and the preven-
tion, treatment and control of, Acquired Im-
mune Deficiency Syndrome may be made
available notwithstanding any provision of
law that restricts assistance to foreign coun-
tries: Provided further, That funds appro-
priated under title II of this Act may be
made available pursuant to section 301 of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 if a primary
purpose of the assistance is for child survival
and related programs: Provided further, That
funds appropriated by this Act that are made
available for family planning activities may
be made available notwithstanding section
512 of this Act and section 620(q) of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961.

PROHIBITION AGAINST INDIRECT FUNDING TO
CERTAIN COUNTRIES

SEC. 523. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available pursuant to this
Act shall be obligated to finance indirectly
any assistance or reparations to Cuba, Iraq,
Libya, Iran, Syria, North Korea, or the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China, unless the President
of the United States certifies that the with-
holding of these funds is contrary to the na-
tional interest of the United States.
NOTIFICATION ON EXCESS DEFENSE EQUIPMENT

SEC. 524. Prior to providing excess Depart-
ment of Defense articles in accordance with
section 516(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961, the Department of Defense shall no-
tify the Committees on Appropriations to
the same extent and under the same condi-
tions as are other committees pursuant to
subsection (c) of that section: Provided, That
before issuing a letter of offer to sell excess
defense articles under the Arms Export Con-
trol Act, the Department of Defense shall no-
tify the Committees on Appropriations in ac-
cordance with the regular notification proce-
dures of such Committees: Provided further,
That such Committees shall also be informed
of the original acquisition cost of such de-
fense articles.

AUTHORIZATION REQUIREMENT

SEC. 525. Funds appropriated by this Act
may be obligated and expended notwith-
standing section 10 of Public Law 91–672 and
section 15 of the State Department Basic Au-
thorities Act of 1956.

DEMOCRACY IN CHINA

SEC. 526. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law that restricts assistance to for-
eign countries, funds appropriated by this
Act for ‘‘Economic Support Fund’’ may be
made available to provide general support
and grants for nongovernmental organiza-
tions located outside the People’s Republic
of China that have as their primary purpose
fostering democracy in that country, and for
activities of nongovernmental organizations

located outside the People’s Republic of
China to foster democracy in that country:
Provided, That none of the funds made avail-
able for activities to foster democracy in the
People’s Republic of China may be made
available for assistance to the government of
that country: Provided further, That funds
made available pursuant to the authority of
this section shall be subject to the regular
notification procedures of the Committees
on Appropriations.

PROHIBITION ON BILATERAL ASSISTANCE TO
TERRORIST COUNTRIES

SEC. 527. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, funds appropriated for bi-
lateral assistance under any heading of this
Act and funds appropriated under any such
heading in a provision of law enacted prior
to enactment of this Act, shall not be made
available to any country which the President
determines—

(1) grants sanctuary from prosecution to
any individual or group which has com-
mitted an act of international terrorism, or

(2) otherwise supports international ter-
rorism.

(b) The President may waive the applica-
tion of subsection (a) to a country if the
President determines that national security
or humanitarian reasons justify such waiver.
The President shall publish each waiver in
the Federal Register and, at least fifteen
days before the waiver takes effect, shall no-
tify the Committees on Appropriations of
the waiver (including the justification for
the waiver) in accordance with the regular
notification procedures of the Committees
on Appropriations.

COMMERCIAL LEASING OF DEFENSE ARTICLES

SEC. 528. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, and subject to the regular notifi-
cation procedures of the Committees on Ap-
propriations, the authority of section 23(a) of
the Arms Export Control Act may be used to
provide financing to Israel, Egypt and NATO
and major non-NATO allies for the procure-
ment by leasing (including leasing with an
option to purchase) of defense articles from
United States commercial suppliers, not in-
cluding Major Defense Equipment (other
than helicopters and other types of aircraft
having possible civilian application), if the
President determines that there are compel-
ling foreign policy or national security rea-
sons for those defense articles being provided
by commercial lease rather than by govern-
ment-to-government sale under such Act.

COMPETITIVE INSURANCE

SEC. 529. All Agency for International De-
velopment contracts and solicitations, and
subcontracts entered into under such con-
tracts, shall include a clause requiring that
United States insurance companies have a
fair opportunity to bid for insurance when
such insurance is necessary or appropriate.

STINGERS IN THE PERSIAN GULF REGION

SEC. 530. Except as provided in section 581
of the Foreign Operations, Export Financing,
and Related Programs Appropriations Act,
1990, the United States may not sell or other-
wise make available any Stingers to any
country bordering the Persian Gulf under
the Arms Export Control Act or chapter 2 of
part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961.

DEBT-FOR-DEVELOPMENT

SEC. 531. In order to enhance the continued
participation of nongovernmental organiza-
tions in economic assistance activities under
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, including
endowments, debt-for-development and debt-
for-nature exchanges, a nongovernmental or-
ganization which is a grantee or contractor
of the Agency for International Development
may place in interest bearing accounts funds
made available under this Act or prior Acts

or local currencies which accrue to that or-
ganization as a result of economic assistance
provided under title II of this Act and any
interest earned on such investment shall be
used for the purpose for which the assistance
was provided to that organization.

SEPARATE ACCOUNTS

SEC. 532. (a) SEPARATE ACCOUNTS FOR
LOCAL CURRENCIES.—(1) If assistance is fur-
nished to the government of a foreign coun-
try under chapters 1 and 10 of part I or chap-
ter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961 under agreements which result in the
generation of local currencies of that coun-
try, the Administrator of the Agency for
International Development shall—

(A) require that local currencies be depos-
ited in a separate account established by
that government;

(B) enter into an agreement with that gov-
ernment which sets forth—

(i) the amount of the local currencies to be
generated, and

(ii) the terms and conditions under which
the currencies so deposited may be utilized,
consistent with this section; and

(C) establish by agreement with that gov-
ernment the responsibilities of the Agency
for International Development and that gov-
ernment to monitor and account for deposits
into and disbursements from the separate ac-
count.

(2) USES OF LOCAL CURRENCIES.—As may be
agreed upon with the foreign government,
local currencies deposited in a separate ac-
count pursuant to subsection (a), or an
equivalent amount of local currencies, shall
be used only—

(A) to carry out chapters 1 or 10 of part I
or chapter 4 of part II (as the case may be),
for such purposes as—

(i) project and sector assistance activities,
or

(ii) debt and deficit financing, or
(B) for the administrative requirements of

the United States Government.
(3) PROGRAMMING ACCOUNTABILITY.—The

Agency for International Development shall
take all necessary steps to ensure that the
equivalent of the local currencies disbursed
pursuant to subsection (a)(2)(A) from the
separate account established pursuant to
subsection (a)(1) are used for the purposes
agreed upon pursuant to subsection (a)(2).

(4) TERMINATION OF ASSISTANCE PRO-
GRAMS.—Upon termination of assistance to a
country under chapters 1 or 10 of part I or
chapter 4 of part II (as the case may be), any
unencumbered balances of funds which re-
main in a separate account established pur-
suant to subsection (a) shall be disposed of
for such purposes as may be agreed to by the
government of that country and the United
States Government.

(5) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—The Admin-
istrator of the Agency for International De-
velopment shall report on an annual basis as
part of the justification documents sub-
mitted to the Committees on Appropriations
on the use of local currencies for the admin-
istrative requirements of the United States
Government as authorized in subsection
(a)(2)(B), and such report shall include the
amount of local currency (and United States
dollar equivalent) used and/or to be used for
such purpose in each applicable country.

(b) SEPARATE ACCOUNTS FOR CASH TRANS-
FERS.—(1) If assistance is made available to
the government of a foreign country, under
chapters 1 or 10 of part I or chapter 4 of part
II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
cash transfer assistance or as nonproject sec-
tor assistance, that country shall be required
to maintain such funds in a separate account
and not commingle them with any other
funds.

(2) APPLICABILITY OF OTHER PROVISIONS OF
LAW.—Such funds may be obligated and ex-
pended notwithstanding provisions of law
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which are inconsistent with the nature of
this assistance including provisions which
are referenced in the Joint Explanatory
Statement of the Committee of Conference
accompanying House Joint Resolution 648
(H. Report No. 98–1159).

(3) NOTIFICATION.—At least fifteen days
prior to obligating any such cash transfer or
nonproject sector assistance, the President
shall submit a notification through the reg-
ular notification procedures of the Commit-
tees on Appropriations, which shall include a
detailed description of how the funds pro-
posed to be made available will be used, with
a discussion of the United States interests
that will be served by the assistance (includ-
ing, as appropriate, a description of the eco-
nomic policy reforms that will be promoted
by such assistance).

(4) EXEMPTION.—Nonproject sector assist-
ance funds may be exempt from the require-
ments of subsection (b)(1) only through the
notification procedures of the Committees
on Appropriations.
COMPENSATION FOR UNITED STATES EXECUTIVE

DIRECTORS TO INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL IN-
STITUTIONS

SEC. 533. (a) No funds appropriated by this
Act may be made as payment to any inter-
national financial institution while the
United States Executive Director to such in-
stitution is compensated by the institution
at a rate which, together with whatever
compensation such Director receives from
the United States, is in excess of the rate
provided for an individual occupying a posi-
tion at level IV of the Executive Schedule
under section 5315 of title 5, United States
Code, or while any alternate United States
Director to such institution is compensated
by the institution at a rate in excess of the
rate provided for an individual occupying a
position at level V of the Executive Schedule
under section 5316 of title 5, United States
Code.

(b) For purposes of this section, ‘‘inter-
national financial institutions’’ are: the
International Bank for Reconstruction and
Development, the Inter-American Develop-
ment Bank, the Asian Development Bank,
the Asian Development Fund, the African
Development Bank, the African Develop-
ment Fund, the International Monetary
Fund, the North American Development
Bank, and the European Bank for Recon-
struction and Development.
COMPLIANCE WITH UNITED NATIONS SANCTIONS

AGAINST IRAQ

SEC. 534. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available pursuant to this
Act to carry out the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961 (including title IV of chapter 2 of part
I, relating to the Overseas Private Invest-
ment Corporation) or the Arms Export Con-
trol Act may be used to provide assistance to
any country that is not in compliance with
the United Nations Security Council sanc-
tions against Iraq unless the President deter-
mines and so certifies to the Congress that—

(1) such assistance is in the national inter-
est of the United States;

(2) such assistance will directly benefit the
needy people in that country; or

(3) the assistance to be provided will be hu-
manitarian assistance for foreign nationals
who have fled Iraq and Kuwait.
AUTHORITIES FOR THE PEACE CORPS, THE

INTER-AMERICAN FOUNDATION, THE AFRICAN
DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION AND THE INTER-
NATIONAL FUND FOR AGRICULTURAL DEVEL-
OPMENT

SEC. 535. (a) Unless expressly provided to
the contrary, provisions of this or any other
Act, including provisions contained in prior
Acts authorizing or making appropriations
for foreign operations, export financing, and

related programs, shall not be construed to
prohibit activities authorized by or con-
ducted under the Peace Corps Act, the Inter-
American Foundation Act, or the African
Development Foundation Act. The appro-
priate agency shall promptly report to the
Committees on Appropriations whenever it
is conducting activities or is proposing to
conduct activities in a country for which as-
sistance is prohibited.

(b) Unless expressly provided to the con-
trary, limitations on the availability of
funds for ‘‘International Organizations and
Programs’’ in this or any other Act, includ-
ing prior appropriations Acts, shall not be
construed to be applicable to the Inter-
national Fund for Agricultural Development.

IMPACT ON JOBS IN THE UNITED STATES

SEC. 536. None of the funds appropriated by
this Act may be obligated or expended to
provide—

(a) any financial incentive to a business
enterprise currently located in the United
States for the purpose of inducing such an
enterprise to relocate outside the United
States if such incentive or inducement is
likely to reduce the number of employees of
such business enterprise in the United States
because United States production is being re-
placed by such enterprise outside the United
States;

(b) assistance for the purpose of estab-
lishing or developing in a foreign country
any export processing zone or designated
area in which the tax, tariff, labor, environ-
ment, and safety laws of that country do not
apply, in part or in whole, to activities car-
ried out within that zone or area, unless the
President determines and certifies that such
assistance is not likely to cause a loss of jobs
within the United States; or

(c) assistance for any project or activity
that contributes to the violation of inter-
nationally recognized workers rights, as de-
fined in section 502(a)(4) of the Trade Act of
1974, of workers in the recipient country, in-
cluding any designated zone or area in that
country: Provided, That in recognition that
the application of this subsection should be
commensurate with the level of development
of the recipient country and sector, the pro-
visions of this subsection shall not preclude
assistance for the informal sector in such
country, micro and small-scale enterprise,
and smallholder agriculture.

FUNDING PROHIBITION FOR SERBIA

SEC. 537. None of the funds appropriated by
this Act may be made available for assist-
ance for the Republic of Serbia: Provided,
That this restriction shall not apply to as-
sistance for Kosova or Montenegro, or to as-
sistance to promote democratization.

SPECIAL AUTHORITIES

SEC. 538. (a) Funds appropriated in titles I
and II of this Act that are made available for
Afghanistan, Lebanon, Montenegro, and for
victims of war, displaced children, displaced
Burmese, humanitarian assistance for Roma-
nia, and humanitarian assistance for the
peoples of Kosova, may be made available
notwithstanding any other provision of law.

(b) Funds appropriated by this Act to carry
out the provisions of sections 103 through 106
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 may be
used, notwithstanding any other provision of
law, for the purpose of supporting tropical
forestry and biodiversity conservation ac-
tivities and, subject to the regular notifica-
tion procedures of the Committees on Appro-
priations, energy programs aimed at reduc-
ing greenhouse gas emissions: Provided, That
such assistance shall be subject to sections
116, 502B, and 620A of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961.

(c) The Agency for International Develop-
ment may employ personal services contrac-

tors, notwithstanding any other provision of
law, for the purpose of administering pro-
grams for the West Bank and Gaza.

(d)(1) WAIVER.—The President may waive
the provisions of section 1003 of Public Law
100–204 if the President determines and cer-
tifies in writing to the Speaker of the House
of Representatives and the President pro
tempore of the Senate that it is important to
the national security interests of the United
States.

(2) PERIOD OF APPLICATION OF WAIVER.—
Any waiver pursuant to paragraph (1) shall
be effective for no more than a period of six
months at a time and shall not apply beyond
twelve months after enactment of this Act.

POLICY ON TERMINATING THE ARAB LEAGUE
BOYCOTT OF ISRAEL

SEC. 539. It is the sense of the Congress
that—

(1) the Arab League countries should im-
mediately and publicly renounce the pri-
mary boycott of Israel and the secondary
and tertiary boycott of American firms that
have commercial ties with Israel;

(2) the decision by the Arab League in 1997
to reinstate the boycott against Israel was
deeply troubling and disappointing;

(3) the Arab League should immediately
rescind its decision on the boycott and its
members should develop normal relations
with their neighbor Israel; and

(4) the President should—
(A) take more concrete steps to encourage

vigorously Arab League countries to re-
nounce publicly the primary boycotts of
Israel and the secondary and tertiary boy-
cotts of American firms that have commer-
cial relations with Israel as a confidence-
building measure;

(B) take into consideration the participa-
tion of any recipient country in the primary
boycott of Israel and the secondary and ter-
tiary boycotts of American firms that have
commercial relations with Israel when deter-
mining whether to sell weapons to said coun-
try;

(C) report to Congress on the specific steps
being taken by the President to bring about
a public renunciation of the Arab primary
boycott of Israel and the secondary and ter-
tiary boycotts of American firms that have
commercial relations with Israel and to ex-
pand the process of normalizing ties between
Arab League countries and Israel; and

(D) encourage the allies and trading part-
ners of the United States to enact laws pro-
hibiting businesses from complying with the
boycott and penalizing businesses that do
comply.

ANTI-NARCOTICS ACTIVITIES

SEC. 540. (a) Of the funds appropriated by
this Act for ‘‘Economic Support Fund’’, as-
sistance may be provided to strengthen the
administration of justice in countries in
Latin America and the Caribbean and in
other regions consistent with the provisions
of section 534(b) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, except that programs to enhance
protection of participants in judicial cases
may be conducted notwithstanding section
660 of that Act.

(b) Funds made available pursuant to this
section may be made available notwith-
standing section 534(c) and the second and
third sentences of section 534(e) of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961.

ELIGIBILITY FOR ASSISTANCE

SEC. 541. (a) ASSISTANCE THROUGH NON-
GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS.—Restric-
tions contained in this or any other Act with
respect to assistance for a country shall not
be construed to restrict assistance in support
of programs of nongovernmental organiza-
tions from funds appropriated by this Act to
carry out the provisions of chapters 1, 10, and
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11 of part I and chapter 4 of part II of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, and from
funds appropriated under the heading ‘‘As-
sistance for Eastern Europe and the Baltic
States’’: Provided, That the President shall
take into consideration, in any case in which
a restriction on assistance would be applica-
ble but for this subsection, whether assist-
ance in support of programs of nongovern-
mental organizations is in the national in-
terest of the United States: Provided further,
That before using the authority of this sub-
section to furnish assistance in support of
programs of nongovernmental organizations,
the President shall notify the Committees on
Appropriations under the regular notifica-
tion procedures of those committees, includ-
ing a description of the program to be as-
sisted, the assistance to be provided, and the
reasons for furnishing such assistance: Pro-
vided further, That nothing in this subsection
shall be construed to alter any existing stat-
utory prohibitions against abortion or invol-
untary sterilizations contained in this or
any other Act.

(b) PUBLIC LAW 480.—During fiscal year
2000, restrictions contained in this or any
other Act with respect to assistance for a
country shall not be construed to restrict as-
sistance under the Agricultural Trade Devel-
opment and Assistance Act of 1954: Provided,
That none of the funds appropriated to carry
out title I of such Act and made available
pursuant to this subsection may be obligated
or expended except as provided through the
regular notification procedures of the Com-
mittees on Appropriations.

(c) EXCEPTION.—This section shall not
apply—

(1) with respect to section 620A of the For-
eign Assistance Act or any comparable pro-
vision of law prohibiting assistance to coun-
tries that support international terrorism;
or

(2) with respect to section 116 of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 or any com-
parable provision of law prohibiting assist-
ance to countries that violate internation-
ally recognized human rights.

EARMARKS

SEC. 542. (a) Funds appropriated by this
Act which are earmarked may be repro-
grammed for other programs within the
same account notwithstanding the earmark
if compliance with the earmark is made im-
possible by operation of any provision of this
or any other Act or, with respect to a coun-
try with which the United States has an
agreement providing the United States with
base rights or base access in that country, if
the President determines that the recipient
for which funds are earmarked has signifi-
cantly reduced its military or economic co-
operation with the United States since en-
actment of the Foreign Operations, Export
Financing, and Related Programs Appropria-
tions Act, 1991; however, before exercising
the authority of this subsection with regard
to a base rights or base access country which
has significantly reduced its military or eco-
nomic cooperation with the United States,
the President shall consult with, and shall
provide a written policy justification to the
Committees on Appropriations: Provided,
That any such reprogramming shall be sub-
ject to the regular notification procedures of
the Committees on Appropriations: Provided
further, That assistance that is repro-
grammed pursuant to this subsection shall
be made available under the same terms and
conditions as originally provided.

(b) In addition to the authority contained
in subsection (a), the original period of avail-
ability of funds appropriated by this Act and
administered by the Agency for Inter-
national Development that are earmarked
for particular programs or activities by this

or any other Act shall be extended for an ad-
ditional fiscal year if the Administrator of
such agency determines and reports prompt-
ly to the Committees on Appropriations that
the termination of assistance to a country or
a significant change in circumstances makes
it unlikely that such earmarked funds can be
obligated during the original period of avail-
ability: Provided, That such earmarked funds
that are continued available for an addi-
tional fiscal year shall be obligated only for
the purpose of such earmark.

CEILINGS AND EARMARKS

SEC. 543. Ceilings and earmarks contained
in this Act shall not be applicable to funds or
authorities appropriated or otherwise made
available by any subsequent Act unless such
Act specifically so directs. Earmarks or min-
imum funding requirements contained in
any other Act shall not be applicable to
funds appropriated by this Act.

PROHIBITION ON PUBLICITY OR PROPAGANDA

SEC. 544. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall be used for publicity
or propaganda purposes within the United
States not authorized before the date of en-
actment of this Act by the Congress.
PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIPMENT AND

PRODUCTS

SEC. 545. (a) To the maximum extent pos-
sible, assistance provided under this Act
should make full use of American resources,
including commodities, products, and serv-
ices.

(b) It is the sense of the Congress that, to
the greatest extent practicable, all agri-
culture commodities, equipment and prod-
ucts purchased with funds made available in
this Act should be American-made.

(c) In providing financial assistance to, or
entering into any contract with, any entity
using funds made available in this Act, the
head of each Federal agency, to the greatest
extent practicable, shall provide to such en-
tity a notice describing the statement made
in subsection (b) by the Congress.
PROHIBITION OF PAYMENTS TO UNITED NATIONS

MEMBERS

SEC. 546. None of the funds appropriated or
made available pursuant to this Act for car-
rying out the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961,
may be used to pay in whole or in part any
assessments, arrearages, or dues of any
member of the United Nations or costs for
attendance of another country’s delegation
at international conferences.

CONSULTING SERVICES

SEC. 547. The expenditure of any appropria-
tion under this Act for any consulting serv-
ice through procurement contract, pursuant
to section 3109 of title 5, United States Code,
shall be limited to those contracts where
such expenditures are a matter of public
record and available for public inspection,
except where otherwise provided under exist-
ing law, or under existing Executive order
pursuant to existing law.

PRIVATE VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS—
DOCUMENTATION

SEC. 548. None of the funds appropriated or
made available pursuant to this Act shall be
available to a private voluntary organization
which fails to provide upon timely request
any document, file, or record necessary to
the auditing requirements of the Agency for
International Development.
PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO FOREIGN GOV-

ERNMENTS THAT EXPORT LETHAL MILITARY
EQUIPMENT TO COUNTRIES SUPPORTING
INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM

SEC. 549. (a) None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this Act may
be available to any foreign government
which provides lethal military equipment to

a country the government of which the Sec-
retary of State has determined is a terrorist
government for purposes of section 40(d) of
the Arms Export Control Act or any other
comparable provision of law. The prohibition
under this section with respect to a foreign
government shall terminate 12 months after
that government ceases to provide such mili-
tary equipment. This section applies with re-
spect to lethal military equipment provided
under a contract entered into after October
1, 1997.

(b) Assistance restricted by subsection (a)
or any other similar provision of law, may be
furnished if the President determines that
furnishing such assistance is important to
the national interests of the United States.

(c) Whenever the waiver of subsection (b) is
exercised, the President shall submit to the
appropriate congressional committees a re-
port with respect to the furnishing of such
assistance. Any such report shall include a
detailed explanation of the assistance esti-
mated to be provided, including the esti-
mated dollar amount of such assistance, and
an explanation of how the assistance fur-
thers United States national interests.

WITHHOLDING OF ASSISTANCE FOR PARKING
FINES OWED BY FOREIGN COUNTRIES

SEC. 550. (a) IN GENERAL.—Of the funds
made available for a foreign country under
part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961,
an amount equivalent to 110 percent of the
total unpaid fully adjudicated parking fines
and penalties owed to the District of Colum-
bia by such country as of the date of enact-
ment of this Act shall be withheld from obli-
gation for such country until the Secretary
of State certifies and reports in writing to
the appropriate congressional committees
that such fines and penalties are fully paid
to the government of the District of Colum-
bia.

(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘appropriate congressional
committees’’ means the Committee on For-
eign Relations and the Committee on Appro-
priations of the Senate and the Committee
on International Relations and the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the House of
Representatives.

LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE FOR THE PLO FOR
THE WEST BANK AND GAZA

SEC. 551. None of the funds appropriated by
this Act may be obligated for assistance for
the Palestine Liberation Organization for
the West Bank and Gaza unless the President
has exercised the authority under section
604(a) of the Middle East Peace Facilitation
Act of 1995 (title VI of Public Law 104–107) or
any other legislation to suspend or make in-
applicable section 307 of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 and that suspension is still
in effect: Provided, That if the President fails
to make the certification under section
604(b)(2) of the Middle East Peace Facilita-
tion Act of 1995 or to suspend the prohibition
under other legislation, funds appropriated
by this Act may not be obligated for assist-
ance for the Palestine Liberation Organiza-
tion for the West Bank and Gaza.

WAR CRIMES TRIBUNALS DRAWDOWN

SEC. 552. If the President determines that
doing so will contribute to a just resolution
of charges regarding genocide or other viola-
tions of international humanitarian law, the
President may direct a drawdown pursuant
to section 552(c) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, as amended, of up to $30,000,000 of
commodities and services for the United Na-
tions War Crimes Tribunal established with
regard to the former Yugoslavia by the
United Nations Security Council or such
other tribunals or commissions as the Coun-
cil may establish to deal with such viola-
tions, without regard to the ceiling limita-
tion contained in paragraph (2) thereof: Pro-
vided, That the determination required under
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this section shall be in lieu of any deter-
minations otherwise required under section
552(c): Provided further, That sixty days after
the date of enactment of this Act, and every
one hundred eighty days thereafter, the Sec-
retary of State shall submit a report to the
Committees on Appropriations describing
the steps the United States Government is
taking to collect information regarding alle-
gations of genocide or other violations of
international law in the former Yugoslavia
and to furnish that information to the
United Nations War Crimes Tribunal for the
former Yugoslavia: Provided further, That the
drawdown made under this section for any
tribunal shall not be construed as an en-
dorsement or precedent for the establish-
ment of any standing or permanent inter-
national criminal tribunal or court: Provided
further, That funds made available for tribu-
nals or commissions shall be made available
subject to the regular notification proce-
dures of the Committees on Appropriations.

LANDMINES

SEC. 553. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, demining equipment available to
the Agency for International Development
and the Department of State and used in
support of the clearance of landmines and
unexploded ordnance for humanitarian pur-
poses may be disposed of on a grant basis in
foreign countries, subject to such terms and
conditions as the President may prescribe.

RESTRICTIONS CONCERNING THE PALESTINIAN
AUTHORITY

SEC. 554. None of the funds appropriated by
this Act may be obligated or expended to
create in any part of Jerusalem a new office
of any department or agency of the United
States Government for the purpose of con-
ducting official United States Government
business with the Palestinian Authority over
Gaza and Jericho or any successor Pales-
tinian governing entity provided for in the
Israel-PLO Declaration of Principles: Pro-
vided, That this restriction shall not apply to
the acquisition of additional space for the
existing Consulate General in Jerusalem:
Provided further, That meetings between offi-
cers and employees of the United States and
officials of the Palestinian Authority, or any
successor Palestinian governing entity pro-
vided for in the Israel-PLO Declaration of
Principles, for the purpose of conducting of-
ficial United States Government business
with such authority should continue to take
place in locations other than Jerusalem. As
has been true in the past, officers and em-
ployees of the United States Government
may continue to meet in Jerusalem on other
subjects with Palestinians (including those
who now occupy positions in the Palestinian
Authority), have social contacts, and have
incidental discussions.

PROHIBITION OF PAYMENT OF CERTAIN
EXPENSES

SEC. 555. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act under
the heading ‘‘International Military Edu-
cation and Training ’’ or ‘‘Foreign Military
Financing Program’’ for Informational Pro-
gram activities may be obligated or ex-
pended to pay for—

(1) alcoholic beverages;
(2) food (other than food provided at a mili-

tary installation) not provided in conjunc-
tion with Informational Program trips where
students do not stay at a military installa-
tion; or

(3) entertainment expenses for activities
that are substantially of a recreational char-
acter, including entrance fees at sporting
events and amusement parks.

EQUITABLE ALLOCATION OF FUNDS

SEC. 556. Not more than 17 percent of the
funds appropriated by this Act to carry out

the provisions of sections 103 through 106 and
chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, that are made available for Latin
America and the Caribbean region may be
made available, through bilateral and Latin
America and the Caribbean regional pro-
grams, to provide assistance for any country
in such region.

SPECIAL DEBT RELIEF FOR THE POOREST

SEC. 557. (a) AUTHORITY TO REDUCE DEBT.—
The President may reduce amounts owed to
the United States (or any agency of the
United States) by an eligible country as a re-
sult of—

(1) guarantees issued under sections 221
and 222 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961;

(2) credits extended or guarantees issued
under the Arms Export Control Act; or

(3) any obligation or portion of such obli-
gation for a Latin American country, to pay
for purchases of United States agricultural
commodities guaranteed by the Commodity
Credit Corporation under export credit guar-
antee programs authorized pursuant to sec-
tion 5(f ) of the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion Charter Act of June 29, 1948, as amend-
ed, section 4(b) of the Food for Peace Act of
1966, as amended (Public Law 89–808), or sec-
tion 202 of the Agricultural Trade Act of 1978,
as amended (Public Law 95–501).

(b) LIMITATIONS.—
(1) The authority provided by subsection

(a) may be exercised only to implement mul-
tilateral official debt relief ad referendum
agreements, commonly referred to as ‘‘Paris
Club Agreed Minutes’’.

(2) The authority provided by subsection
(a) may be exercised only in such amounts or
to such extent as is provided in advance by
appropriations Acts.

(3) The authority provided by subsection
(a) may be exercised only with respect to
countries with heavy debt burdens that are
eligible to borrow from the International De-
velopment Association, but not from the
International Bank for Reconstruction and
Development, commonly referred to as
‘‘IDA-only’’ countries.

(c) CONDITIONS.—The authority provided by
subsection (a) may be exercised only with re-
spect to a country whose government—

(1) does not have an excessive level of mili-
tary expenditures;

(2) has not repeatedly provided support for
acts of international terrorism;

(3) is not failing to cooperate on inter-
national narcotics control matters;

(4) (including its military or other security
forces) does not engage in a consistent pat-
tern of gross violations of internationally
recognized human rights; and

(5) is not ineligible for assistance because
of the application of section 527 of the For-
eign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal
Years 1994 and 1995.

(d) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—The authority
provided by subsection (a) may be used only
with regard to funds appropriated by this
Act under the heading ‘‘Debt Restruc-
turing ’’.

(e) CERTAIN PROHIBITIONS INAPPLICABLE.—A
reduction of debt pursuant to subsection (a)
shall not be considered assistance for pur-
poses of any provision of law limiting assist-
ance to a country. The authority provided by
subsection (a) may be exercised notwith-
standing section 620(r) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961.

AUTHORITY TO ENGAGE IN DEBT BUYBACKS OR
SALES

SEC. 558. (a) LOANS ELIGIBLE FOR SALE, RE-
DUCTION, OR CANCELLATION.—

(1) AUTHORITY TO SELL, REDUCE, OR CANCEL
CERTAIN LOANS.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the President may, in ac-
cordance with this section, sell to any eligi-
ble purchaser any concessional loan or por-

tion thereof made before January 1, 1995,
pursuant to the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, to the government of any eligible coun-
try as defined in section 702(6) of that Act or
on receipt of payment from an eligible pur-
chaser, reduce or cancel such loan or portion
thereof, only for the purpose of facilitating—

(A) debt-for-equity swaps, debt-for-develop-
ment swaps, or debt-for-nature swaps; or

(B) a debt buyback by an eligible country
of its own qualified debt, only if the eligible
country uses an additional amount of the
local currency of the eligible country, equal
to not less than 40 percent of the price paid
for such debt by such eligible country, or the
difference between the price paid for such
debt and the face value of such debt, to sup-
port activities that link conservation and
sustainable use of natural resources with
local community development, and child sur-
vival and other child development, in a man-
ner consistent with sections 707 through 710
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, if the
sale, reduction, or cancellation would not
contravene any term or condition of any
prior agreement relating to such loan.

(2) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the
President shall, in accordance with this sec-
tion, establish the terms and conditions
under which loans may be sold, reduced, or
canceled pursuant to this section.

(3) ADMINISTRATION.—The Facility, as de-
fined in section 702(8) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961, shall notify the adminis-
trator of the agency primarily responsible
for administering part I of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 of purchasers that the
President has determined to be eligible, and
shall direct such agency to carry out the
sale, reduction, or cancellation of a loan pur-
suant to this section. Such agency shall
make an adjustment in its accounts to re-
flect the sale, reduction, or cancellation.

(4) LIMITATION.—The authorities of this
subsection shall be available only to the ex-
tent that appropriations for the cost of the
modification, as defined in section 502 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, are made
in advance.

(b) DEPOSIT OF PROCEEDS.—The proceeds
from the sale, reduction, or cancellation of
any loan sold, reduced, or canceled pursuant
to this section shall be deposited in the
United States Government account or ac-
counts established for the repayment of such
loan.

(c) ELIGIBLE PURCHASERS.—A loan may be
sold pursuant to subsection (a)(1)(A) only to
a purchaser who presents plans satisfactory
to the President for using the loan for the
purpose of engaging in debt-for-equity swaps,
debt-for-development swaps, or debt-for-na-
ture swaps.

(d) DEBTOR CONSULTATIONS.—Before the
sale to any eligible purchaser, or any reduc-
tion or cancellation pursuant to this section,
of any loan made to an eligible country, the
President should consult with the country
concerning the amount of loans to be sold,
reduced, or canceled and their uses for debt-
for-equity swaps, debt-for-development
swaps, or debt-for-nature swaps.

(e) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—The authority
provided by subsection (a) may be used only
with regard to funds appropriated by this
Act under the heading ‘‘Debt Restruc-
turing ’’.

ASSISTANCE FOR HAITI

SEC. 559. (a) POLICY.—In providing assist-
ance to Haiti, the President should place a
priority on the following areas:

(1) aggressive action to support the Haitian
National Police, including support for efforts
by the Inspector General to purge corrupt
and politicized elements from the Haitian
National Police;
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(2) steps to ensure that any elections un-

dertaken in Haiti with United States assist-
ance are full, free, fair, transparent, and
democratic;

(3) support for a program designed to de-
velop an indigenous human rights moni-
toring capacity;

(4) steps to facilitate the continued privat-
ization of state-owned enterprises;

(5) establishment of an economic develop-
ment fund for Haiti to provide long-term,
low interest loans to U.S. investors and busi-
nesses that have a demonstrated commit-
ment to, and expertise in, doing business in
Haiti, in particular those businesses present
in Haiti prior to the 1994 United Nations em-
bargo; and

(6) a substantial agricultural development
program.

(b) REPORT.—Beginning six months after
the date of enactment of this Act, and six
months thereafter until September 30, 2001,
the President shall submit a report to the
Committee on Appropriations and the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate
and the Committee on Appropriations and
the Committee on International Relations of
the House of Representatives with regard
to—

(1) the status of each of the governmental
institutions envisioned in the 1987 Haitian
Constitution, including an assessment of the
extent to which officials in such institutions
hold their positions on the basis of a regular,
constitutional process;

(2) the status of the privatization (or place-
ment under long-term private management
or concession) of the major public entities,
including a detailed assessment of the extent
to which the Government of Haiti has com-
pleted all required incorporating documents,
the transfer of assets, and the eviction of un-
authorized occupants from such facilities;

(3) the status of efforts to re-sign and im-
plement the lapsed bilateral Repatriation
Agreement and an assessment of the extent
to which the Government of Haiti has been
cooperating with the United States in halt-
ing illegal emigration from Haiti;

(4) the status of the Government of Haiti’s
efforts to conduct thorough investigations of
extrajudicial and political killings and—

(A) an assessment of the progress that has
been made in bringing to justice the persons
responsible for these extrajudicial or polit-
ical killings in Haiti, and

(B) an assessment of the extent to which
the Government of Haiti is cooperating with
United States authorities and with United
States-funded technical advisors to the Hai-
tian National Police in such investigations;

(5) an assessment of actions taken by the
Government of Haiti to remove and maintain
the separation from the Haitian National Po-
lice, national palace and residential guard,
ministerial guard, and any other public secu-
rity entity or unit of Haiti those individuals
who are credibly alleged to have engaged in
or conspired to conceal gross violations of
internationally recognized human rights;

(6) the status of steps being taken to se-
cure the ratification of the maritime
counter-narcotics agreements signed October
1997;

(7) an assessment of the extent to which
domestic capacity to conduct free, fair,
democratic, and administratively sound elec-
tions has been developed in Haiti; and

(8) an assessment of the extent to which
Haiti’s Minister of Justice has demonstrated
a commitment to the professionalism of ju-
dicial personnel by consistently placing stu-
dents graduated by the Judicial School in
appropriate judicial positions and has made
a commitment to share program costs asso-
ciated with the Judicial School, and is
achieving progress in making the judicial

branch in Haiti independent from the execu-
tive branch.
REQUIREMENT FOR DISCLOSURE OF FOREIGN AID

IN REPORT OF SECRETARY OF STATE

SEC. 560. (a) FOREIGN AID REPORTING RE-
QUIREMENT.—In addition to the voting prac-
tices of a foreign country, the report re-
quired to be submitted to Congress under
section 406(a) of the Foreign Relations Au-
thorization Act, fiscal years 1990 and 1991 (22
U.S.C. 2414a), shall include a side-by-side
comparison of individual countries’ overall
support for the United States at the United
Nations and the amount of United States as-
sistance provided to such country in fiscal
year 1999.

(b) UNITED STATES ASSISTANCE.—For pur-
poses of this section, the term ‘‘United
States assistance’’ has the meaning given
the term in section 481(e)(4) of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2291(e)(4)).

RESTRICTIONS ON VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS
TO UNITED NATIONS AGENCIES

SEC. 561. (a) PROHIBITION ON VOLUNTARY
CONTRIBUTIONS FOR THE UNITED NATIONS.—
None of the funds appropriated by this Act
may be made available to pay any voluntary
contribution of the United States to the
United Nations (including the United Na-
tions Development Program) if the United
Nations implements or imposes any taxation
on any United States persons.

(b) CERTIFICATION REQUIRED FOR DISBURSE-
MENT OF FUNDS.—None of the funds appro-
priated by this Act may be made available to
pay any voluntary contribution of the
United States to the United Nations (includ-
ing the United Nations Development Pro-
gram) unless the President certifies to the
Congress 15 days in advance of such payment
that the United Nations is not engaged in
any effort to implement or impose any tax-
ation on United States persons in order to
raise revenue for the United Nations or any
of its specialized agencies.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section
the term ‘‘United States person’’ refers to—

(1) a natural person who is a citizen or na-
tional of the United States; or

(2) a corporation, partnership, or other
legal entity organized under the United
States or any State, territory, possession, or
district of the United States.

HAITI

SEC. 562. The Government of Haiti shall be
eligible to purchase defense articles and
services under the Arms Export Control Act
(22 U.S.C. 2751 et seq.), for the civilian-led
Haitian National Police and Coast Guard:
Provided, That the authority provided by this
section shall be subject to the regular notifi-
cation procedures of the Committees on Ap-
propriations.

LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO THE
PALESTINIAN AUTHORITY

SEC. 563. (a) PROHIBITION OF FUNDS.—None
of the funds appropriated by this Act to
carry out the provisions of chapter 4 of part
II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 may
be obligated or expended with respect to pro-
viding funds to the Palestinian Authority.

(b) WAIVER.—The prohibition included in
subsection (a) shall not apply if the Presi-
dent certifies in writing to the Speaker of
the House of Representatives and the Presi-
dent pro tempore of the Senate that waiving
such prohibition is important to the national
security interests of the United States.

(c) PERIOD OF APPLICATION OF WAIVER.—
Any waiver pursuant to subsection (b) shall
be effective for no more than a period of six
months at a time and shall not apply beyond
twelve months after enactment of this Act.

LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO SECURITY
FORCES

SEC. 564. None of the funds made available
by this Act may be provided to any unit of

the security forces of a foreign country if the
Secretary of State has credible evidence that
such unit has committed gross violations of
human rights, unless the Secretary deter-
mines and reports to the Committees on Ap-
propriations that the government of such
country is taking effective measures to bring
the responsible members of the security
forces unit to justice: Provided, That nothing
in this section shall be construed to withhold
funds made available by this Act from any
unit of the security forces of a foreign coun-
try not credibly alleged to be involved in
gross violations of human rights: Provided
further, That in the event that funds are
withheld from any unit pursuant to this sec-
tion, the Secretary of State shall promptly
inform the foreign government of the basis
for such action and shall, to the maximum
extent practicable, assist the foreign govern-
ment in taking effective measures to bring
the responsible members of the security
forces to justice.

LIMITATIONS ON TRANSFER OF MILITARY
EQUIPMENT TO EAST TIMOR

SEC. 565. In any agreement for the sale,
transfer, or licensing of any lethal equip-
ment or helicopter for Indonesia entered into
by the United States pursuant to the author-
ity of this Act or any other Act, the agree-
ment shall state that the United States ex-
pects that the items will not be used in East
Timor: Provided, That nothing in this section
shall be construed to limit Indonesia’s inher-
ent right to legitimate national self-defense
as recognized under the United Nations
Charter and international law.
RESTRICTIONS ON ASSISTANCE TO COUNTRIES

PROVIDING SANCTUARY TO INDICTED WAR
CRIMINALS

SEC. 566. (a) BILATERAL ASSISTANCE.—None
of the funds made available by this or any
prior Act making appropriations for foreign
operations, export financing and related pro-
grams, may be provided for any country, en-
tity or canton described in subsection (e).

(b) MULTILATERAL ASSISTANCE.—
(1) PROHIBITION.—The Secretary of the

Treasury shall instruct the United States ex-
ecutive directors of the international finan-
cial institutions to work in opposition to,
and vote against, any extension by such in-
stitutions of any financial or technical as-
sistance or grants of any kind to any coun-
try or entity described in subsection (e).

(2) NOTIFICATION.—Not less than 15 days be-
fore any vote in an international financial
institution regarding the extension of finan-
cial or technical assistance or grants to any
country or entity described in subsection (e),
the Secretary of the Treasury, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of State, shall pro-
vide to the Committee on Appropriations
and the Committee on Foreign Relations of
the Senate and the Committee on Appropria-
tions and the Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services of the House of Representa-
tives a written justification for the proposed
assistance, including an explanation of the
United States position regarding any such
vote, as well as a description of the location
of the proposed assistance by municipality,
its purpose, and its intended beneficiaries.

(3) DEFINITION.—The term ‘‘international
financial institution’’ includes the Inter-
national Monetary Fund, the International
Bank for Reconstruction and Development,
the International Development Association,
the International Finance Corporation, the
Multilateral Investment Guaranty Agency,
and the European Bank for Reconstruction
and Development.

(c) EXCEPTIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),

subsections (a) and (b) shall not apply to the
provision of—

(A) humanitarian assistance;
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(B) democratization assistance;
(C) assistance for cross border physical in-

frastructure projects involving activities in
both a sanctioned country, entity, or canton
and a nonsanctioned contiguous country, en-
tity, or canton, if the project is primarily lo-
cated in and primarily benefits the nonsanc-
tioned country, entity, or canton and if the
portion of the project located in the sanc-
tioned country, entity, or canton is nec-
essary only to complete the project;

(D) small-scale assistance projects or ac-
tivities requested by United States Armed
Forces that promote good relations between
such forces and the officials and citizens of
the areas in the United States SFOR sector
of Bosnia;

(E) implementation of the Brcko Arbitral
Decision;

(F) lending by the international financial
institutions to a country or entity to sup-
port common monetary and fiscal policies at
the national level as contemplated by the
Dayton Agreement;

(G) direct lending to a non-sanctioned enti-
ty, or lending passed on by the national gov-
ernment to a non-sanctioned entity; or

(H) assistance to the International Police
Task Force for the training of a civilian po-
lice force.

(2) NOTIFICATION.—Every 30 days the Sec-
retary of State, in consultation with the Ad-
ministrator of the Agency for International
Development, shall publish in the Federal
Register and/or in a comparable publicly ac-
cessible document or internet site, a listing
and justification of any assistance that is ob-
ligated within that period of time for any
country, entity, or canton described in sub-
section (e), including a description of the
purpose of the assistance, project and its lo-
cation, by municipality.

(d) FURTHER LIMITATIONS.—Notwith-
standing subsection (c)—

(1) no assistance may be made available by
this Act, or any prior Act making appropria-
tions for foreign operations, export financing
and related programs, in any country, enti-
ty, or canton described in subsection (e), for
a program, project, or activity in which a
publicly indicted war criminal is known to
have any financial or material interest; and

(2) no assistance (other than emergency
foods or medical assistance or demining as-
sistance) may be made available by this Act,
or any prior Act making appropriations for
foreign operations, export financing and re-
lated programs for any program, project, or
activity in a community within any country,
entity or canton described in subsection (e)
if competent authorities within that commu-
nity are not complying with the provisions
of Article IX and Annex 4, Article II, para-
graph 8 of the Dayton Agreement relating to
war crimes and the Tribunal.

(e) SANCTIONED COUNTRY, ENTITY, OR CAN-
TON.—A sanctioned country, entity, or can-
ton described in this section is one whose
competent authorities have failed, as deter-
mined by the Secretary of State, to take
necessary and significant steps to apprehend
and transfer to the Tribunal all persons who
have been publicly indicted by the Tribunal.

(f) WAIVER.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State

may waive the application of subsection (a)
or subsection (b) with respect to specified bi-
lateral programs or international financial
institution projects or programs in a sanc-
tioned country, entity, or canton upon pro-
viding a written determination to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and the Committee
on Foreign Relations of the Senate and the
Committee on Appropriations and the Com-
mittee on International Relations of the
House of Representatives that such assist-
ance directly supports the implementation
of the Dayton Agreement and its Annexes,

which include the obligation to apprehend
and transfer indicted war criminals to the
Tribunal.

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 15 days after
the date of any written determination under
paragraph (1) the Secretary of State shall
submit a report to the Committee on Appro-
priations and the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations of the Senate and the Committee on
Appropriations and the Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives regarding the status of efforts
to secure the voluntary surrender or appre-
hension and transfer of persons indicted by
the Tribunal, in accordance with the Dayton
Agreement, and outlining obstacles to
achieving this goal; and

(3) ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS AF-
FECTED.—Any waiver made pursuant to this
subsection shall be effective only with re-
spect to a specified bilateral program or
multilateral assistance project or program
identified in the determination of the Sec-
retary of State to Congress.

(g) TERMINATION OF SANCTIONS.—The sanc-
tions imposed pursuant to subsections (a)
and (b) with respect to a country or entity
shall cease to apply only if the Secretary of
State determines and certifies to Congress
that the authorities of that country, entity,
or canton have apprehended and transferred
to the Tribunal all persons who have been
publicly indicted by the Tribunal.

(h) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section—
(1) COUNTRY.—The term ‘‘country’’ means

Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia, Serbia, and
Montenegro.

(2) ENTITY.—The term ‘‘entity’’ refers to
the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Kosova, and the Republika Srpska.

(3) CANTON.—The term ‘‘canton’’ means the
administrative units in Bosnia and
Herzegovina.

(4) DAYTON AGREEMENT.—The term ‘‘Day-
ton Agreement’’ means the General Frame-
work Agreement for Peace in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, together with annexes relating
thereto, done at Dayton, November 10
through 16, 1995.

(5) TRIBUNAL.—The term ‘‘Tribunal’’ means
the International Criminal Tribunal for the
Former Yugoslavia.

(i) ROLE OF HUMAN RIGHTS ORGANIZATIONS
AND GOVERNMENT AGENCIES.—In carrying out
this section, the Secretary of State, the Ad-
ministrator of the Agency for International
Development, and the executive directors of
the international financial institutions shall
consult with representatives of human rights
organizations and all government agencies
with relevant information to help prevent
publicly indicted war criminals from benefit-
ting from any financial or technical assist-
ance or grants provided to any country or
entity described in subsection (e).
TO PROHIBIT FOREIGN ASSISTANCE TO THE GOV-

ERNMENT OF THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION
SHOULD IT ENACT LAWS WHICH WOULD DIS-
CRIMINATE AGAINST MINORITY RELIGIOUS
FAITHS

SEC. 567. None of the funds appropriated
under this Act may be made available for the
Government of the Russian Federation, after
180 days from the date of enactment of this
Act, unless the President determines and
certifies in writing to the Committees on Ap-
propriations and the Committee on Foreign
Relations of the Senate that the Government
of the Russian Federation has implemented
no statute, executive order, regulation or
similar government action that would dis-
criminate, or would have as its principal ef-
fect discrimination, against religious groups
or religious communities in the Russian Fed-
eration in violation of accepted inter-
national agreements on human rights and re-
ligious freedoms to which the Russian Fed-
eration is a party.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

SEC. 568. (a) Funds made available in this
Act to support programs or activities the
primary purpose of which is promoting or as-
sisting country participation in the Kyoto
Protocol to the Framework Convention on
Climate Change (FCCC) shall only be made
available subject to the regular notification
procedures of the Committees on Appropria-
tions.

(b) The President shall provide a detailed
account of all Federal agency obligations
and expenditures for climate change pro-
grams and activities, domestic and inter-
national obligations for such activities in
fiscal year 2000, and any plan for programs
thereafter related to the implementation or
the furtherance of protocols pursuant to, or
related to negotiations to amend the FCCC
in conjunction with the President’s submis-
sion of the Budget of the United States Gov-
ernment for Fiscal Year 2001: Provided, That
such report shall include an accounting of
expenditures by agency with each agency
identifying climate change activities and as-
sociated costs by line item as presented in
the President’s Budget Appendix: Provided
further, That such report shall identify with
regard to the Agency for International De-
velopment, obligations and expenditures by
country or central program and activity.
WITHHOLDING ASSISTANCE TO COUNTRIES VIO-

LATING UNITED NATIONS SANCTIONS AGAINST
LIBYA

SEC. 569. (a) WITHHOLDING OF ASSISTANCE.—
Except as provided in subsection (b), when-
ever the President determines and certifies
to Congress that the government of any
country is violating any sanction against
Libya imposed pursuant to United Nations
Security Council Resolution 731, 748, or 883,
then not less than 5 percent of the funds al-
located for the country under section 653(a)
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 out of
appropriations in this Act shall be withheld
from obligation or expenditure for that coun-
try.

(b) EXCEPTION.—The requirement to with-
hold funds under subsection (a) shall not
apply to funds appropriated in this Act for
allocation under section 653(a) of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 for development as-
sistance or for humanitarian assistance.

(c) WAIVER.—Funds may be provided for a
country without regard to subsection (a) if
the President determines that to do so is in
the national security interest of the United
States.

AID TO THE GOVERNMENT OF THE DEMOCRATIC
REPUBLIC OF CONGO

SEC. 570. (a) None of the funds appropriated
by this Act may be provided for assistance
for the central Government of the Demo-
cratic Republic of Congo until such time as
the President reports in writing to the Con-
gress that the central Government is—

(1) investigating and prosecuting those re-
sponsible for human rights violations com-
mitted in the Democratic Republic of Congo;
and

(2) implementing a credible democratic
transition program.

(b) This section shall not apply to assist-
ance to promote democracy and the rule of
law as part of a plan to implement a credible
democratic transition program.

ASSISTANCE FOR THE MIDDLE EAST

SEC. 571. Of the funds appropriated by this
Act under the headings ‘‘Economic Support
Fund’’, ‘‘Foreign Military Financing Pro-
gram’’, ‘‘International Military Education
and Training ’’, ‘‘Peacekeeping Operations’’,
for refugees resettling in Israel under the
heading ‘‘Migration and Refugee Assist-
ance’’, and for assistance for Israel to carry
out provisions of chapter 8 of part II of the
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Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 under the
heading ‘‘Nonproliferation, Anti-Terrorism,
Demining and Related Programs’’, not more
than a total of $5,318,150,000 may be made
available for Israel, Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon,
the West Bank and Gaza, the Israel-Lebanon
Monitoring Group, the Multinational Force
and Observers, the Middle East Regional De-
mocracy Fund, Middle East Regional Co-
operation, and Middle East Multilateral
Working Groups: Provided, That any funds
that were appropriated under such headings
in prior fiscal years and that were at the
time of enactment of this Act obligated or
allocated for other recipients may not during
fiscal year 2000 be made available for activi-
ties that, if funded under this Act, would be
required to count against this ceiling: Pro-
vided further, That funds may be made avail-
able notwithstanding the requirements of
this section if the President determines and
certifies to the Committees on Appropria-
tions that it is important to the national se-
curity interest of the United States to do so
and any such additional funds shall only be
provided through the regular notification
procedures of the Committees on Appropria-
tions: Provided further, That notwithstanding
the funding ceiling contained in this section,
not to exceed a total of $100,000,000 may be
made available for Jordan from funds appro-
priated in this Act under the headings ‘‘Eco-
nomic Support Fund’’ and ‘‘Foreign Military
Financing Program’’, in addition to funds
otherwise available for Jordan under those
or other headings that are subject to the
funding ceiling contained in this section.

ENTERPRISE FUND RESTRICTIONS

SEC. 572. Prior to the distribution of any
assets resulting from any liquidation, dis-
solution, or winding up of an Enterprise
Fund, in whole or in part, the President shall
submit to the Committees on Appropria-
tions, in accordance with the regular notifi-
cation procedures of the Committees on Ap-
propriations, a plan for the distribution of
the assets of the Enterprise Fund.

CAMBODIA

SEC. 573. (a) The Secretary of the Treasury
should instruct the United States executive
directors of the international financial insti-
tutions to use the voice and vote of the
United States to oppose loans to the Govern-
ment of Cambodia, except loans to support
basic human needs.

(b) None of the funds appropriated by this
Act may be made available for assistance for
the Government of Cambodia: Provided, That
this restriction shall not apply to humani-
tarian assistance, including assistance for
basic education activities.

AUTHORIZATION FOR POPULATION PLANNING

SEC. 574. Not to exceed $385,000,000 of the
funds appropriated in title II of this Act may
be available for population planning activi-
ties or other population assistance.

FOREIGN MILITARY TRAINING REPORT

SEC. 575. (a) The Secretary of Defense and
the Secretary of State shall jointly provide
to the Congress by January 31, 2000, a report
on all military training provided to foreign
military personnel (excluding sales, and ex-
cluding training provided to the military
personnel of countries belonging to the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization) under
programs administered by the Department of
Defense and the Department of State during
fiscal years 1999 and 2000, including those
proposed for fiscal year 2000. This report
shall include, for each such military training
activity, the foreign policy justification and
purpose for the training activity, the cost of
the training activity, the number of foreign
students trained and their units of oper-
ation, and the location of the training. In ad-
dition, this report shall also include, with re-

spect to United States personnel, the oper-
ational benefits to United States forces de-
rived from each such training activity and
the United States military units involved in
each such training activity. This report may
include a classified annex if deemed nec-
essary and appropriate.

(b) For purposes of this section a report to
Congress shall be deemed to mean a report to
the Appropriations and Foreign Relations
Committees of the Senate and the Appro-
priations and International Relations Com-
mittees of the House of Representatives.

KOREAN PENINSULA ENERGY DEVELOPMENT
ORGANIZATION

SEC. 576. (a) Of the funds made available
under the heading ‘‘Nonproliferation, Anti-
terrorism, Demining and Related Programs’’,
not to exceed $35,000,000 may be made avail-
able for the Korean Peninsula Energy Devel-
opment Organization (hereafter referred to
in this section as ‘‘KEDO’’), notwithstanding
any other provision of law, only for the ad-
ministrative expenses and heavy fuel oil
costs associated with the Agreed Frame-
work.

(b) Of the funds made available for
KEDO, up to $15,000,000 may be made avail-
able prior to June 1, 2000, if, thirty days prior
to such obligation of funds, the President
certifies and so reports to Congress that—

(1) the parties to the Agreed Framework
have taken and continue to take demon-
strable steps to implement the Joint Dec-
laration on Denuclearization of the Korean
Peninsula in which the Government of North
Korea has committed not to test, manufac-
ture, produce, receive, possess, store, deploy,
or use nuclear weapons, and not to possess
nuclear reprocessing or uranium enrichment
facilities;

(2) the parties to the Agreed Framework
have taken and continue to take demon-
strable steps to pursue the North-South dia-
logue;

(3) North Korea is complying with all pro-
visions of the Agreed Framework;

(4) North Korea has not diverted assistance
provided by the United States for purposes
for which it was not intended; and

(5) North Korea is not seeking to develop
or acquire the capability to enrich uranium,
or any additional capability to reprocess
spent nuclear fuel.

(c) Of the funds made available for
KEDO, up to $20,000,000 may be made avail-
able on or after June 1, 2000, if, thirty days
prior to such obligation of funds, the Presi-
dent certifies and so reports to Congress
that—

(1) the effort to can and safely store all
spent fuel from North Korea’s graphite-mod-
erated nuclear reactors has been successfully
concluded;

(2) North Korea is complying with its obli-
gations under the agreement regarding ac-
cess to suspect underground construction;

(3) North Korea has terminated its nuclear
weapons program, including all efforts to ac-
quire, develop, test, produce, or deploy such
weapons; and

(4) the United States has made and is con-
tinuing to make significant progress on
eliminating the North Korean ballistic mis-
sile threat, including further missile tests
and its ballistic missile exports.

(d) The authorities of sections 451 and 614
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, may not be used to authorize or
provide assistance—

(1) to North Korea for purposes related to
the Agreed Framework;

(2) to KEDO in excess of the amount made
available under subsection (a); or

(3) that cannot be provided due to any
funding ceiling, prohibition, restriction, or
condition on release of funds that is con-
tained in subsections (a), (b), or (c).

(e) The President may waive the certifi-
cation requirements of subsections (b) and
(c) if the President determines that it is
vital to the national security interests of the
United States and provides written policy
justifications to the appropriate congres-
sional committees prior to his exercise of
such waiver. No funds may be obligated for
KEDO until 30 days after submission to Con-
gress of such waiver.

(f) The Secretary of State shall submit to
the appropriate congressional committees a
report (to be submitted with the annual pres-
entation for appropriations) providing a full
and detailed accounting of the fiscal year
2001 request for the United States contribu-
tion to KEDO, the expected operating budget
of the KEDO, to include unpaid debt, pro-
posed annual costs associated with heavy
fuel oil purchases, and the amount of funds
pledged by other donor nations and organiza-
tions to support KEDO activities on a per
country basis, and other related activities.

AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION

SEC. 577. Funds made available to grantees
of the African Development Foundation may
be invested pending expenditure for project
purposes when authorized by the President
of the Foundation: Provided, That interest
earned shall be used only for the purposes for
which the grant was made: Provided further,
That this authority applies to interest
earned both prior to and following enact-
ment of this provision: Provided further, That
notwithstanding section 505(a)(2) of the Afri-
can Development Foundation Act, in excep-
tional circumstances the board of directors
of the Foundation may waive the $250,000
limitation contained in that section with re-
spect to a project: Provided further, That the
Foundation shall provide a report to the
Committees on Appropriations in advance of
exercising such waiver authority.

PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO THE
PALESTINIAN BROADCASTING CORPORATION

SEC. 578. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
used to provide equipment, technical sup-
port, consulting services, or any other form
of assistance to the Palestinian Broadcasting
Corporation.

NOTIFICATION ON THE USE OF OPERATING
EXPENSES

SEC. 579. None of the funds appropriated
under the heading ‘‘Operating Expenses of
the Agency for International Development’’
may be made available to finance the con-
struction (including architect and engineer-
ing services), purchase, or long-term lease of
offices for use by the Agency for Inter-
national Development, except as provided
through the regular notification procedures
of the Committees on Appropriations.

IRAQ OPPOSITION

SEC. 580. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, not to exceed $10,000,000 of the
funds appropriated by this Act under the
heading ‘‘Economic Support Fund’’ may be
made available for political, economic, hu-
manitarian, and associated support activi-
ties for Iraqi opposition groups designated
under the Iraq Liberation Act (Public Law
105–338).

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
BUDGET SUBMISSION

SEC. 581. Beginning with the fiscal year
2001 Budget, the Agency for International
Development shall submit to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations a detailed budget for
each fiscal year. The Agency budget shall
contain the estimated levels of obligations
for the current fiscal year and actual levels
for the two previous years, and the Presi-
dent’s request for new budget authority and
estimate of carryover obligational authority
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for the budget year. Budget data shall be
disaggregated by program and activity for
each bureau, field mission, and central of-
fice. Staff levels shall be provided and identi-
fied by program. The Agency shall submit to
the Committees on Appropriations a pro-
posed budget format no later than October
31, 1999, or 30 days after the enactment of
this act, whichever occurs later.
SENSE OF CONGRESS CONCERNING THE MURDER

OF FOUR AMERICAN CHURCHWOMEN IN EL SAL-
VADOR

SEC. 582. (a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes
the following findings.

(1) The December 2, 1980 brutal assault and
murder of four American churchwomen by
members of the Salvadoran National Guard
was covered up and never fully investigated.

(2) On July 22 and July 23, 1998, Salvadoran
authorities granted three of the National
Guardsmen convicted of the crimes early re-
lease from prison.

(3) The United Nations Truth Commission
for El Salvador determined in 1993 that there
was sufficient evidence that the Guardsmen
were acting on orders from their superiors.

(4) In March 1998, four of the convicted
Guardsmen confessed that they acted after
receiving orders from their superiors.

(5) Recently declassified documents from
the State Department show that United
States Government officials were aware of
information suggesting the involvement of
superior officers in the murders.

(6) United States officials granted perma-
nent residence to a former Salvadoran mili-
tary official involved in the cover-up of the
murders, enabling him to remain in Florida.

(7) Despite the fact that the murders oc-
curred over 17 years ago, the families of the
four victims continue to seek the disclosure
of information relevant to the murders.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) information relevant to the murders
should be made public to the fullest extent
possible;

(2) the Secretary of State and the Depart-
ment of State are to be commended for fully
releasing information regarding the murders
to the victims’ families and to the American
public, in prompt response to congressional
requests;

(3) the President should order all other
Federal agencies and departments that pos-
sess relevant information to make every ef-
fort to declassify and release to the victims’
families relevant information as expedi-
tiously as possible;

(4) in making determinations concerning
the declassification and release of relevant
information, the Federal agencies and de-
partments should presume in favor of releas-
ing, rather than of withholding, such infor-
mation; and

(5) the President should direct the Attor-
ney General to review the circumstances
under which individuals involved in either
the murders or the cover-up of the murders
obtained residence in the United States, and
the Attorney General should submit a report
to the Congress on the results of such review
not later than January 1, 2000.

KYOTO PROTOCOL

SEC. 583. None of the funds appropriated by
this Act shall be used to propose or issue
rules, regulations, decrees, or orders for the
purpose of implementation, or in preparation
for implementation, of the Kyoto Protocol,
which was adopted on December 11, 1997, in
Kyoto, Japan, at the Third Conference of the
Parties to the United States Framework
Convention on Climate Change, which has
not been submitted to the Senate for advice
and consent to ratification pursuant to arti-
cle II, section 2, clause 2, of the United
States Constitution, and which has not en-

tered into force pursuant to article 25 of the
Protocol.

CONTRIBUTIONS TO UNITED NATIONS
POPULATION FUND

SEC. 584. (1) LIMITATIONS ON AMOUNT OF
CONTRIBUTION.—Of the amounts made avail-
able under ‘‘International Organizations and
Programs’’, not more than $25,000,000 for fis-
cal year 2000 shall be available for the United
Nations Population Fund (hereinafter in this
subsection referred to as the ‘‘UNFPA’’).

(2) PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS IN
CHINA.—None of the funds made available
under ‘‘International Organizations and Pro-
grams’’ may be made available for the
UNFPA for a country program in the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China.

(3) CONDITIONS ON AVAILABILITY OF
FUNDS.—Amounts made available under
‘‘International Organizations and Programs’’
for fiscal year 2000 for the UNFPA may not
be made available to UNFPA unless—

(A) the UNFPA maintains amounts made
available to the UNFPA under this section in
an account separate from other accounts of
the UNFPA;

(B) the UNFPA does not commingle
amounts made available to the UNFPA
under this section with other sums; and

(C) the UNFPA does not fund abortions.
(4) REPORT TO CONGRESS AND WITHHOLDING

OF FUNDS.—
(A) Not later than February 15, 2000, the

Secretary of State shall submit a report to
the appropriate congressional committees
indicating the amount of funds that the
United Nations Population Fund is budg-
eting for the year in which the report is sub-
mitted for a country program in the People’s
Republic of China.

(B) If a report under subparagraph (A) indi-
cates that the United Nations Population
Fund plans to spend funds for a country pro-
gram in the People’s Republic of China in
the year covered by the report, then the
amount of such funds that the UNFPA plans
to spend in the People’s Republic of China
shall be deducted from the funds made avail-
able to the UNFPA after March 1 for obliga-
tion for the remainder of the fiscal year in
which the report is submitted.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Foreign Op-
erations, Export Financing, and Related Pro-
grams Appropriations Act, 2000’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. MOAKLEY

Mr. MOAKLEY. 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. MOAKLEY:
At the end of the bill, insert after the last

section (preceding the short title) the fol-
lowing:
LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE FOR SCHOOL OF THE

AMERICAS

SEC. . None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
used for programs at the United States Army
School of the Americas located at Fort
Benning, Georgia.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be limited to 1 hour of debate di-
vided equally between a proponent and
opponent of the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
include ‘‘and all amendments thereto’’?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection

to the request of the gentleman from
Alabama?

Ms. PELOSI. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Chairman, I just sought

recognition to concur with the gentle-
man’s request with the approval of the
maker of the amendment, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAK-
LEY).

Mr. MOAKLEY. I approve.
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I with-

draw my reservation of objection.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection

to the request of the gentleman from
Alabama?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

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

I thank the gentleman from Alabama
for allowing this time allotment.

Mr. Chairman, I am sure that many
people are very surprised to see me
fighting to close the School of Amer-
icas, but 10 years ago I got to know
people from another part of the world,
people who have such a love for family,
such a passion for life, and despite
their many, many hardships, that I
still cannot forget them, though my
work in that country is through.

On November 16, 1989, at the Univer-
sity of Central America in El Salvador
six Jesuit priests, their housekeeper
and their 15 year-old daughter were
pulled from their beds, forced to lie on
the ground, and executed in cold blood.
At that time, Mr. Chairman, El Sal-
vador was in the midst of a horrible
civil war. The United States had sided
with the Salvadoran government, and
we had sent the Salvadoran military a
total of $6 billion.

Those murders, murders of men of
God and innocent women, shocked the
entire world, and Congress wanted to
know exactly what was going on in El
Salvador. Speaker Foley called for a
Congressional investigation and asked
me to head it up. My top staff per-
sonnel, a Congressman, JIM MCGOVERN,
and I traveled to El Salvador to inves-
tigate these murders. For 2 years we
held meetings, conducted interviews,
dug around. We learned that the Salva-
doran soldiers not only committed the
massacre but also were ordered to do so
by the people at the highest levels of
their military command who then en-
gaged in a massive cover-up reaching
the highest levels of Salvadoran gov-
ernment, the very same Salvadoran
government, Mr. Chairman, to whom
we were sending billions and billions of
dollars.

After the Moakley Commission re-
port was made public, we eventually
cut off all military aid to El Salvador.
Soon afterwards, that civil war ended.

But, Mr. Chairman, today, 10 years
later, our work towards human rights
in Central America has not ended. In
addition to learning who committed
the Jesuit murders, we learned that 19
of those 26 implicated in those murders
were graduates of the School of Amer-
icas. Let me repeat, Mr. Chairman.
Nineteen of those 26 implicated in the
Jesuit murders were graduates of the
School of Americas.
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The School of Americas is a United

States Army school run in Fort
Benning, Georgia, that trains approxi-
mately 2,000 Latin American soldiers
every year. The classes they teach in-
clude combat skills, commando tactics,
military intelligence, and torture tech-
niques, and this education comes at a
very high price. The School of Amer-
icas costs the United States taxpayers
$20 million every year, and that is what
we are trying to stop here tonight, Mr.
Chairman.

My colleagues and I are offering an
amendment which will stop any money
in the bill from being used to support
the School of Americas. We are stand-
ing today and saying enough is enough;
it is time to close down the school once
and for all. Because, Mr. Chairman, its
graduates were not only involved in
the Jesuit murders, the School of
Americas graduates raped and killed
four American church women.

They assassinated Archbishop Ro-
mero while offering mass. The School
of Americas graduates massacred 900
innocent civilians in El Mozote. And
School of Americas graduates were im-
plicated in the Trujillo chain-saw mas-
sacres, in which at least 107 villagers
were tortured and murdered. Manuel
Noriega, the infamous Panamanian dic-
tator, is a graduate of the School of
Americas as were one-third of General
Pinochet’s officials. Mr. Chairman, just
2 months ago, General Rito Del Rio
was expelled from the Columbian mili-
tary because his human rights viola-
tions were so horrible. He also is a
graduate of the School of the Amer-
icas.

Mr. Chairman, the list goes on and on
and on. Put simply, the School of
Americas has trained some of the most
brutal assassins, some of the cruelest
dictators, some of the worst abusers of
human rights that the western hemi-
sphere has seen, and I think it is time
for the United States of America to
admit its mistakes and remove this
horrible blemish from our military es-
tablishment because if we do not stand
for human rights in Georgia, how can
we possibly expect to promote them
anywhere else in the world?

This spring, President Clinton was
forced to apologize for our involvement
in the civil war in Guatemala that left
200,000 civilians dead. How many more
times will our President have to apolo-
gize to the people of Central America
before we close the school?

Some people say the school is
changed. They say it trains people in
drug interdiction. In fact, 8 percent of
the students that even attend the anti-
drug courses, a dozen of those who did
in the past have been also tied to drug
trafficking.

Mr. Chairman, the fact remains every
day this school is open, every day it
trains people in torture techniques and
commando tactics is a day too many.

Human rights are the foundation on
which our country was created. We
shed blood over those principles. We
fought wars and sacrificed lives to pro-

tect them. Why would we want to ex-
port anything less to the rest of the
world?

I urge my colleagues to take a stand
for those without a voice, take a stand
for human rights, take a stand for
human decency, and shut down that
School of Americas. Our Founding Fa-
thers would expect nothing else.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) is recog-
nized for 30 minutes in opposition to
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAK-
LEY).

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

Mr. Chairman, for the past 4 years on
every occasion that this bill has come
to the floor since I have been chairman
of the Subcommittee on Foreign Oper-
ations, Export Financing and Related
Programs we have had this debate, and
every year the proponents of the
amendment such as the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY), a
man that I greatly admire from Massa-
chusetts, brings out the same stale
points about the facts and the ration-
ale and the reasons for closing down
the School of Americas, and certainly
the motives with which he brings this
amendment are good motives. None of
us support the atrocities that were
committed by the members of certain
Latin American countries during times
of war. Some of those people indeed did
go and did attend and did graduate
from the School of Americas, but we
cannot condemn the School of Amer-
icas forever for something that hap-
pened 15 or 20 years ago.

This does not mean that if we do not
agree with the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY) that his mo-
tive is not noble. It simply means that
the school has cleaned up its act.

I have sent our staff members of our
committee about four times to make
absolutely certain that the School of
Americas does not teach, does not en-
courage terrorism or the violation of
human rights in any manner, and I
have promised to those people who are
opposed to the School of Americas: ‘‘If
you will bring me one iota that indi-
cates that the curriculum at the
School of Americas is doing anything
to the contrary, that I myself will
close them down because I will not in-
clude funding in my bill if indeed they
are.’’ But, Mr. Chairman, they are not.
Those are the real facts.

The only thing that we hear year
after year is the atrocities that were
committed decades ago by graduates of
that school. The unibomber went to
Harvard. Do we say we ought to close
Harvard down because the unibomber
committed all the atrocities? No. We
only say this each and every year
about the School of Americas.

Mr. Chairman, the chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary
of Defense has contacted us as late as

today, pleading with us, telling us that
this is indeed crucial to our own na-
tional security because this is the only
school where we can bring these new
military leaders and military people to
the United States and talk to them in
Spanish, a language they can com-
prehend, a language that they will be
able to then go back and to express
their concerns for human rights.

So this issue is decades old, there is
no change in the debate. Each year the
Congress has rejected this amendment,
to close down the school, and I would
urge the Members of Congress to take
heed to what the Secretary of Defense
tells us, that what every chairman of
every area of our military has commu-
nicated with us: Please do not take
away this instrument of peace that we
have in establishing an ability to bring
these people to the United States and
to teach them about democracy, to
teach them about human rights.

This bill only includes $2 million, a
very small amount of money for the
amount of debate that has taken place
on this for the last several years. I
would urge my colleagues to listen to
the military experts, to the profes-
sionals who have to run our military,
who will have to send our military to
Central America or to South America
in the event of any uprising, and we
need this cooperative working relation-
ship with these people, and we need, in-
deed, to instruct them in human rights
and as well as the military, and that
was that we instruct them.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
GILMAN), chairman of the Committee
on International Relations.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to join our chairman, the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN)
in rising in opposition to the amend-
ment by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY). It is in our na-
tional interest to see that the mili-
taries of Central and South American
countries play a positive role in that
region’s fragile democratic societies.
Our Army School of the Americas
serves our national interest and de-
serves our support, not our scorn.

I do not believe that anyone intends
to suggest that our good men and
women in the uniform are deliberately
training people to commit human
rights abuses. Accordingly, I have en-
couraged dialogue between the school
and its critics.

Donnie Marshall, the acting adminis-
trator for the DEA, recently noted
that, and I quote: The School of the
Americas plays an important role in
supporting our efforts to stop the flow
of illegal drugs into the United States,
close quote. General Serrano, the high-
ly respected Director General of the
Columbian National Police last year
informed our Committee on Inter-
national Relations, and I quote: The
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School of the Americas trains our reac-
tion forces in fighting narcotics traf-
ficking with excellent result, and I am
a witness to the fact that it is a very
valuable instrument for training our
men to carry out the antinarcotics
fight, close quote.

I have sent my staff delegation to the
School of the Americas twice in the
past year to fully examine the school’s
operations; and in response to Congres-
sional oversight, the School of the
Americas has made a real effort to
strengthen its curriculum. The school’s
commandant, Colonel Glenn Weidner,
reports that, and I quote: Every stu-
dent in every one of the 55 courses
taught by this school receives between
8 and 40 hours of formal human rights
instruction depending on course
length.

b 2115

‘‘Classroom instruction is followed
up with practical application in field
and map-based exercises throughout
each course. No other Department of
Defense school provides as much
human rights training to foreign or
U.S. students.’’

Prudent restrictions have been im-
plemented at the school to make sure
the students are screened for actual
and alleged human rights violations.

Just as we do not close down our po-
lice academies when any one of our
cops turns bad, neither should we
throw away one of the important con-
structive tools we have for influencing
Latin America’s militaries for the
good.

Accordingly, let us not throw out the
whole barrel of apples because of a few
bad apples. I urge my colleagues to op-
pose the Moakley amendment.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. Scar-
borough), the coauthor of the amend-
ment.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts for yielding me this time.

Let me say, hearing the words of the
gentleman from Alabama and also the
gentleman from New York, I certainly
respect their beliefs on human rights,
their beliefs to fight for human rights.
I just know that on this issue, reason-
able minds can differ, and they do. I
differ with my good friend from Massa-
chusetts on several issues. But human
rights, as far as I am concerned, really
does not have any ideological barriers.
Whether we are talking about Sudan,
whether we are talking about China, or
whether we are talking about Central
America, I think we have to fight for
human rights.

Mr. Chairman, I even, I am sure,
would disagree violently on what hap-
pened in the 1980s. I believe what hap-
pened in the 1980s was Ronald Reagan’s
fight for freedom in Central America.
But at the same time, the Cold War is
over. Soviet intervention in Central
America has ended. In fact, the Soviet
Union has ended. Now is the time we

can all fight and join together for free-
dom, to bring freedom to Central
America.

While the Cold War may be over, the
School of the Americas’ abuses are not.
The United Nations Commission re-
ports that the School of the Americas
grads are continuing to assassinate,
continuing to murder. In fact, it con-
tinued in 1998. The United States State
Department reports that murders and
torture by SOA grads continue. In fact,
in May of 1998, the Colombian Army
formally disbanded the 20 Brigade for
its involvement in human rights
abuses, including targeted killings of
civilians. The commander of the bri-
gade at the time was yet another SOA
graduate.

As the New York Times wrote, ‘‘An
institution so clearly out of tune with
American values should be shut down
without delay.’’

As I said before, whether we are talk-
ing about human rights abuses in
China or in Central America, or in
Sudan or Saudi Arabia, America must,
once again, become what Ronald
Reagan called a city shining brightly
on a hill for all the world to see. Shin-
ing for freedom and shining for the ex-
portation of American principles, and
not what the School of the Americas
has stood for, for the past 20 years.

So I thank the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts again for bringing up this
amendment, as the gentleman from
Rhode Island (Mr. KENNEDY) has done
the past several years, and I am
pleased once again to support it. I
think now is the year we should all
band together and defund the School of
the Americas.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. BISHOP) who, incidentally,
was born in Mobile, Alabama, my
hometown. My hometown has a college
named after his distinguished father,
S.D. Bishop, Bishop State Community
College in Mobile.

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Chairman, the exer-
cise we are engaged in this evening is
shameful. It is shameful because the
horrendous accusations that have been
brought against the Army’s School of
the Americas and, more specifically,
against the civilian and military men
and women who have taught there,
have been proven to be false. There is
no reasonable question about this.
None at all.

The accusations about teaching mur-
der and torture and participating in a
prolonged conspiracy to commit atroc-
ities and destroy democracy are based
on pure propaganda and not on the
facts. Anyone who bothers to look at
the record can come to no other con-
clusion.

During this decade, there have been
12 investigations of the school. Mr.
Chairman, 12, more than 1 a year.
These investigations probed the
school’s curriculum, the texts it uses;
questioned many hundreds of graduates
and faculty members, past and present;
examined the human rights abuses in-

volving some of the school’s graduates;
and made a real determination about
how many graduates have gone bad and
how many have been involved in the
emergence of democracy in Latin
America.

All came to the same conclusion:
these charges are false. In fact, the
school is doing just the opposite. It is
promoting human rights and demo-
cratic principles, helping fight the war
against drugs, and effectively serving
as an instrument of pro-democratic
U.S. foreign policy in our own hemi-
sphere.

One of these investigations, Mr.
Chairman, was conducted by the Gen-
eral Accounting Office at the direction
of our former colleague from Cali-
fornia, Ron Dellums. The GAO dug long
and hard and eventually recommended
improvements that have, in fact, been
implemented. But according to the
GAO, there is no question that the
charges were unfounded. When Ron
Dellums asked the GAO to dig some
more, the agency did so and recon-
firmed its findings.

Do those who continue to make these
charges really think that the GAO is a
part of a cover-up?

Overseeing the school is a distin-
guished Board of Visitors that includes
noted human rights figures like Mr.
Steve Schneebaum. Do we really think
they too are involved in a cover-up?

The fact is that those who persist in
accusing the school of promoting
criminal and evil conduct are turning
their backs on the facts. Unfortu-
nately, the leaders of the School of the
Americas Watch do not care about the
truth. They decided long ago to place
the blame for the horrible atrocities
that have taken place in Latin Amer-
ica on the United States, and the
School of the Americas has served as a
convenient propaganda target and
whipping boy.

But it is our job, yours and mine, to
act on the truth, not on the misin-
formation that continues to deluge us.

We have heard statements implying
that the overwhelming majority of the
school’s 60,000 graduates have been
guilty of abuses. A few may have been,
but what the record actually shows is
that the overwhelming majority have
not been involved in human rights
abuses and have instead supported de-
mocracy. The school’s proponents
never mention the graduates who
played prominent roles in preventing a
military takeover during the recent
presidential impeachment in Paraguay,
or the graduates who helped prevent a
coup during a constitutional crisis in
Ecuador not long ago, or those who
served on the delegations that resolved
a border dispute that almost ignited a
devastating war between Peru and
Equador, or thousands of others who
have been on the front lines of democ-
racy in Latin America.

Opponents claim students really do
not get human rights training, which is
not true. Every student receives exten-
sive human rights instruction. They
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claim students do not get antidrug
training. This is also wrong.

One ‘‘Dear Colleague’’ claimed that
the Guatemalan Truth Commission
found the school accountable for
human rights violations that occurred
during a conflict that cost many lives.
In fact, the Commission’s report made
no such claim. This, too, is just wrong.

My plea is simply this: cast your vote
on the basis of information that has
been documented and substantiated,
and not on charges that have been
proven false.

Mr. Chairman, the School of the
Americas provides the most advanced
military human rights training in the
world. For a relatively small invest-
ment, it makes a real contribution in
reducing the flow of illicit drugs into
our country. As an instrument of for-
eign policy, every administration, Re-
publican and Democratic alike, has
testified that the school plays a vitally
important and effective role.

I ask my colleagues to support the
truth. Vote against this amendment by
our distinguished colleague from Mas-
sachusetts, and continue the modest
funding for a program that, in fact, is
advancing the cause of human rights
and representative democracy in our
area of the world. Base your decision
not on innuendo, but on fact. I ask my
colleagues to kill this amendment and
support democracy here in the Western
Hemisphere.

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

If the gentleman at the microphone
claims that this is a propaganda thing,
then it really fooled a lot of people
when those 19 soldiers killed those six
Jesuits; when the two out of three sol-
diers were cited for the assassination of
El Salvador’s Archbishop Oscar Ro-
mero; when the 10 of the 12 were cited
for the El Mozote, El Salvador mas-
sacre of 900 villagers. That was a great
propaganda scheme. A lot of people
were fooled by it. The El Salvador
death squad leader, Roberto
D’Aubuisson. These were great propa-
gandas. These are all truth; they are
all substantiated from the Truth Mis-
sion of the U.N.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
LEWIS).

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to thank my friend and my
colleague, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY), for his leader-
ship and his vision on this issue. Mr.
Chairman, it is very difficult for me to
come here tonight and to differ with
my friend, my colleague and my broth-
er from Georgia (Mr. BISHOP), but I
must.

Mr. Chairman, it is time to close the
doors of the United States Army
School of the Americas at Fort
Benning. The school has not served as
a bridge between the United States and
our Latin American neighbors. It has
been a barrier to bringing peace and de-
mocracy to the region. Too many of

the school’s graduates have committed
human rights abuses and unspeakable
acts of violence against their own peo-
ple.

For too long, the United States aided
and abetted Latin America dictator-
ships that repressed human rights and
even murdered their own citizens. As a
Nation, we made a mistake, and we
should admit it. We made a mistake.
The President of the United States
went to Latin America and said, we
made a mistake. I apologize. We made
a mistake.

Today, we have an opportunity, we
have the capacity, we have the ability
to right that wrong. We can be sure,
and we must close the School of the
Americas.

As we enter the new millennium, we
deserve better than the School of the
Americas. We deserve an institution
that promotes our fundamental belief
of democracy, peace, and human rights.
The School of the Americas diminishes
each and every one of these values. It
diminishes us all. We should teach peo-
ple the value of peace and democracy,
not of war and dictatorship. Closing
the School of the Americas is the right
thing to do. It is good for democracy. It
is good for the cause of peace.

Mr. Chairman, it is time to close the
School of the Americas. It is the right
thing to do. Let us do it.
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Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. SOUDER).

(Mr. SOUDER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SOUDER. First, Mr. Chairman,
let me say that we hear a lot of pas-
sionate speeches, but I think they are
almost like on a different subject.

The fact is that we have brought de-
mocracy and freedom to most of Latin
America when it used to be a sea of to-
talitarian dictatorships. Some still
have further to move, but part of it is
because we have tried to reform their
military, to understand the principles
of George Washington stepping aside;
that the militaries are not supposed to
usurp and dominate the political pow-
ers of their countries.

To some degree, we are refighting the
eighties that are over. Furthermore, as
I have been at Fort Benning, as well as
visiting in Peru and Bolivia and Colom-
bia and Mexico, and with many people
who have gone through this program
four times in the last 4 years, they
have learned that you cannot just go in
and shoot down people who disagree,
you have to try to reach them. Where
did they learn that? From us.

The Clinton administration in the
last few years, I will grant, has been
more aggressive in teaching human
rights, or criticizing their own admin-
istration as they have tried to broaden
out.

As to this argument about the Jesu-
its, quite frankly, that was a terrible
tragedy. We should never have been

any part of anything to do with it. But
let us make something clear, the
United States government did not do
that and did not authorize that. I feel
terrible for the people Ted Bundy
killed, but I do not blame the Univer-
sity of Washington, where he went.

I do not blame the Unabomber for
having attended the University of
Michigan. I do not blame the Trinity
College, Cambridge University, for Kim
Philby, Donald McLean, Burgess and
Blunt, all traitors. I do not blame
Bronx Community College for the Son
of Sam. I do not blame Ohio State Uni-
versity for Jeffrey Dahmer.

Just because they went to univer-
sities and might have even learned
skills that quite frankly helped them
do their terrible crimes, writing, com-
municating, and so on, does not mean
that the purpose of those universities
was to teach them the things that they
did wrong.

It is insulting to this government,
because the whole case that all this
spins around is one document that sup-
posedly was used in one classroom that
somebody brought in that was in Span-
ish, and when we found it, we took it
out, and do not even know that it was
used in the classroom.

The second part of the case are peo-
ple who committed crimes, and they
have attended the school. We have
tried to work with the school to do bet-
ter tracking, to do better screening.
That is what we need to be addressing.

Ironically, this is one of the only
ways, through the Spanish language, to
reach the lower educated and low-in-
come parts of their military in their
country. We do training, but we do
training in other bases of officers. We
do not reach out to the masses who are
in fact in debatable practices, some-
times, in non-narcotics areas. But basi-
cally, we are teaching them that they
have to do it better and follow proce-
dures. We are not teaching them to vio-
late human rights. I find it insulting.

One last comment is that I think
that this is arguably the centerpiece of
our antidrug war in the world, because
we cannot patrol the entire world.
What we can do is teach people how to
do a better job following the principles
of democracy and human rights, the
limitations of the military around the
world.

While I have skepticism about our
government, I think it is demeaning to
this President and the Vice President,
the people in our Armed Forces, to
think that they are actually training
people for the deliberate purpose of
killing others, outside the normal pro-
cedures of war.

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

Mr. Chairman, I wish the gentleman
was with me when I saw the brains of
Jesuits being scraped off the wall as a
result of being killed by some of the
graduates of the School of the Amer-
icas, if he thinks this is propaganda.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from Massachusetts
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(Mr. MCGOVERN), who at the time was
my chief investigator in El Salvador
when we discovered who the killers
were of those Jesuits.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of the Moakley-
Scarborough amendment to shut down
the School of the Americas. Nearly a
decade ago I had the privilege of work-
ing for the dean of the Massachusetts
delegation, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY), in inves-
tigating the murders of 6 Jesuits
priests, their housekeeper, and her
teenaged daughter at the University of
Central America in El Salvador.

I knew four of these priests. I worked
with them on human rights issues dur-
ing the long war in El Salvador. I knew
their work in support of the poor, in
education, in support of negotiating an
end to the war. I joked with them. Be-
lieve it or not, I even sang songs with
them. I ate at their table. I saw them
receive honors and awards for their
work on behalf of peace and human
rights.

Like the rest of America, I woke up
on November 16, 1989, to photos and
news footage of their blood-splattered
bullet-ridden bodies lying on the
ground outside their home, dead, mur-
dered, forced out of their beds in the
middle of the night, forced to the
ground with high-powered U.S. rifles
put to their heads, their brains blown
out across the yard.

Mr. Chairman, these images haunt
me. They should haunt all of us. They
should certainly haunt the U.S. Army
School of the Americas, because when
the facts of this came out, 19 of the 26
soldiers who murdered these men and
women were graduates of the School of
the Americas.

In the past 10 years, not once, not
once, Mr. Chairman, have I heard any-
one from the School of the Americas,
the U.S. Army, or the Pentagon ex-
press any regret or concern about any
possible role they might have played in
relation to these murders, not on the
record or off the record, not in private,
nothing. All we ever hear from the
School of the Americas and the Sec-
retary of the Army and everyone else
in the military establishment are ra-
tionalizations about a few bad apples.
How many bad apples does it take be-
fore we shut this school down?

It is not just El Salvador or Guate-
mala in the past, it is today. It is today
in Colombia, it is today in Peru, it is
today in Bolivia. Every single time the
United Nations or human rights groups
analyze which military officers are the
major human rights abusers, they find
the overwhelming majority have been
trained by the U.S. Army School of the
Americas.

Let me be clear, these are not reports
by the Pentagon or the school, these
reports are generally made by human
rights advocates, who place themselves
in great danger in order to determine
who among their militaries are respon-
sible for ordering and carrying out
atrocities against the civilian popu-
lation.

In fact, the School of the Americas
has never attempted to track the ac-
tions of its graduates. In fact, it has re-
fused to carry out an independent re-
view of its graduates. It simply does
not want to know.

I do not know when each of my col-
leagues last traveled to Central Amer-
ica, but I urge them to go and talk to
the people in the churches, to religious
workers, to human rights workers, to
labor leaders, and to just average folks.
Ask them about the School of the
Americas. Almost without exception,
they will point out that the school is
part of the problem with U.S. policy.

Do not ask government officials be-
holden to U.S. aid, do not ask the
Latin American generals, do not ask
the Pentagon. Of course they support
the school. They have to. It is their
job, or their junket. Ask the people of
Latin America. Go to the villages that
have suffered military oppression.

This school is a blemish on the image
of the United States among the people
of Latin America. There are better
ways to train members of the Latin
American military. There are better
ways to build relationships. Every year
the United States carries out training
programs and leadership development
throughout Latin America that involve
tens of thousands of Latin American
military officers and enlisted per-
sonnel. We do not need the School of
the Americas to do the training. There
are other ways, better ways. A couple
of small buildings on the huge base of
Fort Benning could be put to better use
and for other purposes.

Nothing can bring back my friends
from the dead, but I have walked on
the ground where they died, and I
refuse to vote for a single penny more
of taxpayer dollars for the school that
trained their killers and that continues
to train military officers who harm and
kill innocent people in Latin America.

This is a vote of values. This is a vote
of conscience. This is the time to shut
down the School of the Americas. The
time is now. I urge my colleagues to
vote for the Moakley-Scarborough
amendment. It is the right thing to do.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER).

(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong opposition to the amend-
ment offered by the distinguished gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAK-
LEY) to close the U.S. Army School of
the Americas.

The gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
BISHOP) is right, this is pure propa-
ganda. Never has there been such a
misguided, concerted propaganda effort
against an organ of the United States
government.

What bothers me, what saddens me,
is the emotion, obviously deep emo-
tion, because of the atrocities that af-
fected the Maryknoll nuns, the Jesuit
priests, the Archbishop Romero. This

emotion would cause us to do irra-
tional things.

It is time to leave behind this debate.
I would say to my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN), the gentleman who just
spoke, nothing will bring back the gen-
tleman’s friends. Those people were
killed by men who did not receive their
training to kill at the School of the
Americas. He is on a mission from the
1980s. That mission today is misguided.

Mr. Chairman, as many of my col-
leagues are aware, there is this con-
certed effort to discredit the U.S. Army
School of the Americas, the persistent
use of outdated arguments of what the
members consider to be a misreading of
the record of outstanding service of
nearly all of the school’s graduates.

The School of the Americas, of
course, is a key foreign policy tool for
the United States in Latin America
and the Caribbean. It helps to shape
the region’s leadership and environ-
ment in ways that are favorable to
American interests. The school is also
an integral part of the U.S. Southern
Command’s engagement strategy for
the region.

At the end of the Cold War the at-
tendant shift in U.S. national security
strategy from containment to engage-
ment and enlargement, and the emer-
gence of new challenges to U.S. secu-
rity interests, clearly has transformed
many of America’s institutions. Like
most military institutions, the U.S.
School of the Americas has undergone
substantial changes.

I would say to my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Georgia, this organization
is not a mistake. It leads for democ-
racy, not against it. It has emerged
over the Cold War period with a revi-
talized and strengthened mission that
promotes democracy, civilian control
of the military, and respect for human
rights. The change in mission has driv-
en a corrresponding shift in the
school’s curriculum.

Today the School of the Americas
emphasizes drug interdiction and eradi-
cation, humanitarian assistance and
demining operations, civil-military re-
lations, ethical, legal, and operational
perspectives pertaining to human
rights, democratic issues sustainment,
and the conduct of peacekeeping and
broader operations. With that as the
kind of curriculum, it is no wonder
that the officers and men involved in
the School of the Americas, members
of the United States Army, are in-
sulted when they are charged with
leading to the kind of abuses that are
suggested as coming from their grad-
uates.

Opponents of the school have in-
dicted it is responsible for or complicit
in many of the human rights abuses
committed in Latin American coun-
tries. The facts are that in the School
of the Americas 53-year tenure, during
which it has graduated over 60,000 stu-
dents, a small fraction of 1 percent of
those students have ever been linked to
human rights violations.
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The lessons of the school did not take

for these people, but probably nothing
would have changed those evil and ille-
gal inclinations.

Do all the graduates of our leading
religious universities and colleges lead
exemplary lives when they graduate?
Of course they do not. The students of
the School of the Americas committed
violence in spite of, not because of
what they learned at the School of the
Americas.

Recent retired military officers
trained at the school have included ten
Latin American heads of State, 37 cabi-
net members, and over 100 chiefs of the
Armed Forces and Chiefs of Staff of the
services. General Jaime Guzman, a
graduate, the minister of defense of El
Salvador, has made heroic strides to-
ward the elimination of human rights
abuses by that Nation’s military
forces, a force that during the 1980s
numbered abuses in the range of 2,000
per month.

Ironically, a direct benefit of the
scrutiny of the school, including the
scrutiny of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts, and I commend him for it,
has resulted in very positive changes.

I oppose the gentleman’s amendment.
I ask my colleagues to do likewise.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LEE).

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the Moakley amend-
ment to prohibit the continued funding
of the United States Army School of
the Americas. I thank the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY) for
his courageous leadership.

This is not pure propaganda. Those of
us who defend human rights in the
world know that the School of the
Americas’ training has been strongly
connected to a deplorable amount of
atrocities in the world. Sixty percent
of the military officers cited for human
rights violations in El Salvador by the
1992 report of the United National
Truth Commission are School of the
Americas graduates. In Columbia, 50
percent of the 247 military officers
cited for abuses in a definitive 1998 pub-
lication are School of the Americas
graduates.

What have these graduates been
taught? They have learned the most so-
phisticated ways to commit torture,
excessive abuses, and kidnaps in the
middle of the night. Some of these
graduates have been connected to the
El Mozote massacre of 800 civilians,
and the rape, torture, and murder of
four American churchwomen.

Furthermore, the School of the
Americas has been connected to the
murder of six Jesuits priests and two
women, and even to the assassinations
of Archbishop Oscar Romero, a man
who dedicated his life to peace.

How much longer will we continue to
fund an institution whose teachings
have been connected to so many need-
less deaths and sources of pain for so
many people? Some of the defenders of
School of the Americas say that it is a

center for counternarcotics training,
but do not allow them to cloak this
school in a feel-good explanation. Its
graduates have been implicated time
and time and time again in drug-re-
lated crimes in Peru, Columbia, Ven-
ezuela, Bolivia, and Guatemala.

Also, we must ask ourselves, what is
the moral guiding principle for allow-
ing the School of the Americas to re-
main open? The same supporters will
state that the manuals of torture are a
thing of the past and the curriculum
has been reformed. However, they have
not reformed enough. Only 10 percent
of the School of the Americas students
take part or attend classes in this new
curriculum.

The Universal Declaration of Human
Rights proclaims a common standard
of achievement for all peoples in all na-
tions to the end that every individual
and every organ of society keeping this
declaration in mind shall strive by
teaching and educating to promote
these rights and freedoms.
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The document also vows to, if it is
essential, that human rights should be
protected by the state of the law. Sure-
ly we can discern that forced imprison-
ment, extortion, rape, torture, and
murder are not a protection of human
rights, but rather a gross violation. We
have a collective promise to protect
human rights. To allow continued
funding is not meeting that promise.
Let us take that first step by voting for
the Moakley amendment.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. EDWARDS).

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I re-
spect my Democratic colleagues who,
for years, have expressed their con-
cerns about the Army School of the
Americas. Perhaps, and perhaps surely
because of them, we have a better
school today, and I respect that.

But I would suggest that many
Democrats will join with our Repub-
lican colleagues tonight in support of
the belief that the School of the Amer-
icas furthers, not hurts, democracy and
human rights in South America.

Let me mention the statement of one
Democrat to that effect. ‘‘I am proud of
the prominent role that the school now
plays through its emphasis on the val-
ues of human rights and civilian con-
trol of military.’’ ‘‘The School of the
Americas and the emphasis its cur-
riculum gives human rights are an im-
portant part of our efforts to strength-
en democratic institutions throughout
Latin America.’’

That was a statement made on March
24 of this year by President Bill Clin-
ton.

What are the facts? Sixty thousand
graduates of the school and a small
percentage have been guilty of human
rights abuses. Should we shut such a
school? I would suggest not. Because if
we were being fair and applied that
same logic to American universities
and colleges from Harvard to Stanford

to the University of Texas, we would
have to close every major university in
the United States.

Mr. Chairman, that is the problem we
have and I have with our relations with
our friends, our Latinos to the south of
the United States. The reason they see
us as big brother, and a condescending
one at that, is because we apply one
standard to ourselves and a different,
higher standard to them. I do not think
it is fair, and neither do they.

The reality is the fact that democ-
racy has grown, not shrunk, in Latin
America over the last decade. I believe,
President Clinton believes, many other
Democrats and the Republicans believe
the School of the Americas has played
a constructive role in that progress.

I personally have a hard time think-
ing that courses such as humanitarian
mine removal, counterdrug operations,
democratic sustainment, and human
rights, train the trainer programs have
been the cause of human rights abuses
in Latin America.

I oppose the Moakley amendment, in
all due respect.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MEEHAN).

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
tonight in support of the Moakley
amendment to prohibit funding for the
School of the Americas.

No one has come to this floor to say
that every graduate of the School of
the Americas has been a murderer or
has committed murders. But no one
can deny, if the School of the Americas
had a class reunion this weekend, it
would be a gathering of some of the
most unsavory thugs in the history of
the Western Hemisphere.

Mr. Chairman, the Cold War is long
over. The primary objective of the
United States foreign policies have
changed as a result. Our focus in Latin
America has shifted from combatting
Communist insurgencies to supporting
promising developments in democratic
and civilian rule, and encouraging re-
spect for human rights.

We must adjust our policies accord-
ingly to reflect this transition.

Although the administrators of the
School of the Americas claim that
their curriculum has been modified to
satisfy our new policy objectives, their
arguments fail to convince me.

Administrators are quick to point
out that they have added courses solely
devoted to teaching human rights.
What their promotional literature fails
to mention, however, is that in the 3
years since the course has been offered,
not a single student has taken it.

The School of the Americas claims it
is instrumental in the war against
drugs. How instrumental can their
graduates be when, in 1997, less than 8
percent of the students took the course
on counternarcotics.

Four years ago, I traveled to Fort
Benning, Georgia to tour the school
myself. I was hoping to disprove the
School of the Americas’ critics. Unfor-
tunately, I left the school unconvinced.
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Four years later, significant changes
have yet to occur. Four years later, re-
ports on human rights abuses in Latin
America continue to implicate School
of the Americas’ graduates.

In February of this year, the Guate-
malan Truth Commission Report con-
cluded that School of the Americas’
counterinsurgency training contrib-
uted significantly to human rights
abuses in that country.

Moreover, a recently released U.S.
State Department Report on Human
Rights in Columbia links School of the
Americas’ graduates to abuses that in-
clude the July 1997 Mapiripan massacre
of 30 peasants, as well as numerous tar-
geted killings of civilians.

Enough is enough. We have heard
these same arguments year after year.
We have listened to excuses and deni-
als, yet nothing has changed.

The time has come to close this chap-
ter of history and move on. Surely,
there are better ways to foster coopera-
tive relationships with our peers in
Latin America. The United States has
an obligation to prove it stands for
human rights and not coercion or re-
pression.

I urge all of my colleagues to vote in
support of the Moakley amendment
and close the School of the Americas.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. BALLENGER).

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say
probably for those people that do not
know, I probably have been to El Sal-
vador, Nicaragua, and Guatemala more
than anybody in this Congress. I would
like to say that we just got back a
month ago on a trip where we went to
Venezuela and El Salvador.

I had a very interested Democrat
who, everywhere we went, asked about
the School of the Americas, the School
of the Americas, the School of Amer-
icas, obviously looking for some state-
ment by somebody down there about
how bad the School of the Americas
was.

The commander of the Army in Ven-
ezuela, I thought, gave the best answer.
He was an alumnist. He said that the
best training that his Army got was in
the School of the Americas. He spoke
glowingly about it. He also said that
there was no way that he could take
his troops that basically had no train-
ing at all and make good soldiers out of
them without some training outside of
his own country. He really spoke posi-
tively about it.

In El Salvador, the same question
was put by the same person to ex-
President Alfredo Cristiani. Those of
my colleagues that do not remember,
he was the President of El Salvador
when the war was really going hot,
when the priests were killed. He was
the person who kept the peace process
going.

In his statement to us, having been
questioned about the quality or what

was the value of the School of the
Americas, he said specifically that he
doubted that there was any possibility
they would ever have had peace. Be-
cause before the rebels were willing to
settle in El Salvador, the whole com-
manding force of the Army had to vol-
untarily quit. Most of those people
that voluntarily quit and left their
jobs, and I know one of them now who
was the commander, complete com-
mander of the Army, is running a fill-
ing station in El Salvador, San Sal-
vador.

But without the voluntary effort on
their part to leave, without any effort
to try to keep their own power and so
forth and to back off and allow the
peacemaking between the rebels and
Alfredo Cristiani government, it is
hard to believe it could have been done
better.

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

Mr. Chairman, I guess we both went
different places. I was in El Salvador at
the anniversary mass of the Jesuits.
After I got through speaking, people
came up to me and said, ‘‘How can you
in the America who is so noted for
human rights abuse keep that School
of Americas open with the graduates
who killed many of our people down
here?’’ I did not have an answer for
them.

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

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, there is a simple ques-
tion I try to ask most times I hear
about government spending. Do we
need it? My colleagues do not have to
prove that the School of the Americas
is demonic. My colleagues just have to
ask themselves, do we need it?

There are many other uses for our
taxpayers’ dollars in the foreign assist-
ance area that are profoundly more
valuable, more important, more treas-
ured by us, and more beneficial to the
recipient than this. To make that case,
my colleagues do not have to make the
case of any indictment of the kind
added to the graduates of the School of
the Americas.

Second point, the question has arisen
as to whether the School of the Amer-
icas has engaged in training people to
engage in atrocities themselves. I do
not maintain that. I am not offering
that as the premise for supporting the
amendment. What I am saying is that
they have shown a remarkable tin ear.

How many years now have we de-
bated the School of the Americas on
the floor of this body and asked for re-
forms, asked for a mandatory course in
human rights? As we just heard from
our colleague in the well, they still do
not have takers for their voluntary
course in human rights.

They have instituted a course. And
so I did the research, and I found out
that it is listed in the course catalog,

the United States Army School of the
Americas at Fort Benning, Georgia.
This is their human rights course. It is
a course listed as OE–1, Human Rights
Train the Trainer Qualification Course.

Then when we check the Inter-
national Military Education and Train-
ing, IMET, statistics from the military
training report, we find out that no-
body took it.

Well, the next counter is, well, there
is another course, and they are getting
around to it. This course trains the
upper level staff, the command in gen-
eral staff course. So I checked into
that. It turns out that, yes, out of 817
students in the School of the Americas
last year, 28 were enrolled for that
course. That is for the very upper level.
In 1999, again 28.

The argument I make is simple. It is
not needed. Do not spend it.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. COLLINS).

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Alabama for yield-
ing me this time.

Mr. Chairman, is the school needed?
Yes, in answer to the gentleman from
California (Mr. CAMPBELL). In answer
to his comments about those who did
not enroll in the certain human rights
classes, I showed him evidence today,
he evidently forgot it, that they have
and they are.

We have heard the Cold War is over.
We have heard that about Europe. But
we are spending billions of dollars
there today. We have heard about the
atrocities in where these people were
taught. We from Georgia have been
glued to the TV this afternoon about
an atrocity we had there today where
we have 13 people dead. I wonder where
that guy learned to kill. Atrocities
happen, especially in a time and era
when one is changing from dictatorship
to democracy. That is what has hap-
pened in Latin America. We have built
democracies there, and now we must
maintain them.

Mr. Chairman, the U.S. Army School
of the Americas is our Nation’s fore-
most training facility for Spanish-
speaking militaries and police forces
and for U.S. military officers to be sta-
tioned in South America, Central
America, or the Caribbean.

The school provides training and pro-
fessional military and police oper-
ations, drug interdiction and eradi-
cation, peacekeeping, and other areas
critical for the post-Cold War chal-
lenges in this hemisphere.

Every course at the school has been
developed to serve the interests of de-
mocracy, and every student who at-
tends the school does receive training
in human rights. In fact, the school is
widely recognized as having developed
the foremost human rights training
program available to any military
training institution in the world, in-
cluding those others of U.S. training
centers.

Those who suggest that the United
States Army School of the Americas
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has somewhat been responsible for
crimes committed by Latin American
soldiers, and the School of the Amer-
icas is responsible, are just wrong.
They have no way to substantiate it.

An honest assessment of Latin Amer-
ican history over the last 50 years dem-
onstrates clearly that the U.S. Army
School of the Americas serves the
American interest.

b 2200

Just recently this week, the Sec-
retary of the Army, Louis Caldera,
made the case for the school in a Wash-
ington Times op-ed piece, and I would
like to read the comments from the
secretary, and I quote:

‘‘The preponderance of the engage-
ment with Latin American militaries
takes place at the U.S. Army School of
the Americas located at Fort Benning,
Georgia. The courses taught at the
School of the Americas are a reflection
of our national security policy, but
they are also a reflection of our na-
tional values. While the majority of
the courses involved are of professional
military instruction, new courses have
been added on civilian-military rela-
tions, humanitarian mine removal ef-
forts, peace operations and sustaining
democracy. All courses include instruc-
tion in human rights and make clear
that the proper role of the military in
society is subordination to civilian
control.’’

He further states: ‘‘Instruction cov-
ers the ethical, legal and operational
consequences of failing to respect es-
sential standards of individual rights
and international law regarding the le-
gitimate use of force.

‘‘Despite such changes, the School of
the Americas is once again under at-
tack from critics who claim that it
trains Latin American militaries to
violate human rights and circumvent
the democratic process.

‘‘Instead of focusing on the negative,
we should examine the role of the vast
majority of graduates who have served
their nations proudly and profes-
sionally. For example, the key mem-
bers of the delegation that put to-
gether the recent historic peace accord
between Ecuador and Peru were School
of the Americas graduates from Peru,
Ecuador, and the guarantor nations of
Chile and United States.

He further states that: ‘‘The School
of the Americas receives more over-
sight than any other U.S. military
school. It has undergone several, sev-
eral,’’ as mentioned by my colleague
from Georgia, 12 ‘‘separate investiga-
tions at the request of the Congress
and the Department of Defense. Each
of the investigations has found the
School of the Americas to be in compli-
ance with U.S. law and policy.’’

Mr. Chairman, while most of the tur-
moil of the 1980s has subsided in this
region, new threats have emerged and
must be addressed. With all the
progress that has been made in the re-
gion over the last 50 years, it would be
irresponsible to turn our backs while

drug traffickers and terrorists chip
away at freedom and democracy in
Central and South America. It is irre-
sponsible, irresponsible, to the democ-
racies of Latin American countries and
to the policy of this Nation to close the
School of the Americas.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Chairman, once
again, can the Chair inform me of how
much time I have remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY) has
5 minutes remaining, and the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN)
has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Ms. RIVERS).

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, as a
child I learned a simple but accurate
rule: You are known by the company
you keep. The grizzly record amassed
by the graduates of the School of the
Americas does not reflect well on the
United States of America or on this
body, which votes to fund its oper-
ations year after year.

We can no longer pretend our hands
are clean when we continue to train
those whose hands become so bloody.
Even 1 day more, Mr. Chairman, is 1
day too many. It is time to close the
School of the Americas.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH).

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

In 1980, four U.S. churchwomen were
brutally murdered in El Salvador.
Among them was a close friend of
mine, Sister Dorothy Kazel from Cleve-
land, killed by graduates of the School
of the Americas.

In 1989, six Jesuit priests were mas-
sacred in El Salvador by School of the
Americas graduates.

Archbishop Oscar Romero and Bishop
Juan Gerardi of Guatemala were assas-
sinated by School of the Americas
graduates.

Almost 1,000 citizens of the El Mozote
community in El Salvador were mas-
sacred by School of the Americas grad-
uates.

In 1997, 30 peasants in the Colombian
village of Mapiripan were massacred by
School of the Americas graduates.

If this is a school for the Americas,
then Al Capone ran a social club for
Chicago. It is time to close the school.

In 1992, nine students and a professor were
killed in Peru by School of the Americas grad-
uates.

Efrain Barnaca and U.S. citizen Michael
DeVine were killed in Guatemala.

Three people were innocent civilians and
missionaries working for peace and justice,
and they were brutally killed by officers who
received their human rights training from the
United States Government at the School of
the Americas.

Three of the five officers responsible for the
‘‘U.S. Churchwomen’s’’ deaths, including my
friend, were trained at the SOA.

Nineteen of the 26 officers accused of the
massacre of six Jesuit priests were graduates
of the SOA.

Two of the three officers responsible for the
assassination of Archbishop Romero went to
the SOA.

Ten of the twelve involved in the El Mozote
massacre of 1,000 people were SOA grad-
uates.

The six Peruvian officers who killed the stu-
dents and their professor attended the SOA.

The officer in charge at the Mapiripan mas-
sacre graduated from the SOA.

And the murderer of Efrain Barnaca and
U.S. citizen Michael DeVine is a SOA grad-
uate.

Unfortunately, these are only a few exam-
ples of the human rights abuses committed by
SOA graduates. In spite of the half-hearted
human rights instruction that the SOA claims
it includes in every course, the State Depart-
ment’s Country Reports on Human Rights
Practices highlight more examples of SOA
graduates committing human rights abuses
each year.

What Latin American militaries need most is
a curriculum solidly based on human rights, ci-
vilian control of the military and democratic
values. It’s not hard to imagine why graduates
who spend the majority of their time on mili-
tary intelligence, psychological operations, bat-
tle staff operations, and commando courses
and only eight hours of human rights instruc-
tion end up committing human rights violations
upon returning to their home countries.

As this issue comes to a vote, an InterReli-
gious Task Force delegation of young Ohioans
is meeting with victims of violence in El Sal-
vador. They will visit the site of the Jesuit
massacre and the El Mozote massacre. They
will also visit the site where the four church-
women were murdered. When they return, we
will have yet another first-hand account of the
suffering so many SOA graduates have
caused.

The young people in this group are acutely
aware of the tragedies incited by SOA train-
ees. As more reports of sketchy curriculums
and SOA graduates committing human rights
abuses are revealed, this awareness is
spreading across the country and the Amer-
ican people are demanding that this school be
closed.

It is time to stop funding of this school. If we
are truly committed to promoting human rights
around the world, we cannot continue funding
this school and training future human rights
abusers. Let’s support justice and peace, not
violence and deceit.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on Rep-
resentative MOAKELY’s amendment to cut
funding for the SOA.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
VENTO).

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of this amendment.

If we sold jet fighters or arms to a
country and they misused or abused
their citizens or those around them
misused those arms, we would stop the
assistance and aid to that country.
When we invest in human individuals
and military training and we see the
misuse and abuse going on with that,
we ought to try to restrain it and limit
it.

But what are we doing here? We talk
about decades-old reports. This is a
1999 report from the Guatemalan Truth
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Commission reporting on the conduct
of School of Americas graduates. This
is the 1998 U.S. State Department re-
port, reporting on problems in Colom-
bia. And what is at the base of it? The
graduates from the School of the
Americas.

What is the answer to this particular
problem from the school? It is a plan
that lives on paper that does not live in
reality. My friend from Nebraska
raised the point that there is a human
rights course. Nobody takes it. It is not
mandated. And only one in 10 students
at this school take any type of course
that is related to peace or any of the
other values that we are trying to pro-
fess. So they have a plan that lives on
paper here but not in reality. They are
papering over a very serious problem.

This culture has not been changed. It
is the same culture that has existed be-
fore in terms of this institution, one
that fights against the empowerment
of people, against social justice,
against the religious voices that are
speaking up in those countries where
they do not have that freedom; against
the labor unions in those countries,
where they are trying to get power for
the people; and even against the polit-
ical system. They even complain that
some of the political campaigning is
subversive. Well, sometimes we might
agree with them, but the fact of the
matter is that this is the conduct of
what is going on in this school over
and over again.

Are we short of higher education in-
stitutions in this country that we can-
not bring Spanish speaking individuals
into this country to receive the type of
training they need?

And then to bring up the issue of
drugs. Well, if this is the answer to
drugs in South America and Central
America, I think we better change it
because it is not working very well. In
fact, they are almost taking over Co-
lombia these days.

So the fact of the matter is we need
to face the facts and look at this and
what is going on down here. And I
know that our military and the people
involved here have good intentions, but
the road to hell is paved with good in-
tentions and the road to what has hap-
pened here is wrong. We ought to reject
this particular language in the bill, we
ought to save the $2 million, and we
ought to try to respect the rights and
the decency of the people in South and
Central America that see this as op-
pression, that see this as something
where they send their young men into
this country for training and we send
them back people that are trained to
use those tools and those skills in a
way to suppress the democracies and
the people in Central and South Amer-
ica.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
GALLEGLY).

(Mr. GALLEGLY asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Chairman, as
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
the Western Hemisphere of the Com-
mittee on International Relations, I
stand in opposition to the Moakley
amendment and in support of the
School of the Americas.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. REYES).

(Mr. REYES asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. REYES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to this amendment.

I believe that as Members of Congress, we
should fully explore issues before making a
determination as to their merits. As such, be-
fore I decided my position on the U.S. Army
School of the Americas, I met with opponents
of the school and I also visited the facility.

At the school, I met with the Commandant.
I met with professors—both U.S. military and
those from elsewhere in this hemisphere. I
met with students. I visited classes. The Army
made all of the school open and available to
me. My visit convinced me that the School of
the Americas is providing an essential service
to this nation, assisting in our attempts to posi-
tively influence countries throughout the
Americas.

On more than one occasion, I have person-
ally invited many of my colleagues who op-
pose the school to visit the facility with me, but
none have agreed to do so. On May 12, I in-
vited many of my colleagues to join me for
breakfast with Army Secretary Louis Caldera
and School of the Americas Commandant
Colonel Glenn Weidner. They were available
to answer any questions Members have con-
cerning the school. Only five Members came.

Caldera and Weidner explained, among
other things, that the School of the Americas
is a U.S. Army school. It teaches the same
doctrine, tactics, techniques, and procedures
as are taught at every other Army school.
Some of my colleagues complain that students
are being taught war fighting skills. They are
the same war fighting skills taught at every
other Army school.

I want you to remain mindful of all of the or-
ganizations within the federal government that
believe the School of the Americas is a critical
tool for promoting democracy and teaching re-
spect for civilian control of a nation and re-
spect for human rights. The Department of
State, the Department of Defense, the Depart-
ment of the Army, the Drug Enforcement Ad-
ministration, the Office of National Drug Con-
trol Policy, and the Commander in Chief of the
U.S. Southern Command have all strongly en-
dorsed the School of the Americas as critical
to our foreign policy in Latin America. Officials
from each of these organizations have written
strong letters of support for the school.

Finally, before you cast a vote today to
eliminate a school that has provided a great
service to this country for more than 50 years,
I would ask that you take the time to visit the
school, or at least, take the time to meet with
its supporters. If you have not had time to do
so, please do not vote to kill the school at this
time. Once it is eliminated, we cannot take
that back. Instead, please vote against the
amendment and take the time to explore this
issue more fully over the next year. I urge you
to oppose the elimination of School of the
Americas.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time,
and I will just close by saying that we
have had, once again, this annual de-
bate on the School of the Americas.
Nothing new has been said. The situa-
tion is the same as it was last year.

The school is doing a great service, I
think, to this hemisphere. We are, for
the first time in many decades, experi-
encing peace in our own hemisphere
and, in my opinion, a lot of that is be-
cause of the efforts of the School of the
Americas.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the Members of
Congress to vote against the amend-
ment.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chairman, I ask
my colleagues to join together to ensure that
this year’s graduating class at the School of
Americas is the School’s last. Ever. After
years of debate, it is time that we finally end
the terrible legacy of the School of the Amer-
icas. In an era in which we are striving to
strengthen democracy and respect for human
rights in Latin America, as well as throughout
the globe, we cannot possibly justify or tol-
erate a school whose students major in ‘‘Meth-
ods of Torture’’ or ‘‘Murder 101.’’

The School of the Americas has trained
tens of thousands of military personnel from
Latin America in combat and military strategy,
only to send its graduates back to their home
countries to commit horrible atrocities against
innocent people. Some of the School’s most
infamous alumni include Latin American dic-
tators such as Manual Noriega of Panama,
Augusto Pinochet of Chile, and Hugo Banzeer
of Bolivia. School of the Americas graduates
are responsible for the murder of six Jesuit
priests in El Salvador in 1989 and the murder
of university students in Peru in 1992. Tyrants
that we teach our youths to condemn are ac-
tually trained on American soil by American
personnel. It is our responsibility to halt this
hypocrisy.

Military education doesn’t have to be this
way. Military schools have used exchange
programs to allow officers around the world
the opportunity to learn about U.S. military
doctrine as well as the democratic process.
The fact is, the Cold War is over and democ-
racy is spreading throughout Latin America.
The School of Americas serves no further pur-
pose.

The evidence is clear, Mr. Chairman. The
School of the Americas is an example of mili-
tary education gone wrong. How long must be
deaths of innocent people, including American
citizens, continue because of our support for
the School of the Americas? The School must
be closed for good.

I urge my colleagues to cut funding to the
School of the Americans and support the
Moakley amendment.

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, earlier this
year President Clinton traveled to Central
America. Unfortunately, from Guatemala to El
Salvador, he was forced to acknowledge and
apologize for U.S. past mistakes in the region.
Further, the School of Americas can be traced
directly to many of the problems associated
with past policy in the region.

So I rise today, to encourage my colleagues
to join me in supporting an amendment of-
fered by Representative MOAKLEY to close the
United States Army School of the Americas lo-
cated in Fort Benning, Georgia.
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The legacy of the School of the Americas,

better known throughout this hemisphere as
the School of Assassins, brings shame on the
United States military and upon our nation.

As a Georgian, I am embarrassed that the
SOA is based in the State that I am so proud
to represent.

As a member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, I am extremely frustrated by the
dismissive attitude of some of our military es-
tablishment to the revelations that our soldiers
trained others to murder, torture, and terrorize
civilians.

And as a woman of color, I am indignant
that the School of Americas has played such
a prominent role in the brutal oppression of
people of color throughout the America’s.

Mr. Chairman, two weeks ago I received a
‘‘Dear Colleague’’ letter that featured a lengthy
editorial written by former U.S. Ambassador to
Panama Ambler Moss, stating his support for
the School of the Americas. The editorial is
representative of the misinformation being pro-
mulgated about the SOA and I believe that
some clarification of his statement is in order.

Mr. Moss writes that Members of Congress
who oppose the school claim it is a ‘‘school of
assassins.’’ In fact, it was Panamanians who
dubbed the SOA the School of Assassins,
long before SOA graduate and Panamanian
dictator Manuel Noreiga became a guest of
the State of Florida.

Mr. Moss goes on to state that blaming the
school for the atrocities of its graduates is akin
to ‘‘vilify[ing] Harvard because its alumnus Ted
Kaczynsky’’ is the Unibomber. It is an absurd
comparison. I would suggest that if thousands
of Harvard graduates went on to careers in
murder, rape, and torture, its trustees would
be in prison and its doors closed.

In a rather cynical distortion of the truth, the
editorial would have us believe that the ‘‘new
and improved’’ emphasis of the training at the
SOA is now respect for civilian control of the
military and respect for human rights. That is
false. Of the 33 courses offered at the SOA,
only five are related to human rights or de-
mocracy and less than ten percent of the stu-
dents took those last year. None have taken
the human rights trainer course.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the author notes that
the ‘‘bad name [the SOA] gave the United
States continues to undermine our image with
many Latin Americans of democratic persua-
sion.’’ That, at least, he got right.

Other myths abound about the School of the
Americas. To name a few, some have made
the claim that the SOA is critical to the war on
drugs, but the truth is that fewer than 8% of
the students took counter-narcotics courses in
1997.

I am particularly concerned by the counter-
narcotics myth because I fear the war on
drugs, like anti-communism before it, provides
too convenient an excuse for turning a blind
eye to gross violations of human rights in pur-
suit of our so-called just cause.

Another pernicious myth about the SOA that
is routinely touted as fact is that abuse by its
graduates is, like the cold war, a thing of the
past. Yet just last year a State Department re-
port shows a SOA graduate commanded Co-
lumbia’s notorious 20th brigade which had to
be disbanded because of its involvement in
human rights abuses including political assas-
sination.

The same report shows that another SOA
graduate is under investigation for his com-

plicity in the 1997 Majpiripan massacre of 30
peasants.

The Department of Defense is to be com-
mended for acknowledging that training manu-
als used at the school as recently as 1991
recommended forms of coercion against insur-
gents that included blackmail, torture and exe-
cution. However, the DOD continues to resist
efforts by Congress to reform the School of
the Americas.

In 1995, the House Appropriations Com-
mittee strongly urged the Department to incor-
porate human rights training into the schools
regular training curriculum and ‘‘to rigorously
screen potential students to make certain they
have not taken part in past human rights
abuses.’’

Unsatisfied, in 1996 the Committee included
in its report to the FY 1997 Foreign Oper-
ations Appropriations bill similar language and
required the Secretary of Defense, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of State to prepare a
report on the school by January 15, 1997.

Still unsatisfied, in 1997 the House version
of the FY 1998 foreign operations appropria-
tions bill sought to cut off International Military
Education and Training funds to be school un-
less the Secretary of Defense: (1) certified that
the schools training is consistent with respect
to human rights; (2) certified that there was
adequate screening of prospective students
and (3) provided to Congress a report detail-
ing the training at the school and an assess-
ment of its graduates.

After receiving the report mandated in 1996
in June, more than six months late, the Com-
mittee asserted that it was ‘‘woefully inad-
equate’’ and did not respond to the Commit-
tee’s specific request.

Mr. Speaker, efforts at Congressional over-
sight and reform of the School of the Americas
have been met with bureaucratic indifference,
token reform and a substantial public relations
campaign to clean up the schools image.

We can no longer allow the shameful legacy
of the School of the Americas to besmirch the
honor and reputation of American soldiers, our
nation, or the great state of Georgia.

I urge all of my colleagues in the strongest
terms, to join me in voting to close the School
of Assassins.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, on behalf of my
constituents who have committed their lives to
speaking out against torture and intimidation
tactics taught at the U.S. Army School of the
Americas (SOA), I rise in strong support of
this human rights amendment which will cut
funds for the SOA.

Supporters of the U.S. Army School of
Americas (SOA) often claim that human rights
abuses by SOA graduates are a thing of the
past. Unfortunately, time and time again, grad-
uates of the SOA are cited for horrific acts of
violence, torture and murder. The recent State
Department Country Report on Human Rights
Practices for 1998 points out yet another ex-
ample of SOA graduates committing human
rights abuses back home in their own coun-
tries, after receiving training at the expense of
U.S. Taxpayers. This time it is in Colombia.
Where will the next atrocity take place?

Specifically, the report states that Colom-
bian Major Hernan Orozco Castro, a graduate
of the SOA, is under investigation by the Bo-
gota government for his involvement in a July
1997 massacre of at least 30 peasants in the
village of Mapiripan. The report also describes
the Colombian government’s May 1998 dis-

banding of the feared ‘‘20th Brigade’’, led by
an SOA graduate, for its involvement in
human rights abuses, including the targeted
killings of civilians.

Such reports must be reconciled with our
conscience and policy to determine if our tax
dollars should go to train Latin American mili-
tary and police forces. U.S. education and
training programs, whether military of civilian,
have a paramount responsibility to uphold the
ideals of social justice and promote basic
human rights.

Under intense scrutiny, the Defense Depart-
ment has claimed that it has cleaned up the
SOA. Unfortunately, these reforms are only
cosmetic at best. Since 1997, when the SOA
first taught its one and only human rights
course in Paraguay as a pilot program, not
one student has taken the course. Entitled
‘‘Human Rights Train-the-Trainer Qualification
Course,’’ this human rights course is not a re-
quired course—no course is—and it was
taught only once in Paraguay, not at Ft.
Benning, Georgia. Moreover, the School re-
tains this courses on its list of available
courses to this day, even though the class is
not taught anymore. If the SOA leadership
truly believed in human rights instruction, it
would offer a separate, mandatory course
taught at the school in Ft. Benning, Georgia.

Try as it may, the SOA cannot re-invent
itself. It is time to close the door on this chap-
ter of violence. The SOA is a tragically failed
education effort. There are numerous U.S. in-
stitutions of higher education that excel at pre-
paring students from abroad to promote the
democratic values and safeguards funda-
mental to a free society. For the sake of the
people of Latin America and the United
States, we must close the SOA. I urge all my
colleagues to vote yes on the Moakley
Amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAK-
LEY).

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 263, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAK-
LEY) will be postponed.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
withdraw my demand for a recorded
vote.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 263, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAK-
LEY) will be postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. PITTS

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part B amendment No. 3 printed in House
Report 106–269 offered by Mr. PITTS:

Page 116, after line 5, insert the following:
LIMITATION ON CHILD SURVIVAL AND DISEASE

PROGRAMS FUND

SEC. . None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act in title
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II, under the heading ‘‘CHILD SURVIVAL
AND DISEASE PROGRAMS FUND’’ may be
used for programs and activities designed to
control fertility or to reduce or delay child-
births or pregnancies (except breastfeeding
programs).

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 263, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. PITTS) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 10 min-
utes.

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

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to urge
the House to pass my child survival
protection amendment to the foreign
ops appropriations bill.

This amendment is simple, it is ra-
tional, and it represents taxpayer hon-
esty. It is one that many on both sides
of the aisle can vote for. Simply, it
puts a firewall around child survival
funding, stating that child survival
funds should be used for child survival,
to save lives of children, and not be
used for population control.

This is merely honesty in budgeting,
honesty in appropriations. Money ap-
propriated for child survival should be
used for child survival. Money appro-
priated for population control should
be used for population control.

Many of my colleagues might not be
familiar with the child survival pro-
gram. Let me take a few minutes to
give some background. In developing
countries, more than 12 million chil-
dren under the age of 5 die each year of
easily preventable diseases. This is the
equivalent of half of the children under
5 in America dying in a single year. It
is an enormous number of children. It
is tragic.

The child survival funds in the for-
eign ops bill were created to help these
children live long enough to celebrate
even their fifth birthday. Children in
developing countries die every day of
illnesses that would never be fatal to
our children here in America, things
like dehydration, measles, pneumonia,
malaria, respiratory infections. Our
children do not die of these things be-
cause we have access to medicines, im-
munizations, and clean water. But poor
mothers around the world are often
helpless to provide this care for their
children, and that is why child survival
funding is absolutely essential.

Just take a look at this chart, which
details the simple ways that child sur-
vival funds can literally save millions
of lives of the most helpless people
around the world, the children.

First, seven cents. That is all it costs
for oral rehydration salts that can save
a child from dying of dehydration that
has dysentery. Nearly 2 million chil-
dren die of that a year.

Fifteen dollars provides a child with
immunization against six major child-
hood diseases. Two million more chil-
dren die of those around the world.

Six cents can provide three vitamin
A capsules to save a child from going
blind. One hundred million children
suffer from this deficiency.

Fifteen dollars, a bed net, protects a
child from malaria. More than a mil-
lion children a year die from malaria.

Twenty-five cents could provide prop-
er antibiotics to treat pneumonia. Two
million children die of that.

One dollar and seventy cents im-
proves sanitation to prevent water-
borne diseases. Three million children
die from that.

I think my colleagues can see what
common sense some of these solutions
are that have the potential for tremen-
dous impact. What this chart also
shows is that the current amount of
funds appropriated for these treat-
ments in child survival, $215 million, is
grossly inadequate to meet the needs of
dying children around the world.

Mr. Chairman, that is why every dol-
lar we are currently designating for
child survival must go directly for
that, child survival. There are reports
that child survival funds have been
used to promote population control.
Mr. Chairman, this robs children of live
saving treatments.

Simply stated, this amendment seeks
to prevent that from happening. It en-
sures that child survival funding is
used for child survival. We already
have $385 million for population con-
trol which can be used for family plan-
ning purposes. Child survival funds
should and must be used for the pur-
pose for which they are appropriated.

It is a simple amendment, it is tax-
payer honesty, but in a very real sense
it is a life and death issue for millions
of children around the globe. Mr.
Chairman, I urge the Members to sup-
port the child survival protection
amendment.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI)
seek to claim the time in opposition?

Ms. PELOSI. I do, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman

from California (Ms. PELOSI) is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
31⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. LEVIN).
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Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, in the

late 1970s I was in charge of admin-
istering the International Voluntary
Population programs of this country.
The big battle in those days was
whether population programs should be
integrated so that programs relating to
family planning be integrated with
health, with programs relating to the
role of women, with programs relating
to maternal child health, also pro-
grams relating to the role of men in
the family.

There were those who wanted to
build a brick wall between population
programs, family planning programs,
and other programs, including health
programs.

Those who believed in integration
won that battle. Those who thought
that the only answer was availability
of contraceptives lost that battle.

In the last decade, more and more
the world has come to accept the inter-
relationship between family planning
programs and other population pro-
grams, including maternal child health
programs.

Well, here we are now with an
amendment that tries to build a brick
wall between population programs and
child survival programs.

The truth of the matter is that that
wall is as fallacious as the wall some
tried to build 20 years ago between pop-
ulation and health programs. We are
doing this in reverse. The spacing of
children is a program that deeply re-
lates to the health of children, period.
The evidence is clear on that. It is a
dreadful mistake to now say that child
survival should not include anything
that relates, for example, to birth
spacing.

Let me read from a statement by
CARE and Save the Children. And by
the way, if any organizations know
about child survival, it is CARE and
Save the Children. They say, this lat-
est amendment ‘‘fails to appreciate
both the integrated nature of maternal
and child health services and the im-
portant role of birth spacing in improv-
ing child survival. Imposing this re-
striction would be impractical from a
program implementation standpoint
and would undermine rather than en-
hance access to this small but critical
component of child survival pro-
grams,’’ signed by the president of
CARE and the president of Save the
Children.

This is truly a misguided amend-
ment. I do not think anybody is saying
that child survival funds are going in
large numbers to programs relating,
for example, to the spacing of children.

Let us take a second look. This issue
is not one related to abortion, for ex-
ample. Indeed birth spacing cuts down
the number of abortions, the evidence
is clear. This is a question of whether
we look at programs in a comprehen-
sive way or try to chop them in pieces
and build walls between them.

Do not do it. It is a mistake. There is
no evidence of abuse. I do not know
any organization that cares about kids
internationally that is supporting this
amendment.

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 30 seconds to respond.

Mr. Chairman, this discussion is not
about birth spacing. However, I have
made an exception for breast feeding
programs in this amendment, an excep-
tion that probably was not necessary.
But I want to make it clear that since
breast feeding programs are designed
to improve nutrition and health of
children and incidentally have an ef-
fect in birth spacing, these programs
do not apply as programs designed to
control fertility or reduce or delay
pregnancies. So children are given
proper nutrition and births are spaced
as a by-product.

Just to remind my colleague, any
other population control effort can be
funded out of the $385 million provided.
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Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the

gentleman from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT).
Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I thank

the gentleman from Pennsylvania for
yielding.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. PITTS) has crafted
an amendment to protect child sur-
vival funding from being detoured to
other purposes.

This is not a misguided amendment.
This is an amendment that provides in-
tegrity to the program’s funds. But
why do we want to do this? Why do we
want to protect this? Every year more
than 12 million children in developing
countries die from easily preventable
diseases.

That is like seeing one out of two
children under the age 5 years here in
the United States die from
malnourishment or from a disease that
could be easily prevented.

For seven cents we can provide oral
rehydration salts. For $15 we could pro-
vide immunization for the six major
childhood diseases. For six cents we
can provide Vitamin A capsules. For
$15 we can do something to help kids
get a net to protect them from ma-
laria.

When we have the opportunity to go
to these Third World countries and pre-
serve a quality of life for these kids, we
should not turn our backs on it. We
should not allow this money to be di-
verted to another purpose.

I have been to Third World countries,
and I have seen it be diverted. I think
it is important that we vote for the
Pitts amendment. I request my col-
leagues to do that.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the Pitts amendment.

The Pitts amendment, as has been
mentioned, prohibits use of child sur-
vival funding for programs designed to
control ‘‘fertility or reduce or delay
childbirth or pregnancy except breast
feeding programs.’’

This amendment is offered under the
inaccurate assumption that the child
survival fund which is used to counsel
women on health choices is an inappro-
priate use of this funding.

It is time for people to realize the
simple fact that we cannot separate
the health of the mother from the
health and well being of the child.

I have this chart. It is hard to read,
but I will try to walk my colleagues
through it because it demonstrates
very clearly why this is a dangerous
amendment.

While we may be talking politics
here and theorizing, the reality is in
the Third World. It shows on this chart
that in Zambia, for example, when chil-
dren are spaced 2 years apart, the mor-
tality rate is higher than if they are
spaced farther apart.

Now, do not think of 2 years in the
United States. Think of 2 years in the
developing world. Do not think of my
children. I had five children in 6 years,
I mean almost to the day, in a very

comfortable, secure, nourishing atmos-
phere. But this is the complete oppo-
site of that. So I do know a little bit
about of what I speak.

Then if we go to Tanzania, we see on
the chart, 4 months the mortality rate
is the red line. Four to 5 months, we
see the purple line, the mortality rate
goes down. We get to 48 months plus
and the mortality rate is much lower.

So these funds from the child sur-
vival account are very, very important
to child survival. That is what we are
demonstrating here.

Now, the gentleman says this coun-
seling can be done out of the Popu-
lation Fund. Exactly. And that is what
this amendment is about, reducing the
funds available for population funding,
family planning. That is what this
amendment is about. Yes, it is impor-
tant.

My colleagues cannot tell me that
they do not recognize the importance
of counseling on spacing of children
and how that decreases the mortality
rate. But, yes, that is important. Take
it out of the family planning money.

That, my colleagues, is the essence of
this amendment, indirect but very,
very direct. Indirect in theory but di-
rect in impact assault on the family
planning funding.

For that reason, I urge my colleagues
to vote against the Pitts amendment.

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

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Chairman, may I in-
quire as to how much time remains?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. PITTS) has 41⁄2
minutes remaining. The gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI) has 31⁄2
minutes remaining.

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. COBURN).

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, the sign
we just saw was accurate. There is no
question about it. But the one thing
that the gentlewoman from California
fails to ignore, if we are holding a baby
in our arms, like I have in Haiti and in
Iraq, and the dollars are not there to
care for them, it does not matter if
they are going to have another baby
because the baby that is there is going
to die.

That is what this amendment is real-
ly about is whether or not we are going
to fund the vaccines, the fluids, and the
care for the children that are already
born.

She is absolutely right. If we can ex-
tend the time between pregnancies, we
do enhance the likelihood of living be-
yond 5. But remember, 40 percent of
the children in Haiti now die under 5
anyway. Haiti, in our hemisphere, 40
percent are gone. Why? Because we are
not supplying the needs of those chil-
dren with the funds that we have
today.

So I have been to Haiti. I have served
time. I have experienced what has hap-
pened there. I have been to the Kurdish
land in northern Iraq. I experienced
what happened there. We do not supply

the needs for the children that are
alive today.

There is nothing wrong with this
amendment that cannot help accom-
plish both what the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. PELOSI) would desire
and help those children who presently
we are not helping.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Mrs.
LOWEY).

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to make this point to my col-
leagues that our child survival pro-
gram has for nearly 15 years worked
hand in hand with our family planning
program, for one very good reason,
they both share the goal of advancing
the health and well being of children
and families.

When Congress created the child sur-
vival legislation, it recognized the rela-
tionship between educating women on
safe motherhood and child survival. So
educating women about the importance
of good nutrition, getting immunized,
spacing their pregnancies has been part
of USAID child survival work.

Safe motherhood education makes up
approximately 5 percent of child sur-
vival counseling funds. These funds are
not used for contraceptives. Planning
pregnancies is one of the most powerful
and effective child survival tools in ex-
istence.

Postponing early, high-risk preg-
nancies, giving women’s body a chance
to recover from a previous pregnancy,
and helping women to avoid unin-
tended pregnancies and unsafe abortion
can prevent at least one in four mater-
nal deaths.

We hear again and again that women
die from having children too young,
having children too closely spaced to-
gether, and by having more children
than their bodies can bear. Getting
that message across to women is an in-
tegral part of child survival because
healthier mothers will be better able to
care for their children. And children
born to mothers who wait 2 years be-
fore births have a much stronger
chance of survival than those born to
moms whose births fall less than 2
years apart.

Giving women this information can
save children’s lives, can save women’s
lives. We know from our own experi-
ence that this is true.

Just last month I joined with the
gentlewoman from Missouri (Mrs.
EMERSON) and a group of diverse Mem-
bers, pro-choice, pro-life, Republican,
Democrat, urban and rural, on a safe
motherhood initiative in our own coun-
try.

We confront the same challenges in
keeping women healthy that women
face around the world, although not to
the same degree.

Therefore, I urge my colleagues to
oppose this misguided amendment.

We should be doing all we can to encour-
age and reinforce the messages of safe moth-
erhood and child survival. The Pitts Amend-
ment would split these efforts and undermine
our struggles to help both mother and child.
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I urge you to oppose this misguided amend-

ment.
Mr. PITTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Chairman, the gentlewoman from

California (Ms. PELOSI) has $385 million
to do that. We are not cutting family
planning.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
DEMINT).

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the child survival
protection amendment.

After hearing the debate tonight, I
wonder if maybe we should integrate
the whole foreign operations appropria-
tion bill into family planning.

I just have to say to my colleagues,
we spend so much time on these appro-
priations bills identifying needs in for-
eign countries and we put them in the
categories that are important to us as
a Nation; and now we are saying this
does not matter what category we put
it in.

b 2230

There are 1 million children that we
know could be saved each year if the
vitamins and nutrition and the medi-
cine and the IVs would only be used for
what we appropriate them for.

All we are asking is to do what we
say we are going to do, to have some
honesty in the appropriations. I urge
my colleagues to vote for the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania’s amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. PITTS) has 2
minutes remaining, and the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI)
has 11⁄2 minutes remaining and the
right to close.

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. HAYES).

(Mr. HAYES asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Pennsylvania for
offering this very important amend-
ment which does direct the attention
at the needs of children, making sure
that the born and the unborn children
are given the proper attention and the
sanctity of life is preserved.

I urge your support for the Pitts
amendment. It is the right thing to do.

Mr. Chairman, I support the child survival
protection amendment offered by Mr. PITTS.
This amendment does not cost the taxpayers
any more money. This amendment assures
the funding that we are currently sending over-
seas is used to save children’s lives rather
than terminate them. Children in third world
countries are dying of diseases such as polio
and dysentery, diseases our children in the
United States will never have to worry about
due to the advancesments in the American
health care. But in developing countries,
where public health standards are far inferior
to ours, over 12 million children under the age
of 5 die of these easily preventable diseases
and malnutrition year. We are currently send-
ing $385 million overseas for population con-

trol. We need to ensure these funds are used
for the purposes which they were intended,
saving children from diseases and malnutri-
tion. Child Survival Funding provides oral re-
hydration salts, immunization for childhood
diseases, and vitamins and nutrition supple-
ments. I ask my colleagues to support the
Child Survival amendment, and stand firm for
the lives of children around the world.

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
balance of my time to the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, every day 33,000 children die from
preventable causes. The gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) has
done hard work on this over the years.
I have worked on this. The gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. LOWEY)
just mentioned a moment ago, 15 years
ago.

A little over 15 years ago, I joined
with the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
HALL) and Gus Yatron not only in pro-
viding money for child survival, but in
saving it. It was going to be zeroed out,
and I offered the amendment to put it
at $50 million that passed and went on
to become law. But that is past.

We now know that there is so little
money going to some of the most im-
portant aspects of child survival, and
we need to make sure that there is a
fire wall. Yes, money can be drawn
down, the $385 million, and used in a
way that works side by side with child
survival money, but this very small
amount of money—support for immuni-
zation, $25 million, that is all that is in
this budget. Kids are dying from pre-
ventable diseases every day and we put
a mere $25 million into that budget.
That is outrageous. These kids are
dying.

I would hope that we would at least
make sure that from this scarce fund,
these what we call direct impact pro-
grams, get this modest amount of
money. Yes, it can work side by side
with the family planning money, but
let us not use or divert any additional
moneys that could be used to immunize
a kid from tetanus, from all of these
preventable diseases, and also the oral
rehydration salts that can save a child
from diarrhea which is the leading kill-
er of children around the world.

I think the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania has a very, very laudable amend-
ment. It says there are different funds.
Why should we put at risk this mini-
mal amount of money, this modest
amount of money used for these impor-
tant goals? We have got the other
money in the other spigot for family
planning. I urge support for the Pitts
amendment.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, com-
pletely agreeing with the gentleman
from New Jersey that much more
money needs to be in this bill, I am
pleased to yield the balance of my time
to the gentlewoman from Connecticut
(Mrs. JOHNSON).

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman
from California for yielding me the
time.

This is a sad moment. We are one of
the most educated nations in the
world. We spent decades teaching
American women that spacing your
children creates healthier babies and
healthier mothers, enables you to nur-
ture your children and support them
economically. And now we are going to
deny money to other countries where
women and families are poorer so that
they will be denied the opportunity to
learn how to manage their fertility and
space their children. It is an outrage,
an outrage.

We all know the figures. Children
who are born 10 months after the pre-
ceding sibling die far more often than
children born 2 years apart. Why do we
not want women in these other nations
to have the knowledge to control their
fertility and space their children? It
has made stronger, healthier families
in America, and it has made better,
healthier children with greater oppor-
tunity.

I urge opposition to this amendment.
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the

gentlewoman yield?
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. I

yield to the gentleman from Michigan.
Mr. LEVIN. The gentlewoman from

Connecticut was so eloquent, I hesitate
to say anything. We fought to inte-
grate family planning and health pro-
grams with the support of a number of
people in this place. Now what you are
doing is standing up and saying tear
them apart. The gentlewoman is 100
percent right. Let us defeat this
amendment.

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
support of the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania, which will ensure
the health and security of children around the
world. This amendment will make certain that
money designated for child survival in foreign
countries will be spent on programs that di-
rectly contribute to child survival—not popu-
lation control. In this day of medical tech-
nology, millions of children in developing coun-
tries die each year from diseases that simple
treatments can easily prevent. Our money
should be spent on immunizations and medi-
cine that will end these senseless deaths. This
amendment protects children and spends our
tax dollars responsibly. Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to support the Pitts Amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PITTS).

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

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 263, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PITTS)
will be postponed.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer two amendments, and I ask unan-
imous consent that they be considered
en bloc.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate and report the amendments.

The text of the amendment is as
follows:
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Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. TRAFI-

CANT:
At the end of the bill, insert after the last

section (preceding the short title) the fol-
lowing new sections:

SEC.ll. Of the funds appropriated in title
II of this Act under the heading ‘‘ASSISTANCE
FOR THE INDEPENDENT STATES OF THE FORMER
SOVIET UNION’’, not more than $172,000,000
shall be available for the Government of the
Russian Federation.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT:
SEC. ll. None of the funds appropriated in

titles I, II, or III of this Act may be made
available to the government of any foreign
country if the funds are to be used to pur-
chase any equipment or product made in a
country other than such foreign country or
the United States of America.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio to consideration of the amend-
ments en bloc?

There was no objection.
Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, will

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

tleman from Alabama.
Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, we

have worked very closely with the gen-
tleman. We are going to agree with his
amendments. But at this point we
would like to limit the debate to the
fewest number of minutes that we pos-
sibly can so we can hopefully finish
this bill by 11:59 tonight.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, the
first amendment sets a cap on aid to
Russia for dismantling of their nuclear
weapons at $172 million.

The second amendment says very
simply, in the aid that we give to these
foreign countries, if they cannot make
the product or buy it in their own
country, they shall buy it in America.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT).

The amendments were agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROHRABACHER

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. ROHRABACHER:
Page 104, beginning on line 19, strike ‘‘:

Provided,’’ and all that follows through line
21 and insert a period.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I rise to amend section 573 of H.R. 2606
that would assure that all U.S. funds
appropriated by this act for Cambodia,
including humanitarian and education
programs, are distributed through non-
governmental agencies.

The government of Cambodia, led by
former Khmer Rouge field commander
Hen Sen, a brigade commander under
Pol Pot, who was up to his elbows in
blood during the Pol Pot massacres, is
notorious for corruption and mis-
management. In fact, the most highly
acclaimed internationally funded aid
program for land mine clearing, run by
the Cambodian government, has just
been exposed for rampant graft and
corruption. Even after the corruption
was exposed, no effort has been made
to replace the government officials
running that program.

Respected international human
rights organizations, including Am-
nesty International, Human Rights
Watch and others have issued a recent
report citing continued rampant abuses
by the Cambodian government. Unfor-
tunately, the inclusion of Prince
Ranariddh and his Funcinpec party in
a coalition led by Hun Sen has not re-
duced this corruption. It is not the job
of the United States Government to
pay for government-run education sys-
tems in Cambodia when they are led by
a government that is controlled by a
member of Pol Pot’s murderous band.
However, we can support NGOs who do
not take orders from the likes of Hun
Sen and the likes of these gangsters.

In the authorization bill for this, we
went out of our way to make sure that
the money authorized for Cambodia, all
of it, would not be put under the con-
trol of Hun Sen, this gangster. But for
whatever reason it ended up, the lan-
guage was changed here in the appro-
priations bill, so we are just asking to
strike the language there so that no
money is going to be going to that cor-
rupt and vicious tyrant.

My amendment will not reduce the
amount of U.S. funding for Cambodia.
However, it will assure that U.S. tax
dollars intended to assist the needy of
Cambodia and to assist in education
projects go to fund education projects
by NGOs which will assure that the
money is spent to assist the Cambodian
people and not end up in some Swiss
bank account.

This amendment sends a strong mes-
sage to Hun Sen and Prince Ranariddh
and a message that honest, efficient
government is required in order to re-
ceive American aid. This amendment
also sends a strong message to the peo-
ple of Cambodia that the United States
has not abandoned them or their coura-
geous struggle for democracy and clean
and honest government.

Mr. Chairman, I have been to Cam-
bodia numerous times. I know the
players there. I have met Mr. Hun Sen
on many occasions as I have Prince
Ranariddh and the other leaders in
Cambodia. I am appalled that after the
hard work that we did in the authoriza-
tion committee, to ensure the language
so that this field commander for Pol
Pot who has murdered his way into
power in Cambodia, that we assure
that the money that we are going to
give to Cambodia would not end up in
his hands and now that language has
been changed for whatever reason in a
way that the money could end up, in-
stead of in the hands of worthy organi-
zations, nongovernmental organiza-
tions, charitable organizations com-
mitted to the people of Cambodia, in-
stead of going to them, it may end up
in the hands of this government that
has proven itself corrupt over and over
again, not to mention brutal and the
rest.

The crimes of Hun Sen are unbeliev-
able and the fact that, yes, he went
through a recent election. As the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER)

and others in the Committee on Inter-
national Relations can testify, it is be-
yond belief that we have permitted
Hun Sen to manipulate the system
such that he is still in power after all
of these years. But the last thing we
want to do, especially as the corrup-
tion level in Cambodia is so high, is to
provide the money that should be going
to the Cambodian people to this cor-
rupt regime. I ask for support for my
amendment.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I visited Cambodia in
April. I spent a lot of time not only in
the capital but outside in the rural
areas. I found that the legacy of illit-
eracy and malnutrition that Pol Pot
has left the Cambodian people is still
there, it is so much there that it is un-
believable, of the statistics, as you see
and witness the people in the country-
side.

In Cambodia’s countryside, four out
of five people cannot read or write.
Just one in four children is in school.
And hunger and malnutrition, caused
in part because their uneducated par-
ents cannot escape terrible poverty, is
among the highest in the world.

This widespread lack of education en-
sures that Cambodians will not be able
to make much of their lives. They will
not be able to feed their families. They
will not be able to take advantage of
their country’s position at the cross-
roads of a vibrant regional economy.

Cambodia has many problems. But
when you see the situation of its peo-
ple, it is hard to know where to start
trying to help.

The scourge of AIDS is spreading like
wildfire in Cambodia. Land mines have
left Cambodia the place with more peo-
ple killed and maimed per capita than
anywhere else in the world. There are
very few roads to get farmers’ products
to market. And, 20 years after the
Khmer Rouge bloody rein ended, there
has been no justice for its victims or
their children.
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The grandchildren of the victims of
the Khmer Rouge are the best hope for
Cambodia’s future, and the best way to
help Cambodia is with them, by assist-
ing and educating them, by ensuring
that they are protected from disease,
by helping to feed the majority who are
so malnourished that their bodies are
stunted.

This bill does not earmark additional
funding for Cambodia, although the
drop from $37 million to $12 million in
spending over the past 2 years may
have warranted that. But this bill will
enable our embassy to re-start pro-
grams like one undertaken by well-re-
spected American charities. In April
1996, more than a year before the coup,
the World Learning, the World Edu-
cation, Save The Children and the
International Rescue Committee began
a project to train Cambodian primary
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school teachers. This is where the
money goes. Does not go to the govern-
ment, does not go through the govern-
ment. This project received no funds
from the Cambodian government, it did
not rely on its ministries to implement
the work. It benefited the children of
Cambodia and the rural areas that are
home to 87 percent of the Cambodian
people. Unfortunately, this project was
suspended.

Mr. Chairman, all that is required of
us today is to affirm that humani-
tarian aid still means educating young
children so that they can escape the
poverty they were born into, and all
that is called for is our acceptance that
helping people help themselves is one
of the best ways to invest our aid dol-
lars.

That is all I have to say about this,
Mr. Chairman. I rise certainly in oppo-
sition to this amendment. It is an un-
fair amendment. I venture to say that
the gentleman has not gone into the
countryside and seen that four out of
five of the children are not educated,
the schools have been closed, and one
of the best things that we can do is
provide humanitarian assistance.

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

Mr. HALL of Ohio. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman does not know the ex-
tent of my travels in Cambodia, I will
just say that, and this gentleman has
no problem with money going to those
private organizations to accomplish
the goals the gentleman was talking
about. All we are talking about is lan-
guage that is changed in this bill that
will send that money to the Cambodian
government to accomplish those ends,
and we have no faith in the Cambodian
government.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
would just say to the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER) that the
money will go to the private voluntary
organizations, the organizations that
are already there. It will be monitored
by our embassy that is in Cambodia; I
trust them. We do basic education in
many countries of the world with re-
gimes that we do not necessarily get
along with. This is nothing new. The
fact is that four out of the five children
that the gentleman from California
says that he saw in the rural areas,
which I find hard to believe that he saw
it, schools are closed, the Pol Pot leg-
acy still lives on, and the gentleman
wants to keep them this way, and that
is what basic education is all about. It
is a humanitarian resource that we are
very good at, and the gentleman from
California is not permitting it with
this amendment.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word and rise in
support of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
ROHRABACHER).

(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of the Rohr-
abacher amendment, and I am pleased
to support it.

As my colleagues know, as I was lis-
tening to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. HALL), he spoke movingly about
the conditions in Cambodia, and I have
no doubt that he and the gentleman
from California have both seen the
same deplorable conditions that exist
there, but there seems to be something
missing here. It seems we are talking
beyond each other.

There is no intent of the gentleman
from California, I am sure, there is no
intent of this gentleman to stop any
funds from going to assist the people in
Cambodia. In fact, I think the three of
us might agree we ought to be giving
more resources to help the people in
Cambodia.

What the gentleman from California
is attempting to do is assure that no
U.S. taxpayers funds goes to the gov-
ernment of Cambodia, and that is what
this Congress did last year in the ap-
propriation measure, because this gen-
tleman offered the amendment. We
eliminated the possibility of money
going to the Cambodian government.
We want it to go through those NGOs
where my colleagues saw the good
work being done, and there is nothing
to keep AID or any other institution of
American government from providing
authorized funds which are appro-
priated to nongovernmental organiza-
tions for valid purposes in Cambodia.
And in fact, the authorizing committee
has taken this step as well.

Now I would like to say the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) is exactly right in the way he
has characterized the outrageous peo-
ple that run that government. We
ought not be putting one cent of the
taxpayers’ money into that govern-
ment. When we do, we send exactly the
wrong message, that we tolerate the
kind of murderous people that are run-
ning that country. That is something I
tell my colleagues as the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Asia and the Pa-
cific this government ought not do, and
that is the direction we have given to
the Executive Branch.

Now let me give my colleagues one
example of how the government of
Cambodia is using some of the funds
today. Let us talk about the Cam-
bodian Mine Action Center. About one
out of every 250 people in Cambodia
have been injured or killed by mines,
and it is a serious problem, there is no
doubt about that.

Well, according to reports in the Aus-
tralian, the newspaper, one of the most
prestigious newspapers in Australia,
according to the South China Morning
Post, the most important newspaper in
Hong Kong, the nepotism, the corrup-
tion that has existed in this mining
program where the leaders of that gov-
ernment are directing funds to go to
demine the land of their cronies, of
their political people from the Pol Pot
regime is outrageous. Of the $12 million

that are spent so far, at least 1 million,
1.3 million, has been spent corruptly.
In fact, the executive director of that
agency admitted in a press release that
at least a half a million dollars of it
had been spent in that fashion.

And we have colleagues in the most
prestigious academic institutions in
this country with specialists on Cam-
bodia which will verify that a min-
imum of one-tenth of the money on
that government-run program to
demine is being misused for the advan-
tage of the cronies of the government.

Now that is the way the Cambodian
government uses their money. That is
the way they take the international
funds. Fortunately, it is not involving
U.S. funds because we have acted.

Now both of these newspapers have
reported that we have held up $1 mil-
lion. Our ambassador in Phnom Penh
held up $1 million plus to keep it from
going to this corrupt entity of the
Cambodian government.

Mr. Chairman, my colleague’s in-
stincts were right last Congress, they
are right in the authorizing committee.
We stripped, eliminate, prohibit any
funds from going to Cambodian govern-
ment, and, if my colleagues will, send a
lot more to help the people of Cam-
bodia through NGOs.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. GILMAN).

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the gentleman’s comments.
They are right on the point, and I also
rise in support of the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER) in trying
to prevent any of the funds in this
measure to go to the government of
Cambodia, and I think, if the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL) will re-
read the measure, he will note that the
language permits funding in this meas-
ure to go to the government of Cam-
bodia. We want it to go to the NGOs,
we want to help the people in Cam-
bodia, but we do not want it to get into
the wrong hands.

Prime Minister Hun Sen is a dictator
who was once an active member of the
Khmer Rouge and it is alleged he stole
the election in Cambodia. He is also al-
leged to have been linked to a recent
assassination attempt against the
democratic opposition leader Sam
Rainsy. Eighteen people and an IRI
worker were injured and killed in that
recent attempt, and last year during
the election 124 opposition election
workers were murdered.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREU-
TER) has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BEREU-
TER was allowed to proceed for 1 addi-
tional minute.)

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from New York
(Mr. GILMAN).

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, Hun
Sen’s government cannot be trusted,
we must not permit our money to be
wasted. Current law permits the money
to be given to the NGOs in Cambodia.
Let us not change the law and allow
the money to go into the wrong hands.
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Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I

thank the distinguished gentleman for
his support for the Rohrabacher
amendment. I urge my colleagues to
support the Rohrabacher amendment
to prohibit aid from going to the cor-
rupt murderous government of
Cambodia.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. ANDREWS

Mr. ANDREWS. 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. 6 offered by Mr. ANDREWS:
Page 116, after line 5, insert the following:
PROHIBITION ON FUNDS FOR NEW OPIC PROJECTS

SEC. 585. None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used by the Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation, after the en-
actment of this Act, for the issuance of any
new guarantee, insurance, reinsurance, or fi-
nancing, or for initiating any other activity
which the Corporation is otherwise author-
ized to undertake.

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, the
purpose of this amendment is to put a
stop to a program that I believe is cor-
porate welfare, pure and simple. We
have heard on this floor tonight some
agonizing debates about spending small
amounts of money for vaccinations, for
child health, for family planning, and
those are difficult questions for us to
answer.

I would suspend if the Chair wishes
me to suspend.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
want to reserve a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New Jersey may proceed.

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, who
among us has not had to face some ago-
nizing and difficult questions as con-
stituents come to us and talk about
their lack of health insurance, or they
talk about their lack of employment,
or they talk about their lack of hous-
ing. I think those same constituents
would be astonished, astonished to find
that the full faith and credit of the
United States Government, their tax
money, stands behind private invest-
ments in foreign countries by the
McDonalds Corporation, by Du Pont,
by CitiCorp, by some of the largest and
most powerful corporations in
America.

The President of the United States,
Mr. Chairman, said very articulately a
few years ago that it was his goal to
end welfare as we know it. Tonight in
this amendment we have the chance to
begin the process of ending corporate
welfare as we know it.

Now there will be those who will ob-
ject to this amendment and say we just
cannot pull the plug on the OPIC pro-
gram all at once, it would cause chaos,
and that is not what this amendment
does. This amendment says that no
funds under this bill may be used to au-

thorize new expenditures, new loan
guarantees, new insurance policies. It
says to OPIC that they must stop with
the deals they have already done.

And let me make a procedural point.
My colleagues very often hear that
these appropriations bills are not the
proper forum to decide policy ques-
tions, and I generally agree with that.
Let me point out to my colleagues that
OPIC was not reauthorized through the
regular process, and I believe it is a
prudent thing for us to do to stop the
activities of this corporate welfare
agency in its tracks and permit an au-
thorizing bill to come to this floor so
that those of us who believe that the
OPIC program should be organized in a
different way or done away with, as I
believe, would have the opportunity to
fully debate that question.

Mr. Chairman, this is an opportunity
for us to say that the programs that
have been done thus far should con-
tinue as they wind down, but that no
new loans, no new guarantees, no new
authority should be issued on behalf of
the taxpayers of this country to the
wealthiest and most powerful corpora-
tions in this country to invest over-
seas. There are far better uses of our
tax dollars than for Uncle Sam to be-
come a risky international venture
capitalist.

Support of this amendment which I
am proud to offer with my Republican
colleague, the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SANFORD), my inde-
pendent colleague, the gentleman from
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) and supported
by fine Members like the gentleman
from California (Mr. ROYCE) would ac-
complish what I have just suggested.

It would stop the programs of OPIC
in their tracks. It would permit us to
come forward and debate a reauthoriza-
tion at the proper time, and it would
save the taxpayers money. The Con-
gressional Budget Office has estimated
that cessation of OPIC’s activities
would save the Federal taxpayers $296
million over the course of the first 5
years.

Let us end corporate welfare as we
know it. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment and put a stop to
this corporate welfare.
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Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
continue to reserve my point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would in-
form the gentleman that the gen-
tleman attempted to reserve a point of
order after the gentleman from New
Jersey began to debate his amendment,
which was not a timely reservation.

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this amendment. OPIC, as we have
heard, offers insurance and credit serv-
ices to American companies operating
overseas, and for me, having our gov-
ernment provide these services is just
not defensible. The U.S. has the most
efficient financial markets in the
world. The simple fact is that Amer-

ican businesses receiving OPIC services
could receive these same services from
the private financial markets. OPIC
provides insurance; so does the Amer-
ican private sector. In fact, 2 years ago,
a consortium of private insurers sub-
mitted to Congress a proposal to pri-
vatize 5 billion of OPIC’s insurance op-
tions.

The U.S. private sector wants to offer
American businesses the very same
services that OPIC is providing. In
other words, the U.S. private sector
wants to put OPIC out of business. So
why is Congress standing in the way?

We hear that OPIC offers American
companies insurance backed with the
full faith and credit of the United
States Government. This supposedly
tells foreign governments that Uncle
Sam is serious about protecting OPIC-
backed investments. Is that the signal
we want to send, that the protection of
some American businesses abroad,
those formerly backed by OPIC, matter
more than non-OPIC American invest-
ments. We should be in the business of
protecting all American investments.
OPIC backs investment funds; so does
the American private sector. OPIC has
a south Asia capital fund. Well, so does
T. Rowe Price. It has a new Asia fund,
and so do many other private compa-
nies. Just look at the financial pages of
the newspaper. There are hundreds of
capital funds devoted to the developing
world. Mr. Chairman, 150 billion in pri-
vate capital flows to emerging markets
every year, so why in the world is OPIC
playing in the capital fund field?

Mr. Chairman, this debate is really
about whether we believe in the mar-
ket, or whether we believe that Amer-
ican businesses should be guided by the
government. OPIC claims that there is
no way right now that the private sec-
tor on its own can go into many re-
gions that the U.S. wants them to go
into, and this means, of course, going
where U.S. Government agencies want
American companies to go. Are U.S.
businesses really there to be directed
to where Washington wants them to
go? I do not think so.

I would also dispute the notion that
the American private sector will not go
anywhere in the world where it can do
business profitably. A spokesman for a
major American bank, in discussing its
use of OPIC for the Caribbean and Cen-
tral America recently stated, quote,
the credit and insurance support pro-
vided by OPIC will allow us to better
serve customers by noticeably increas-
ing our already extensive lending ac-
tivities in the targeted countries. Note
those words. The bank is already in the
Caribbean and Central American mar-
kets doing excessive lending and doing
it without OPIC. OPIC may be a nicety,
but it is certainly not a necessity.

Every year, we hear the argument
that the U.S. needs OPIC because Euro-
pean countries and Japan provide their
businesses with similar services. It is, I
would remind my colleagues, U.S. pol-
icy to work against such trade-dis-
torting policies.
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We have come to understand that the

world economy works better, that liv-
ing standards rise, when governments
are not in the business of subsidizing
their national businesses. But each
year, we continue supporting OPIC, re-
newing this cycle of inefficiency.
American companies have private
creditors and insurance providers to
rely on. I bet they would serve OPIC
clients better.

Let us support this amendment.
Show some world leadership, scale
back OPIC. The greatest economy in
the history of the world I guarantee
my colleagues will not miss a beat if
we cut out this government program.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Andrews-Sanford-Sanders amendment
to the Foreign Operations Appropria-
tions bill. OPIC subsidizes U.S. compa-
nies that invest in risky foreign mar-
kets and businesses by providing them
direct and low-cost financing and in-
surance. While claiming to help Amer-
ica’s small businesses invest in foreign
markets, OPIC actually provides loans
and risk insurance to some of the larg-
est multinational corporations in the
world. And while claiming to invest in
sustainable development projects,
OPIC has been involved in clear-cut-
ting pristine forests in northwestern
Russia, and a gold mine, a gold mine in
a World Heritage site.

Through OPIC, U.S. taxpayers are ex-
posed to environmentally, financially,
and politically risky private sector in-
vestments, the implications of which,
in many cases, are not even disclosed
to the public.

The government should not be in the
business of committing billions of tax-
payer dollars to underwrite the invest-
ments of Fortune 500 companies. This
is corporate welfare at its worst.

As has been said earlier, OPIC puts
taxpayers at risk. It obligates the tax-
payer to underwrite insurance for the
possible loss of private investment by
the richest companies in America. The
Congressional Research Service esti-
mates that the taxpayer is typically
liable for 90 percent of the insured in-
vestment. Americans have already paid
$80 billion to bail out the savings and
loan industry; we should not ask them
to pay if OPIC’s projects go bad.

These multimillion dollar companies
are fully capable of assuming the risk
of investing in developing countries.
They do not need government insur-
ance of their foreign investments, but
the substantial profits they gain from
these investments, while American
taxpayers are held financially respon-
sible for any potential losses, looks
pretty good on the bottom line.

OPIC is not necessary for invest-
ments in emerging and developing mar-
kets. In 1998, private capital flows to
emerging markets topped $150 billion.
U.S. capital outflows to Brazil in 1998
totaled $3.7 billion, yet OPIC offered
$317 million worth of insurance to U.S.

companies investing in Brazil over the
same period.

It has been pointed out by the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. SAN-
FORD) and the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. COBURN), and I would like to
state it again: OPIC does not operate
at zero cost to the taxpayers. Although
OPIC does not receive a direct appro-
priation, it pays for many of its oper-
ations with the interest earned on its
U.S. Treasury bonds, bonds given to
OPIC as seed money when it was estab-
lished. In 1998, the agency reported $139
million in net income; yet, $193 million
of its revenues consisted on interest
from its U.S. Treasury bonds, another
large government IOU.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support the Andrews-Sanford-Sand-
ers amendment and prevent OPIC from
initiating any new projects.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
move that the Committee do now rise.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I have
a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, what
is the status of this amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. ANDREWS) is currently pending
and will be pending again when the
Committee resumes its sitting.

The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly, the Committee rose;

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD) having assumed the chair, Mr.
THORNBERRY, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 2606), making appropria-
tions for foreign operations, export fi-
nancing, and related programs for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2000,
and for other purposes, had come to no
resolution thereon.

f
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LIMITING AMENDMENTS DURING
FURTHER CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2606, FOREIGN OPERATIONS,
EXPORT FINANCING, AND RE-
LATED PROGRAMS APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2000, IN THE COM-
MITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that during the fur-
ther consideration of H.R. 2606 in the
Committee of the Whole, no amend-
ments shall be in order except the fol-
lowing amendments, which may be of-
fered only by the Member designated
and shall be considered as read, shall
not be subject to an amendment or to
a demand for a division of the question
in the House or in the Committee of
the Whole, and shall be debatable for 10
minutes, except for the Burton amend-
ment, which shall be debatable for 50
minutes, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and a Member
opposed thereto:

1, an amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) re-
garding a reduction in aid to India;

2, an amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-
LEE) transferring $4 million from IMET
to ERMA and ESF;

3, an amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) prohib-
iting funds for family planning and
abortion;

4, an amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) prohib-
iting funds for Eximbank, OPIC and
TDA;

5, an amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) re-
quiring a report on actions in Kosovo;

6, an amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS)
expressing the sense of Congress re-
garding flower imports from Colombia;

7, an amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-
LEE) prohibiting military funds for Eri-
trea and Ethiopia;

8, an amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-
LEE) expressing the sense of Congress
regarding peace between Eritrea and
Ethiopia;

9, an amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH) re-
garding OPIC;

10, an amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO)
regarding Man in the Biosphere.

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

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, under the reserva-
tion, may I make inquiry to the distin-
guished chairman about the nature of
this resolution?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Proceed.
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I would

ask the gentleman, is it my under-
standing that the amendments that we
would be taking up after the Andrews
amendment are limited to the amend-
ments that are on this piece of paper?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. PELOSI. I yield to the gentleman
from Alabama.

Mr. CALLAHAN. That is correct, Mr.
Speaker.

Ms. PELOSI. Therefore, say, for ex-
ample, if the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
KUCINICH) had an amendment and he
wanted that to be heard on Monday
when we reconvene, he would have to
be on this piece of paper, or can we
make additional——

Mr. CALLAHAN. On the Kucinich
amendment, that is included as item
No. 9 in the resolution.

Ms. PELOSI. I thank the gentleman.
I just wanted to make sure that the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH)
did not have an additional amendment.

I withdraw my reservation of objec-
tion, Mr. Speaker.

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

There was no objection.
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FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT

FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2000

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 263 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. 2606.

b 2313

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
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
2606) making appropriations for foreign
operations, export financing, and re-
lated programs for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2000, and for other
purposes, with Mr. THORNBERRY in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-

mittee of the Whole rose earlier today,
amendment No. 6 offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS) was pending.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
today, no further amendments shall be
in order except the following amend-
ments, which may be offered only by
the Member designated, be considered
as read, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, or to a demand for a division of
the question in the House or in the
Committee of the Whole, and shall be
debatable for 10 minutes, except for the
Burton amendment, which shall be de-
batable for 50 minutes, equally divided
and controlled by the proponent and a
Member opposed thereto:

No. 1, an amendment offered by the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON)
regarding a reduction in aid to India;

No. 2, an amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE) transferring $4 million from
IMET to ERMA and ESF;

No. 3, an amendment offered by the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) pro-
hibiting funds for family planning and
abortion;

No. 4, an amendment offered by the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) pro-
hibiting funds for Eximbank, OPIC, and
TDA;

No. 5, an amendment offered by the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS)
requiring a report on actions in
Kosovo;

No. 6, an amendment by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS)
expressing the sense of Congress re-
garding flower imports from Colombia;

No. 7, an amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE) prohibiting military funds for
Eritrea and Ethiopia;

No. 8, an amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE) expressing the sense of Con-
gress regarding peace between Eritrea
and Ethiopia;

No. 9, an amendment offered by the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH)
regarding OPIC;

No. 10, an amendment offered by the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
TANCREDO) regarding Man in the Bio-
sphere.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that debate be lim-
ited on the pending amendment to 10
minutes, as all the rest of them.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Alabama?

Is the gentleman from Alabama re-
questing that all amendments to the
pending amendment be included?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection

to the request of the gentleman from
Alabama?

Mr. SANDERS. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Chairman, I was not
quite clear, was the gentleman talking
about a total of 10 minutes, 10 minutes
on each side? What was the gentleman
talking about for the Andrews amend-
ment, how much time?

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

Mr. SANDERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Alabama.

Mr. CALLAHAN. 10 minutes.
Mr. SANDERS. A total?
Mr. CALLAHAN. 10 additional.
Mr. SANDERS. Five and 5?
Mr. CALLAHAN. Yes.
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I ob-

ject.
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-

tleman will yield, would the gentleman
withdraw his objection?

Mr. SANDERS. I withdraw my objec-
tion.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Alabama?

Mr. OBEY. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Mr. Chairman, let me ask the dis-
tinguished chairman of the sub-
committee, we have been told that
what has happened is there have been
four or five speakers in a row on this,
on one side. So we are getting objec-
tions, both from that side of the issue,
as evidenced by the gentleman from
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), and we have
objections on the other side of the
issue.

Could I ask, would Members on both
sides be satisfied if it were 20 minutes
apiece?

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentle-
woman from California.

Ms. PELOSI. No, 10 minutes each.
Mr. OBEY. Ten is fine with me, but I

am told that we have objections if it is
10 minutes.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, con-
tinuing under the reservation of objec-
tion, if the gentlewoman will yield, if I
could ask the chairman how many
speakers does he have left?

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

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Alabama.

Mr. CALLAHAN. I do not know. We
did not anticipate this amendment

would be introduced. We were informed
by one of our colleagues, the gen-
tleman from Texas, that he had an
agreement with the sponsor of an
amendment where it would not be in-
troduced.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, would it
be agreeable to all sides if we went 10
minutes on each side, finished it to-
night, took the votes, went home and
took the rest on Monday?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I want to amend my
unanimous-consent request.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Chairman, under my res-
ervation, unfortunately, I happen to be
the ranking member on the authorizing
committee on this issue. None of the
people who support OPIC have had an
opportunity to speak. So depending
upon how those 10 minutes are divided,
otherwise, I would have to object.

If the 10 minutes are to be divided on
behalf of those who have not had any
opportunity to speak in favor of OPIC
and against the amendment, we may be
able to do that, but if the 10 minutes
are to be divided between all the par-
ties, I would have to object.

Mr. CALLAHAN. If the gentleman
will yield further, Mr. Chairman, I
would agree with the gentleman, that
the proponents of the amendment have
already spoken 20 minutes without any
opposition having the opportunity to
speak, and it is unfair to those of us
who disagree with the gentleman’s
amendment not to have the same
amount of time.

But I do not think the gentleman
would agree to give me 30 minutes and
take 10 himself. But I also make that
request, if the gentleman thinks he
would agree.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I
would respectfully object to that.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to limit debate to
30 minutes to each side of the issue.

Ms. PELOSI. If the gentleman will
yield, is that tonight, on Monday?

Mr. SANDERS. Thirty minutes each
side tonight?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Fifteen minutes on
each side tonight.

The CHAIRMAN. The request of the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. CAL-
LAHAN) is that each side have 15 addi-
tional minutes on the pending amend-
ment and all amendments thereto.

Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Alabama?

Mr. TRAFICANT. Reserving the
right to object, Mr. Chairman, would it
be out of order to ask unanimous con-
sent, of course we cannot, there is one
pending, but for us to go ahead and sus-
pend this, have the 30 minutes debate,
have the four votes first, and then con-
clude with the Andrews amendment?

Mr. CALLAHAN. First, the unani-
mous consent has to be agreed to by
the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Alabama, 15 minutes on each side?

Mr. MENENDEZ. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Chairman, let me under-
stand the unanimous consent request
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again. It is to have 15 minutes on each
side of the aisle?

Ms. PELOSI. Each side of the issue.
Mr. MENENDEZ. Each side of the

issue?
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is

correct.
Mr. TRAFICANT. Reserving the

right to object, Mr. Chairman, and I
will object, I ask unanimous consent
that we suspend with the Andrews
amendment, that we proceed with the
votes, and then they have their 30 min-
utes to conclude the Andrews amend-
ment, and that vote will be taken
Monday.

b 2320

It will give everybody an adequate
amount of time. We will have the
votes. Members want to leave here. Ev-
erybody who wants to speak will have
an opportunity to speak, and that will
be a pending vote coming Monday. All
those other members that are pending
can be handled Monday.

The CHAIRMAN. The pending re-
quest is the unanimous consent request
offered by the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. CALLAHAN), limiting time on
the pending Andrews amendment and
amendments thereto to 15 minutes for
each side.

Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Alabama?

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.
Mr. TRAFICANT. I ask unanimous

consent, Mr. Chairman, that the pend-
ing amendment by the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS) be sus-
pended and that the Committee pro-
ceed with the votes that have been
scheduled.

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Alabama.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, why
does the gentleman from Ohio not first
establish the amount of time of debate,
and we will rise.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair asks all
Members to suspend.

The gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
ANDREWS) would have to, by unani-
mous consent, withdraw his amend-
ment and get permission in the full
House, where a special order has al-
ready been entered on permissible
amendments, to reoffer his amendment
for such a procedure to be permitted in
the Committee of the Whole.

The pending amendment is the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS).

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, in the
interest of time, and under the way the
5-minute rule works, that is, people
come and it is not divided on each side
of the issue, which is the way the 5-
minute rule works, the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) and I have
worked very hard to try to bring some-
thing that was honed down, with mini-
mal controversy, to the floor.

Clearly, the House must work its
will, and it is doing so, largely with au-

thorizing issues, I might add, I mean
debates that have been carried over
from the authorizing committee; and
that is completely appropriate.

But recognizing all that we have been
through today, I ask unanimous con-
sent that each side of the amendment
have 10 minutes, and then we take the
vote and proceed with the other votes
this evening.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from California?

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
have to object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I

ask unanimous consent that the pend-
ing Andrews amendment be given an
additional 30 minutes to be equally di-
vided and that the debate take place
after the House has completed its votes
on the pending amendments; and any
recorded vote, if called by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS), would be then, thus, held Mon-
day as the first order of business.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would in-
form the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
TRAFICANT) that the Committee of the
Whole does not have the authority that
the gentleman is requesting.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, if we
are still in the Committee of the
Whole, I rise to speak in opposition to
the Andrews amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the effect of the An-
drews amendment, which we really did
not anticipate would be introduced, es-
pecially at this late hour of the night,
comes at a surprise because we were of
the understanding that he was not
going to introduce it.

So with the misinformation that I
had regarding that what someone
thought was a commitment, I speak
against the Andrews amendment be-
cause, effectively, what he does, he
shuts down the Overseas Private In-
vestment Corporation.

The Andrews amendment would dev-
astate the ability of our American
companies from doing business in any
foreign country. It would give such tre-
mendous advantage to our foreign com-
petitors, because every one of the G–7
Nations have, in effect, in their coun-
try an organization similar to this.

The sponsor of the amendment indi-
cated that OPIC costs us money. In re-
ality, Mr. Chairman, let me tell my
colleagues that OPIC makes money.
They intend to return nearly $200 mil-
lion to the Treasury to help us con-
tinue to decrease our level of deficit
spending. We should compliment orga-
nizations such as that.

It would hurt U.S. jobs, because when
we have the inability to transfer our
technology, to transfer our American
interest to foreign countries, those jobs
are going to go to other countries. So
we are going to lose an estimated 70,000
U.S. jobs alone in the next 4 years.

It would hurt our export. It would
hurt small businesses who contribute
to the multifaceted involvement of our
American firms doing business in for-
eign countries.

It hurts our competitiveness. It hurts
everything that we stand for with re-
spect to our ability to recognize that
we are in a global economy, that if we
are going to expand, if we are going to
have exports, our American companies
must have the same advantages, a level
playing field, as does Japan, as does
France, as does Germany, as does the
Great Britain, and all of the countries
that we are competing with for our
businesses overseas.

For an example, if General Electric
or Westinghouse, if we built a power
plant that is not financed by, but guar-
anteed by OPIC, they do not put some
type of Japanese generator there. They
put an American generator there. As a
result, jobs are created here in the
United States of America.

This is not something that is new. It
has come up in the past. I am sure it
will come up in the future. But the
sponsor of the bill, in my opinion, is
making a very serious mistake in his
amendment, which effectively shuts
OPIC down entirely.

It tells the bank, OPIC bank, that
they can continue to collect the mon-
ies that they are collecting now, but
they cannot have any new deposits,
they cannot have any new business at
all coming in in the future.

So it is a very, very definite move, I
think, in the wrong direction.

Mr. Chairman, I move that the Com-
mittee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly, the Committee rose;

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD) having assumed the chair, Mr.
THORNBERRY, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 2606) making appropria-
tions for foreign operations, export fi-
nancing, and related programs for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2000,
and for other purposes, had come to no
resolution thereon.
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LIMITING DEBATE ON ANDREWS AMENDMENT

DURING FURTHER CONSIDERATION IN THE COM-
MITTEE OF THE WHOLE OF H.R. 2606, FOREIGN
OPERATIONS, EXPORT FINANCING, AND RE-
LATED PROGRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when we re-
turn for debate on this bill, that the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. Andrews) have a
time limitation of 30 minutes, divided
equally, 15 minutes for proponents and
15 minutes for opponents.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). IS THERE OBJECTION TO THE
REQUEST OF THE GENTLEMAN FROM ALA-
BAMA?

Mr. ANDREWS. Reserving the right
to object, and I will not object, one of
the things I wanted to make clear is
that the chairman, I am sure in good
faith, made a representation earlier
there had been an agreement by me not
to offer this amendment. That is not
accurate. I did not make any represen-
tation to anyone to that effect, and I
wanted to clear that up for the record.
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Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-

tion of objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there

objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Alabama?

Mr. MENENDEZ. Reserving the right
to object, can the distinguished chair-
man advise me when this debate is
going to commence on Monday?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MENENDEZ. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Alabama.

Mr. CALLAHAN. I am informed that
we will begin debate on this issue at 4
o’clock on Monday.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I
withdraw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would inquire if the unanimous
consent request assumes that the
amendment will be reoffered at a sub-
sequent time when the Committee re-
sumes its sitting on a subsequent day?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I felt, Mr. Speaker,
that the pending amendment would be
the order of business at that time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. At a
subsequent time, not this evening; is
that correct?

Mr. CALLAHAN. At a subsequent
time, yes.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, and just in pro-
tecting the rights of the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS), when
we are talking about a subsequent
time, so that he knows, will this debate
on his amendment begin, the pro-
ceedings, at 4 o’clock on Monday; is
that the correct understanding?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. PELOSI. I yield to the gentleman
from Alabama.

Mr. CALLAHAN. The purpose of my
unanimous consent is to come back
into session at 4 o’clock on Monday
next, at which time, when the Com-
mittee of the Whole is reestablished,
we would then be on the Andrews
amendment. At that point there would
be 30 minutes divided, 15 minutes on
each side, when the Committee of the
Whole was regrouped.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, may I ask the
chairman how the time would be allo-
cated; who would control the time?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDREWS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Alabama.

Mr. CALLAHAN. The Chair would
have to answer that, but my under-
standing is that the sponsor of the
amendment would have 15 minutes and
someone else designated by the Chair
would have 15 minutes to oppose the
gentleman’s amendment. I would as-
sume that would be me.

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
amendment is withdrawn without prej-
udice to it being reoffered whenever

the Committee resumes its setting
under a 30-minute time limit for de-
bate, equally divided.

Without objection, the unanimous
consent request is granted.

There was no objection.

f

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2000

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 263 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. 2606.

b 2334

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
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
2606) making appropriations for foreign
operations, export financing, and re-
lated programs for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2000, and for other
purposes, with Mr. THORNBERRY in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-

mittee of the Whole rose earlier today,
pending was amendment No. 6 offered
by the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. ANDREWS), which has now been
withdrawn by order of the House.

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 263, proceedings will now
resume on those amendments on which
further proceedings were postponed, in
the following order:

The amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CAMP-
BELL), amendment No. 1 offered by the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MOAKLEY), and Part B amendment No.
3 offered by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. PITTS).

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

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CAMPBELL

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CAMPBELL)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 13, noes 414,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 351]

AYES—13

Boucher
Campbell
Conyers
Hostettler
McKinney

Paul
Payne
Rohrabacher
Sanford
Sensenbrenner

Taylor (MS)
Thompson (MS)
Watt (NC)

NOES—414

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio

DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter

Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
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Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer

Rogan
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu

Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—6

Barton
Gutierrez

McDermott
Peterson (PA)

Shuster
Skelton
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Ms. STABENOW, Mrs. CLAYTON,
and Messrs. JACKSON of Illinois,
SERRANO, BECERRA, SUNUNU, and
RANGEL changed their vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 263, the Chair announces
that he will reduce to a minimum of 5
minutes the period of time within
which a vote by electronic device will
be taken on each amendment on which
the Chair has postponed further pro-
ceedings.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. MOAKLEY

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on amendment No. 1 offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAK-
LEY) on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 230, noes 197,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 352]

AYES—230

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Camp
Campbell
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Chabot
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Coble
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Duncan
Ehlers
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gonzalez
Goode
Gordon
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutknecht

Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hulshof
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McGovern
McInnis
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Nadler
Neal

Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Phelps
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Rush
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Stabenow
Stark
Strickland
Stupak
Talent
Tancredo
Tauscher
Taylor (NC)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOES—197

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett

Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt

Bonilla
Boswell
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan

Calvert
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clyburn
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dingell
Doolittle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
Everett
Fletcher
Fossella
Fowler
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary

Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
Latham
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lucas (OK)
Martinez
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
Mica
Miller, Gary
Mollohan
Murtha
Myrick
Napolitano
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Ortiz
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Pease
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Portman
Radanovich
Rahall
Reyes

Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sandlin
Saxton
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Turner
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—6

Barton
Gutierrez

McDermott
Peterson (PA)

Shuster
Skelton

b 0003

Mr. HOYER changed his vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. HILL of Indiana and Mrs. BONO
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. PITTS

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on Part B Amendment No. 3 offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
PITTS) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 187, noes 237,
not voting 9, as follows:
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[Roll No. 353]

AYES—187

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Costello
Cox
Crane
Cunningham
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Forbes
Fossella
Franks (NJ)
Gekas
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)

Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hoekstra
Holden
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kildee
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Peterson (MN)

Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Portman
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Vitter
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—237

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Campbell

Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley

Doyle
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Foley
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Granger
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)

Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Inslee
Isakson
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)

McCarthy (NY)
McGovern
McInnis
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ose
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sanchez

Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Strickland
Sweeney
Tanner
Tauscher
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walden
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—9

Barton
Cubin
Ford

Gutierrez
McDermott
Peterson (PA)

Rush
Shuster
Skelton

b 0011
So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I move

that the Committee do now rise.
The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly, the Committee rose;

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD) having assumed the chair, Mr.
THORNBERRY, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 2606) making appropria-
tions for foreign operations, export fi-
nancing, and related programs for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2000,
and for other purposes, had come to no
resolution thereon.

f

AN HONEST DEMOCRAT IN THE
SENATE

(Mr. LARGENT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include therein extraneous
material.)

Mr. LARGENT. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to read some quotes from one of
our senator colleagues in the Senate, a
Democrat from the State of Nebraska.
He said this:

I recently voted with Republican col-
leagues for a sensible and realistic tax cut.

We are projected to run a $2.9 trillion surplus
over the next 10 years, and I strongly believe
that we should return part of that money to
hard-working Americans. This tax cut will
provide Americans with broad-based tax re-
lief and aim squarely at the middle class. To
suggest that we cannot afford to cut income
taxes when we are running a $3 trillion sur-
plus is ludicrous.

This coming from a Democrat.
To say that tax cuts stand in the way

of needed domestic spending, Medicare,
and debt relief is also folly. What is
standing in the way of debt reduction
and a shrinking discretionary spending
budget is a refusal to make structural
reforms to our entitlement programs.

Mr. Speaker, this comes from a Dem-
ocrat colleague in the Senate who hap-
pened to be one of the co-chairs of the
Social Security Reform Committee,
and I think when a Democrat is honest
that we should tip our hat to him.

[From The Washington Post, July 27, 1999]
WHY I CROSSED PARTY LINES ON THE TAX CUT

(By Bob Kerrey)
As a member of the Senate Finance Com-

mittee, I recently crossed party lines to vote
with my Republican colleagues for a sensible
and realistic tax cut. We are projected to run
a $2.9 trillion surplus over the next 10 years,
and I strongly believe that we should return
part of that money to hard-working Ameri-
cans.

This tax cut will provide Americans with
broad-based tax relief aimed squarely at the
middle class. Not only will it encourage
Americans to save more for their retire-
ments, it will also encourage Americans to
give more generously to charities.

I am proud to have participated in and
voted for three budget acts—in 1990, 1993 and
1997—which have radically altered the fiscal
condition of the federal government and the
debate about how the public’s hard-earned
tax dollars should be spent. After the enact-
ment of these three budget acts—particu-
larly the 1993 and 1997 budget acts—and on
account of impressive gains in private-sector
productivity and growth, we were able to re-
verse the deficit trend.

Deficits have continued to shrink since
1994—and we were able to celebrate our first
unified budget surplus (counting Social Se-
curity surpluses) of $70 billion last year. The
Congressional Budget Office (CBO) is now
protecting surpluses of $2.9 trillion over the
next 10 years.

Since 1983 working Americans have been
forced to shoulder a disproportionate
amount of deficit reduction by paying larg-
er-than-necessary payroll (FICA) taxes. Now
they are being asked to shoulder a dispropor-
tionate share of debt reduction. I strongly
believe that a portion of these surpluses
should be returned to the American people.

To put it in another context: If, over the
next 10 years, Congress projected a balanced
budget and I proposed a $3 trillion tax in-
crease, people would call it ridiculous. To
suggest we can’t afford to cut income taxes
when we are running a $3 trillion surplus is
just as ludicrous.

To say that tax cuts stand in the way of
needed domestic spending, Medicare and debt
relief is also folly. What is standing in the
way of debt reduction and a shrinking discre-
tionary spending budget is our refusal to
make structural reforms to our entitlement
programs.

In 1970 entitlement spending accounted for
only 35 percent of federal spending. By 2010,
it will account for nearly 70 percent of fed-
eral spending. During the same period, dis-
cretionary spending will have fallen from 58
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percent of spending to 27 percent. Absent
structural reforms or massive tax increases.
Social Security and Medicare will continue
to eat up ever larger percentages of our
budget—at the expense of important invest-
ments in our children and our future.

In the Finance Committee last week, I of-
fered an amendment with Sens. John Breau
(D–La.), Charles Grassley (R–Iowa), Charles
Robb (D–Va.) and Fred Thompson (R–Tenn.)
to cut the payroll tax, increase retirement
savings and restore permanent solvency to
the Social Security program.

This amendment would have provided a
$928 billion payroll tax cut to the 80 percent
of American families who pay more in pay-
roll taxes than in income taxes. This tax cut
would be directed into individual savings ac-
counts for retirement security. Not only
does this amendment provide all workers
with a massive payroll tax cut, it also sub-
stantially expands the ownership of assets in
this nation.

Ownership of wealth is essential for every-
one to have a shot at the American dream.
The payroll tax is the principal burden on
savings and wealth creation for working
families. Furthermore, this payroll tax cut
would still have left room for Medicare re-
form, an income tax cut, debt reduction and
other spending priorities.

While I did vote for the Senate finance
committee tax bill, I believe that a $500 bil-
lion income tax cut is a compromise figure
that will leave room to reform and mod-
ernize the Social Security and Medicare pro-
grams and to invest in important domestic
priorities, such as education, defense, vet-
erans and housing.

I agree a compromise is ultimately doable.
That’s why I intend to join Sens. Breaux,
John Chafee (R–R.I.) and Jim Jeffords (R–
Vt.) in proposing a $500 billion income tax
cut alternative. While it can easily be argued
that the GOP version is too high, it’s also as
clear the Democratic alternative is too low.

f

OMISSION FROM THE CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD OF JULY 27,
1999, PAGE H6536, DURING CON-
SIDERATION OF H.R. 2605, EN-
ERGY AND WATER APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2000

The CHAIRMAN. If there is no fur-
ther debate on the Visclosky motion to
strike, it will remain in abeyance pend-

ing disposition of the Boehlert per-
fecting amendment, on which pro-
ceedings have been postponed.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

FORMERLY UTILIZED SITES REMEDIAL ACTION
PROGRAM

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For expenses necessary to clean up con-
tamination from sites throughout the United
States resulting from work performed as
part of the Nation’s early atomic energy pro-
gram, $150,000,000, to remain available until
expended: Provided, That the United States
Army Corps of Engineers under this program
shall undertake the following functions and
activities to be performed at eligible sites
where remediation has not been completed:
sampling and assessment of contaminated
areas, characterization of site conditions, de-
termination of the nature and extent of con-
tamination, selection of the necessary and
appropriate response actions as the lead Fed-
eral agency, cleanup and closeout of sites,
and any other functions and activities deter-
mined by the Chief of Engineers as necessary
for carrying out this program, including the
acquisition of real estate interests where
necessary, which may be transferred upon
completion of remediation to the adminis-
trative jurisdiction of the Department of En-
ergy: Provided further, That response actions
by the United States Army Corps of Engi-
neers under this program shall be subject to
the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act (42 U.S.C.
9601 et seq.), and the National Oil and Haz-
ardous Substances Pollution Contingency
Plan, 40 CFR, Chapter 1, Part 300: Provided
further, That these provisions do not alter,
curtail or limit the authorities, functions or
responsibilities of other agencies under
CERCLA or, except as stated herein, under
the Atomic Energy Act (42 U.S.C. 2011 et
seq.): Provided further, That any sums recov-
ered under CERCLA or other authority from
a liable party, contractor, insurer, surety, or
other person for any expenditures by the
Army Corps of Engineers or the Department
of Energy for response actions under the
Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action
Program shall be credited to this account
and will be available until expended for re-
sponse action costs for any eligible site: Pro-
vided further, That the Secretary of Energy
may exercise the authority of 42 U.S.C. 2208
to make payments in lieu of taxes for Feder-

ally-owned property where Formerly Uti-
lized Sites Remedial Action Program activi-
ties are conducted, regardless of which Fed-
eral agency has administrative jurisdiction
over the property and notwithstanding ref-
erences to ‘‘the activities of the Commis-
sion’’ in 42 U.S.C. 2208: Provided further, That
the unexpended balances of prior appropria-
tions provided for these activities in this Act
or any previous Energy and Water Develop-
ment Appropriations Act may be transferred
to and merged with this appropriation ac-
count; and thereafter, may be accounted for
as one fund for the same time period as origi-
nally enacted.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, on
behalf of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SHUSTER), I raise a point of
order against the portion of the For-
merly Utilized Sites Remedial Action
Program beginning with the last
comma on page 7, line 7 through page 9
line 2, on the grounds that it is legisla-
tion on an appropriations bill in viola-
tion of clause 2 of Rule XXI of the
Rules of the House. This program has
not been authorized for fiscal year 2000.
In fact, it is likely that there has never
been an authorization for this program.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from California wish to be heard on the
point of order?

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I con-
cede the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Indiana wish to be heard on the
point of order.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, we
concede the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The portion of the
paragraph identified by the point of
order provides for extended availability
of funds without a supporting author-
ization in law, and includes five legis-
lative provisos.

As such, that portion of the para-
graph constitutes legislation in viola-
tion of clause 2 of rule XXI.

The point of order is sustained. The
specified portion of the paragraph is
stricken.
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Daily Digest
Senate

Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S9651–S9883
Measures Introduced: Eleven bills were introduced,
as follows: S. 1456–1466.                              Pages S9743–44

Measures Reported: Reports were made as follows:
Special Report entitled ‘‘History, Jurisdiction, and

a Summary of Activities of the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources During the 105th Con-
gress’’. (S. Rept. No. 106–127)

S. 501, to address resource management issues in
Glacier Bay National Park, Alaska, with an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute. (S. Rept. No.
106–128)

S. 953, to direct the Secretary of Agriculture to
convey certain land in the State of South Dakota to
the Terry Peak Ski Area, with an amendment in the
nature of a substitute. (S. Rept. No. 106–129)

S. Res. 95, designating August 16, 1999, as ‘‘Na-
tional Airborne Day’’.

S. 1255, to protect consumers and promote elec-
tronic commerce by amending certain trademark in-
fringement, dilution, and counterfeiting laws, with
an amendment in the nature of a substitute.
                                                                                            Page S9743

Measures Passed:
Congratulating the University of Maine Black

Bears: Committee on the Judiciary was discharged
from further consideration of S. Res. 164, congratu-
lating the Black Bears of the University of Maine for
winning the 1999 NCAA hockey championship, and
the resolution was then agreed to.                     Page S9882

Federal Maritime Commission Authorization:
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation was discharged from further consideration of
H.R. 819, to authorize appropriations for the Federal
Maritime Commission for fiscal years 2000 and
2001, and the bill was then passed, after striking all
after the enacting clause and inserting in lieu thereof
the text of S. 920, Senate companion measure, and
agreeing to a committee amendment.             Page S9882

Subsequently, S. 920 was placed back on the cal-
endar.                                                                                Page S9882

Budget Reconciliation: Senate continued consider-
ation of S. 1429, to provide for reconciliation pursu-
ant to section 104 of the concurrent resolution on
the budget for fiscal year 2000, taking action on the
following amendments proposed thereto:
                                                                             Pages S9651–S9737

Pending:
Bingaman Amendment No. 1462, to express the

sense of the Senate regarding investment in edu-
cation.                                                                Pages S9697–S9719

Hutchison Modified Amendment No. 1472, to
provide for the relief of the marriage tax penalty be-
ginning in the year 2001.                              Pages S9719–29

Roth (for Grassley) Amendment No. 1388, mak-
ing technical corrections to the Saver Act.
                                                                                    Pages S9729–30

Roth (for Abraham) Amendment No. 1411, to
provide that no Federal income tax shall be imposed
on amounts received, and lands recovered, by Holo-
caust victims of their heirs.                           Pages S9729–30

Roth (for Sessions) Amendment No. 1412, to pro-
vide for the Collegiate Learning and Students Sav-
ings (CLASS) Act title.                                    Pages S9729–30

Roth (for Collins/Coverdell) Modified Amendment
No. 1446, to eliminate the 2-percent floor on mis-
cellaneous itemized deductions for qualified profes-
sional development and incidental expenses of ele-
mentary and secondary school teachers.
                                                                                    Pages S9729–30

Roth (for Abraham) Amendment No. 1455, to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to expand
the deduction for computer donations to schools and
to allow a tax credit for donated computers.
                                                                                    Pages S9729–30

Withdrawn:
Breaux Amendment No. 1442, in the nature of a

substitute.                                                              Pages S9683–97
During consideration of this measure today, Senate

also took the following action:
By 54 yeas to 46 nays (Vote No. 227), three-fifths

of those Senators duly chosen and sworn not having
voted in the affirmative, Senate rejected a motion to
waive section 305(b)(2) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 with respect to consideration of the
Abraham Amendment No. 1398, to preserve and
protect the surpluses of the social security trust
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funds by reaffirming the exclusion of receipts and
disbursement from the budget, by setting a limit on
the debt held by the public, and by amending the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 to provide a proc-
ess to reduce the limit on the debt held by the pub-
lic. Subsequently, a point of order that the amend-
ment was not germane to the bill was sustained, and
the amendment thus fell.                               Pages S9651–52

By 42 yeas to 58 nays (Vote No. 228), three-fifths
of those Senators duly chosen and sworn not having
voted in the affirmative, Senate rejected a motion to
waive section 305(b)(2) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 with respect to consideration of the
Baucus motion to recommit the bill to the Com-
mittee on Finance, with instructions to report back
forthwith. Subsequently, a point of order that the
motion was not germane to the bill was sustained,
and the motion thus fell.                               Pages S9651–53

By 46 yeas to 54 nays (Vote No. 229), three-fifths
of those Senators duly chosen and sworn not having
voted in the affirmative, Senate rejected a motion to
waive section 305(b)(2) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 with respect to consideration of the
Robb Amendment No. 1401, to delay the effective
dates of the provisions of, and amendments made by,
the Act until the long-term solvency of social secu-
rity and medicare programs is ensured. Subsequently,
a point of order that the amendment was not ger-
mane to the bill was sustained, and the amendment
thus fell.                                                          Pages S9651, S9653

By 46 yeas to 54 nays (Vote No. 230), three-fifths
of those Senators duly chosen and sworn not having
voted in the affirmative, Senate rejected a motion to
waive section 305(b)(2) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 with respect to consideration of the
Gramm Amendment No. 1405, in the nature of a
substitute. Subsequently, a point of order that the
amendment was not germane to the bill was sus-
tained, and the amendment thus fell.
                                                                Pages S9653–72, S9681–82

By 45 yeas to 55 nays (Vote No. 231), three-fifths
of those Senators duly chosen and sworn not having
voted in the affirmative, Senate rejected a motion to
waive section 305(b)(2) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 with respect to consideration of the
Kennedy motion to recommit to the Committee on
Finance, with instructions to report back with an
amendment to modernize and improve the Medicare
program by providing a prescription drug benefit, by
reducing or deferring certain new tax breaks. Subse-
quently, a point of order that the motion was not
germane to the bill was sustained, and the motion
thus fell.                                              Pages S9672–81, S9682–83

A unanimous-consent-time agreement was reached
providing for further consideration of the bill and

pending amendments, with votes to occur thereon,
on Friday, July 30, 1999.                                      Page S9711

A unanimous-consent agreement was reached pro-
viding for a further modification to Amendment No.
1472 (listed above) on Friday, July 30, 1999.
                                                                                            Page S9729

Messages From the House:                               Page S9742

Communications:                                             Pages S9742–43

Petitions:                                                                       Page S9743

Executive Reports of Committees:               Page S9743

Statements on Introduced Bills:            Pages S9744–64

Additional Cosponsors:                               Pages S9764–65

Amendments Submitted:                     Pages S9765–S9878

Notices of Hearings:                                              Page S9878

Authority for Committees:                        Pages S9878–79

Additional Statements:                                Pages S9879–82

Record Votes: Five record votes were taken today.
(Total—231)                                      Pages S9652–53, S9682–83

Adjournment: Senate convened at 9:30 a.m., and
adjourned at 10:21 p.m., until 8:30 a.m., on Friday,
July 30, 1999. (For Senate’s program, see the re-
marks of the Acting Majority Leader in today’s
Record on page S9883.)

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

BUSINESS MEETING
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry: Com-
mittee ordered favorably reported the following bills:

S. 935, to amend the National Agricultural Re-
search, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977
to authorize research to promote the conversion of
biomass into biobased industrial products, with an
amendment in the nature of a substitute; and

An original bill to amend the Agricultural Mar-
keting Act of 1946 to establish a program of manda-
tory market reporting for certain meat packers re-
garding the prices, quantities, and terms of sale for
the procurement of domestic cattle, swine, lambs,
and products of such livestock, to improve the col-
lection of information regarding the marketing of
cattle, swine, lambs, and products of such livestock.

APPROPRIATIONS—CENSUS 2000
SUPPLEMENTAL
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Com-
merce, Justice, State, and the Judiciary concluded
hearings on the Census Bureau’s request for addi-
tional funds for the decennial census, after receiving
testimony from Kenneth Prewitt, Director, Bureau
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of the Census, Department of Commerce; and Pat-
rick F. Kennedy, Assistant Secretary of State for Ad-
ministration.

LOAN LOSS ALLOWANCES
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs:
Subcommittee on Securities concluded hearings on
the importance of the transparent financial reporting
to investors and the marketplace, the Securities and
Exchange Commission’s interaction with financial in-
stitutes, and the progress made by the SEC and
banking agencies in addressing areas of concern, after
receiving testimony from Arthur Levitt, Chairman,
Securities and Exchange Commission.

AUTHORIZATION—MAGNUSON-STEVENS
FISHERY CONSERVATION AND
MANAGEMENT ACT
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: Sub-
committee on Oceans and Fisheries concluded hear-
ings on proposed legislation authorizing funds for
programs of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conserva-
tion and Management Act, after receiving testimony
from William M. Daley, Secretary of Commerce; Pe-
nelope D. Dalton, Assistant Administrator, and An-
drew Rosenberg, Deputy Assistant Administrator,
both of the National Marine Fisheries Service, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, De-
partment of Commerce; Maggie Raymond, Associ-
ated Fisheries of Maine, South Berwick; Thomas R.
Hill, New England Fishery Management Council,
Gloucester, Massachusetts; Richard B. Lauber, North
Pacific Fishery Management Council, Juneau, Alaska;
David Fluharty, University of Washington School of
Marine Affairs, Seattle; Ken Hinman, National Coa-
lition for Marine Conservation, on behalf of the Ma-
rine Fish Conservation Network, and Glenn R.
Delaney, International Commission for Conservation
of Atlantic Tunas, both of Washington, D.C.; and
Wayne E. Swingle, Gulf of Mexico Fishery Manage-
ment Council, Tampa, Florida.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION AND NATIONAL
PARKS
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Sub-
committee on National Parks, Historic Preservation,
and Recreation concluded hearings on S. 710, to au-
thorize the feasibility study on the preservation of
certain Civil War battlefields along the Vicksburg
Campaign Trail, S. 905, to establish the Lackawanna
Valley American Heritage Area, S. 1093, to establish
the Galisteo Basin Archaeological Protection Sites, to
provide for the protection of archaeological sites in
the Galisteo Basin of New Mexico, S. 1117, to es-
tablish the Corinth Unit of Shiloh National Military
Park, in the vicinity of the city of Corinth, Mis-
sissippi, and in the State of Tennessee, S. 1324, to

expand the boundaries of the Gettysburg National
Military Park to include Wills House, and S. 1349,
to direct the Secretary of the Interior to conduct spe-
cial resource studies to determine the national sig-
nificance of specific sites as well as the suitability
and feasibility of their inclusion as units of the Na-
tional Park System, after receiving testimony from
Denis Galvin, Deputy Director, National Park Serv-
ice, and Nina Rose Hatfield, Deputy Director, Bu-
reau of Land Management, both of Department of
the Interior; Mark Michel, Archaeological Conser-
vancy, Albuquerque, New Mexico; Kenneth H.
P’Pool, Mississippi Department of Archives and His-
tory, Jackson; Rosemary T. Williams, Siege and Bat-
tle of Corinth Commission, Corinth, Mississippi;
Robert Durkin, Lackawanna Heritage Valley Author-
ity, Mayfield Borough, Pennsylvania; and Holliday
Giles, Gettysburg Borough Council, Gettysburg,
Pennsylvania.

EPA’S STANDARDS GASOLINE
Committee on Environment and Public Works: Sub-
committee on Clean Air, Wetlands, Private Prop-
erty, and Nuclear Safety concluded hearings on the
Environmental Protection Agency’s Tier 2 standards
for cars and light-duty trucks and the accompanying
proposed low sulfur requirements for gasoline, after
receiving testimony from Robert Perciasepe, Assist-
ant Administrator, Office of Air and Radiation, En-
vironmental Protection Agency.

YUGOSLAVIA DEMOCRACY PROSPECTS
Committee on Foreign Relations: Subcommittee on Eu-
ropean Affairs held hearings on prospects for democ-
racy in Yugoslavia, receiving testimony from Robert
S. Gelbard, Special Representative of the President
and the Secretary of State for Implementation of the
Dayton Peace Accords; James W. Pardew, Jr., Dep-
uty Special Advisor to the President and the Sec-
retary of State for Kosovo and Dayton Implementa-
tion; Sonja Biserko, Helsinki Committee for Human
Rights in Serbia, Vienna, Austria; Irinej Dobrijevic,
Serbian Orthodox Church, Broadview Heights, Ohio;
and John Fox, Open Society Institute, and James
Hooper, Balkan Action Council, both of Wash-
ington, D.C.

Hearings recessed subject to call.

QUALITY STATE MANAGEMENT
Committee on Governmental Affairs: Subcommittee on
Oversight of Government Management, Restruc-
turing and the District of Columbia held hearings to
examine quality services management initiatives in
the Federal Government, focusing on State success
stories as models, receiving testimony from Steve
Wall, Ohio Office of Quality Services, and Teresa
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Shotwell-Haddix, Ohio Department of Transpor-
tation, both of Columbus.

Hearings recessed subject to call.

NOMINATIONS
Committee on Judiciary: Committee concluded hearings
on the nominations of Maryanne Trump Barry, of
New Jersey, to be United States Circuit Judge for
the Third Circuit, Raymond C. Fisher, of California,
to be United States Circuit Judge for the Ninth Cir-
cuit, Naomi Reice Buchwald, to be United States
District Judge for the Southern District of New
York, David N. Hurd, to be United States District
Judge for the Northern District of New York, M.
James Lorenz, to be United States District Judge for
the Southern District of California, Victor Marrero,
to be United States District Judge for the Southern
District of New York, and Brian Theadore Stewart,
to be United States District Judge for the District
of Utah, after the nominees testified and answered
questions in their own behalf. Ms. Barry was intro-
duced by Senators Torricelli, Lautenberg, and Spec-
ter, Mr. Fisher and Mr. Lorenz were introduced by
Senators Feinstein and Boxer and Representative
Campbell, Ms. Buchwald, Mr. Hurd, and Mr.
Marrero were introduced by Senator Schumer, and
Mr. Stewart was introduced by Senators Hatch and
Bennett.

BUSINESS MEETING
Committee on the Judiciary: Committee ordered favor-
ably reported the following business items:

S. 1255, to protect consumers and promote elec-
tronic commerce by amending certain trademark in-
fringement, dilution, and counterfeiting laws, with
an amendment in the nature of a substitute;

S. Res. 95, designating August 16, 1999, as ‘‘Na-
tional Airborne Day’’; and

The nominations of Maryanne Trump Barry, of
New Jersey, to be United States Circuit Judge for
the Third Circuit, Raymond C. Fisher, of California,
to be United States Circuit Judge for the Ninth Cir-
cuit, Richard A. Paez, of California, to be United
States Circuit Judge for the Ninth Circuit, Naomi
Reice Buchwald, to be United States District Judge
for the Southern District of New York, David N.
Hurd, to be United States District Judge for the
Northern District of New York, M. James Lorenz, to

be United States District Judge for the Southern
District of California, Victor Marrero, to be United
States District Judge for the Southern District of
New York, Brian Theadore Stewart, to be United
States District Judge for the District of Utah, and
Alejandro N. Mayorkas, to be United States Attor-
ney for the Central District of California.

FAIR ACCESS TO INDEMNITY AND
REIMBURSEMENT ACT
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions:
Subcommittee on Employment, Safety and Training
concluded hearings on S. 1158, to allow the recovery
of attorney’s fees and costs by certain employers and
labor organizations who are prevailing parties in pro-
ceedings brought against them by the National
Labor Relations Board or by the Occupational Safety
and Health Administration, after receiving testimony
from Eamonn McGeady, Martin G. Imbach, Inc.,
Baltimore, Maryland; Sam Colburn, Colburn Electric
Company, Broken Arrow, Oklahoma; Richard Grif-
fin, International Union of Operating Engineers,
Washington, D.C.; and Vincent T. Norwillo,
Tradesmen International, Inc., Solon, Ohio.

INTELLIGENCE
Select Committee on Intelligence: Committee held closed
hearings on intelligence matters, receiving testimony
from officials of the intelligence community.

Committee will meet again on Wednesday, Au-
gust 4.

INFORMATION COORDINATION CENTER
Special Committee on the Year 2000 Technology Problem:
Committee concluded hearings on Year 2000 Infor-
mation Coordination Center, focusing on its role
during key Y2K events, and the Administration’s
long-term plans to use the ICC for infrastructure
protection, after receiving testimony from John
Koskinen, Chairman, President’s Council of Year
2000 Conversion; John S. Tritak, director, Critical
Infrastructure Assurance Office; Michael A. Vatis,
Director, National Infrastructure Protection Center,
Federal Bureau of Investigation, Department of Jus-
tice; and Richard C. Schaeffer, Jr., Director, Infra-
structure and Information Assurance, Office of As-
sistant Secretary of Defense of Command, Control,
Communications, and Intelligence.
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House of Representatives
Chamber Action
Bills Introduced: 23 public bills, H.R. 2630–2652;
1 private bill, H.R. 2653; and 5 resolutions, H.
Con. Res. 165–167 and H. Res. 265, 267, were in-
troduced.                                                                 Pages H6597–99

Reports Filed: Reports were filed today as follows:
H.R. 456, for the relief of the survivors of the 14

members of the Armed Forces and the one United
States civilian Federal employee who were killed on
April 14, 1994, when United States fighter aircraft
mistakenly shot down 2 United States helicopters
over Iraq, amended (H. Rept. 106–270);

H.R. 2454, to assure the long-term conservation
of mid-continent light geese and the biological di-
versity of the ecosystem upon which many North
American migratory birds depend, by directing the
Secretary of the Interior to implement rules to re-
duce the overabundant population of mid-continent
light geese, amended (H. Rept. 106–271);

H.R. 987, to require the Secretary of Labor to
wait for completion of a National Academy of
Science study before promulgating a standard or
guideline on ergonomics (H. Rept. 106–272);

H.R. 717, to amend title 49, United States Code,
to regulate overflights of national parks (H. Rept.
106–273, Pt. 1);

H. Res. 266, a resolution providing for consider-
ation of a concurrent resolution waiving the require-
ment in section 132 of the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1946 that the Congress adjourn sine die
not later than July 31, 1999 (H. Rept. 106–274);
                                                                                            Page H6597

Guest Chaplain: The prayer was offered by the
guest Chaplain, Rev. Dr. Paul A. Wee of Wash-
ington, D.C.                                                                  Page H6585

Military Construction Appropriations Act: The
House agreed to the conference report on H.R.
2465, making appropriations for military construc-
tion, family housing, and base realignment and clo-
sure for the Department of Defense for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2000, by a yea and nay vote
of 412 yeas to 8 nays, Roll No. 343.      Pages H6591–96

H. Res. 262, the rule that waived points of order
against the conference report was agreed to by voice
vote.                                                                                  Page H6591

District of Columbia Appropriations Act: The
House passed H.R. 2587, making appropriations for
the government of the District of Columbia and
other activities chargeable in whole or in part
against revenues of said District for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2000, by a yea and nay vote

of 333 yeas to 92 nays, Roll No. 347. The House
completed general debate on July 27.     Pages H6603–48

Agreed to:
The Istook amendment that permits the Court

Services and Offender Supervision Agency to carry
out sex offender registration;                        Pages H6615–17

The Barr amendment that prohibits the use of any
funding to legalize or reduce the penalty for the pos-
session, use, or distribution of any schedule I sub-
stance under the Controlled Substances Act; and
                                                                                    Pages H6638–42

The Tiahrt amendment that prohibits the use of
any funds on a needle exchange program for illegal
drugs (agreed to by a recorded vote of 241 ayes to
187 noes, Roll No. 344).           Pages H6617–29, H6645–46

Rejected:
The Norton amendment that sought to strike Sec.

146 prohibiting any funding for a petition or civil
action which seeks to require Congress to provide for
voting representation in Congress for the District of
Columbia (rejected by a recorded vote of 214 ayes
to 214 noes, Roll No. 345); and
                                                                Pages H6629–33, H6646–47

The Largent amendment that sought to prohibit
any funding for the joint adoption of a child be-
tween individuals who are not related by blood or
marriage (rejected by a recorded vote of 213 ayes to
215 noes, Roll No. 346).                 Pages H6633–38, H6647

Withdrawn:
The Bilbray amendment was offered, but subse-

quently withdrawn, that sought to ban the posses-
sion of tobacco products by minors in the District
of Columbia; and                                                Pages H6603–07

The Stearns amendment was offered, but subse-
quently withdrawn, that sought to specify that fund-
ing may be used for automated external
defribillators.                                                        Pages H6642–43

H. Res. 260, the rule that provided for consider-
ation of the bill was agreed to on July 27.
Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and Re-
lated Programs Appropriations Act: The House
completed general debate and began considering
amendments to H.R. 2606, making appropriations
for foreign operations, export financing, and related
programs for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2000.                                                                  Pages H6652–H6721

Agreed to:
The Smith of New Jersey amendment that pro-

hibits funding to foreign organizations that perform
or actively promote abortion through lobbying ac-
tivities to alter laws or policies; (agreed to by a re-
corded vote of 228 ayes to 200 noes, Roll No. 349);
                                                                                    Pages H6668–72
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The Greenwood amendment that restricts funding
for population planning activities unless the foreign
organization certifies that funds will not be used to
promote abortion as a method of family planning, or
to lobby for or against abortion (agreed to by a re-
corded vote of 221 ayes to 208 noes, Roll No. 350);
                                                                                    Pages H6672–76

The Brown of Ohio amendment that increases
child survival and disease program funding by $5
million;                                                                    Pages H6678–80

The Gilman amendment that reduces funding for
the Contribution to the International Development
Association by $8 million;                            Pages H6688–90

The Campbell amendment that increases funding
for the African Development Bank by $8 million;
                                                                                            Page H6690

The Traficant en bloc amendment that limits
funding for the Government of the Russian Federa-
tion to $172 million and prohibits any funding to
purchase equipment or products made in a country
other than the particular foreign government receiv-
ing assistance or the United States;          Pages H6712–13

The Rohrabacher amendment that eliminates any
funding for the Government of Cambodia; and
                                                                                    Pages H6713–15

The Moakley amendment that prohibits any fund-
ing for the United States Army School of the Amer-
icas located at Fort Benning, Georgia (agreed to by
a recorded vote of 230 ayes to 197 noes, Roll No.
352).                                                            Pages H6700–09, H6720

Rejected:
The Campbell amendment that sought to reduce

economic support funding for Israel by $30 million
and Egypt by $20 million (rejected by a recorded
vote of 13 ayes to 414 noes, Roll No. 351);
                                                                Pages H6683–84, H6719–20

The Pitts amendment that sought to specify that
no Child Survival and Disease Program funds shall
be used for activities designed to control fertility or
delay childbirths or pregnancies (rejected by a re-
corded vote of 187 ayes to 237 noes, Roll No. 353).
                                                                Pages H6709–12, H6720–21

Withdrawn:
The Smith of New Jersey amendment was offered,

but subsequently withdrawn, that sought to increase
refugee assistance funding by $20 million;
                                                                                            Page H6677

The Jackson-Lee of Texas amendment was offered,
but subsequently withdrawn, that sought to increase
funding for the prevention and treatment of HIV/
AIDS in sub-Saharan Africa by $25 million;
                                                                                    Pages H6681–82

The Mica amendment was offered, but subse-
quently withdrawn, that sought to increase funding
for Colombian National Police equipment by $37.5
million; and                                                          Pages H6685–87

The Andrews amendment was offered, but subse-
quently withdrawn by order of the House and with-
out prejudice, that sought to prohibit any funds for
new Overseas Private Investment Corporation
projects.                                                                   Pages H6715–19

H. Res. 263, the rule that provided for consider-
ation of the bill was agreed to by a yea and nay vote
of 256 yeas to 172 nays, Roll No. 348.
                                                                                    Pages H6648–52

Order of Proceedings: It was made in order that
during the further consideration of H.R. 2606 in the
Committee of the Whole no amendment shall be in
order except for the Andrews amendment, with-
drawn without prejudice and the following amend-
ments: Burton of Indiana amendment regarding a re-
duction in aid to India; Jackson-Lee amendment
transferring $4 million from IMET to ERMA and
ESF; Paul amendment prohibiting funds for family
planning and abortion; Paul amendment prohibiting
funds for Ex-Im Bank, OPIC, and TDA; Stearns
amendment requiring a report on actions in Kosovo;
Hastings of Florida amendment expressing the Sense
of Congress regarding flower imports from Colom-
bia; Jackson-Lee amendment prohibiting military
funds for Eritrea and Ethiopia; Jackson-Lee amend-
ment expressing the Sense of Congress regarding
peace between Eritrea and Ethiopia; Kucinich re-
garding OPIC; and Tancredo regarding man in the
biosphere.                                                                       Page H6716

Senate Messages: Message received from the Senate
appears on page H6585.
Referrals: S. 305 was referred to the Committee on
Commerce and the Committee on Education and the
Workforce, and S. 918 was referred to the Com-
mittee on Small Business.                                      Page H6596

Amendments Ordered Printed: Amendments or-
dered printed pursuant to the rule appear on pages
H6600–01.
Quorum Calls—Votes: Three yea and nay votes and
eight recorded votes developed during the pro-
ceedings of the House today and appear on pages
H6595–96, H6645–46, H6646–47, H6647, H6648,
H6652, H6671–72, H6676, H6719–20, H6720,
and H6721. There were no quorum calls.
Adjournment: The House met at 10:00 a.m. and
adjourned at 12:14 a.m. on July 30.
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Committee Meetings
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY
COMMISSION—PROVIDE RELIEF FROM
UNFAIR PENALTIES ON REFUNDS
Committee on Commerce: Subcommittee on Energy and
Power held a hearing on H.R. 1117, to provide re-
lief from unfair interest and penalties on refunds
retroactively ordered by the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission. Testimony was heard from Rep-
resentative Moran of Kansas; Carla Stovall, Attorney
General, State of Kansas; and a public witness.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on Commerce: Subcommittee on Tele-
communications, Trade, and Consumer Protection
approved for full Committee action, amended, the
following bills: H.R. 1714, Electronic Signatures in
Global and National Commerce Act; H.R. 1858,
Consumer and Investor Access to Information Act of
1999; H.R. 486, Community Broadcasters Protec-
tion Act of 1999; and H.R. 2630, NTIA Reauthor-
ization Act of 1999.

TRUTH IN EMPLOYMENT ACT; FAIR
ACCESS TO INDEMNITY AND
REIMBURSEMENT ACT
Committee on Education and the Workforce: Ordered re-
ported the following bills: H.R. 1441, Truth in Em-
ployment Act of 1999; and H.R. 1987, amended,
Fair Access to Indemnity and Reimbursement Act.

BEIJING-U.S. EMBASSY—STATE
DEPARTMENT’S HANDLING OF
ALLEGATIONS OF VISA FRAUD
Committee on Government Reform: Held a hearing on
the State Department’s Handling of Allegations of
Visa Fraud and Other Irregularities at the U.S. Em-
bassy in Beijing. Testimony was heard from the fol-
lowing officials of the Department of State: Jac-
quelyn L. Williams-Bridgers, Inspector General;
Peter Bergin, Deputy Director, Diplomatic Security;
and Bonnie Cohen, Under Secretary, Management;
and Don Schurman, former Regional Security Offi-
cer, U.S. Embassy, Beijing.

In refusing to answer questions, Charles M. Par-
ish, Jr., former First Consul and Secretary, U.S. Em-
bassy, Beijing, invoked Fifth Amendment privileges.

FEDERALISM ACT
Committee on Government Reform: Subcommittee on
Economic Growth, Natural Resources, and Regu-
latory Affairs approved for full Committee action,
amended, H.R. 2245, Federalism Act of 1999.

PANAMA-U.S. SECURITY AND COUNTER-
DRUG INTERESTS
Committee on International Relations: Held a hearing on
Post-1999 U.S. Security and Counter-Drug Interests
in Panama. Testimony was heard from Thomas E.
McNamara, former U.S. Chief Negotiator in Panama
and Gen. George A. Joulwan, USA, (Ret.), former
Supreme Allied Commander in Europe and former
Commander in Chief, U.S. Southern Command.

OVERSIGHT—REINVENTED TAXATION
AND THE TAXPAYERS DEFENSE ACT
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Com-
mercial and Administrative Law held an oversight
hearing on Reinvented Taxation and The Taxpayers
Defense Act. Testimony was heard from Representa-
tives Hayworth and Terry; and public witnesses.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Com-
mercial and Administrative Law approved for full
Committee action the following measures: H.J. Res.
54, granting the consent of Congress to the Mis-
souri-Nebraska Boundary Compact; H.J. Res. 62, to
grant the consent of Congress to the boundary
change between Georgia and South Carolina; and
H.R. 1604, amended, Dairy Consumers and Pro-
ducers Protection Act.

Prior to this action, the Subcommittee held a
hearing on H.J. Res. 54 and H.J. Res. 62. Testi-
mony was heard from Representatives Bereuter, Dan-
ner and Kingston; Charles W. Challstrom, Acting
Director, National Geodetic Survey, NOAA, Depart-
ment of Commerce; and a public witness.

OVERSIGHT—DEA
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Crime
held an oversight hearing on the Drug Enforcement
Administration, Department of Justice. Testimony
was heard from Norman J. Rabkin, Director, Ad-
ministration of Justice Issue Area, GAO; Donnie R.
Marshall, Acting Administrator, DEA, Department
of Justice; and public witnesses.

IMMIGRATION REORGANIZATION AND
IMPROVEMENT ACT
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Immi-
gration and Claims held a hearing on H.R. 2528,
Immigration Reorganization and Improvement Act
of 1999. Testimony was heard from Representatives
Rogers and Reyes; from the following officials of the
Department of Justice: Michael Bromwich, Inspector
General; and Doris Meissner, Commissioner, Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service; Richard M.
Stana, Associate Director, Administration of Justice
Issues, General Government Division, GAO; and
public witnesses.
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WARNER CREEK TIMBER SALE
Committee on Resources: Task Force on Warner Creek
Timber Sale and Related Matters met in executive
session and approved a report regarding the Warner
Creek Timber Sale and Related Matters.

PRIBILOF ISLANDS TRANSITION ACT
Committee on Resources: Subcommittee on Fisheries
Conservation, Wildlife and Oceans held a hearing on
the Pribilof Islands Transition Act. Testimony was
heard from David Kennedy, Director, Office of Re-
sponse and Restoration, National Ocean Service,
NOAA, Department of Commerce; Jennifer Roberts,
Environmental Manager, Department of Environ-
mental Conservation, State of Alaska; and representa-
tives of Municipal Governments, Village Corpora-
tions, and Tribal Councils from St. Paul and St.
George Islands, Alaska.

OVERSIGHT—RURAL WATER PROJECT
FINANCING
Committee on Resources: Subcommittee on Water and
Power held an oversight hearing on Rural Water
Project Financing. Testimony was heard from Eluid
Martinez, Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation,
Department of the Interior; John Romano, Deputy
Administrator, Rural Utility Service, USDA; Cyn-
thia C. Dougherty, Director, Office of Ground
Water and Drinking Water, EPA; Susan Kladiva,
Associate Director, Resources, Community and Eco-
nomic Development Division, GAO; and public wit-
nesses.

LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION ACT
WAIVER
Committee on Rules: Granted, by voice vote, a rule
providing for consideration in the House of a con-
current resolution waiving the requirement in sec-
tion 132 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1946 that Congress adjourn sine die not later than
July 31, 1999. The rule provides that the concurrent
resolution shall be considered as read and shall not
be debatable. All points of order against the concur-
rent resolution are waived.

MATH AND SCIENCE—ATTRACTING A
NEW GENERATION
Committee on Science: Subcommittee on Basic Research
held a hearing on Attracting a New Generation to
Math and Science: The Role of Public-Private Part-
nerships in Education and H.R. 1265, Mathematics
and Science Proficiency Partnership Act of 1999.
Testimony was heard from Jane Kahle, Division Di-
rector, Division of Elementary, Secondary and Infor-
mal Education, Directorate for Education and
Human Resources, NSF; and public witnesses.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on Science: Subcommittee on Space and Aer-
onautics approved for full Committee action the fol-
lowing measures: H.R. 356, to provide for the con-
veyance of certain property from the United States
to Stanislaus County, California; H.R. 2607, Com-
mercial Space Transportation Competitiveness Act of
1999; and H.R. 1883, amended, Iran Nonprolifera-
tion Act of 1999.

SMALL BUSINESS ACT AMENDMENTS;
CLEAN ACT AMENDMENTS—EPA’S
INCLUSION OF PROPANE
Committee on Small Business: Ordered reported the fol-
lowing bills: H.R. 2614, Certified Development
Company Program Improvements Act of 1999; and
H.R. 2615, to amend the Small Business Act to
make improvements to the general business loan
program.

The Committee also held a hearing to discuss the
EPA’s inclusion of propane within the Clean Act
Amendments. Testimony was heard from Represent-
ative Blunt; James Makris, Director, Chemical Emer-
gency Preparedness and Prevention Office, EPA; and
public witnesses.

VETERANS EDUCATION AND TRAINING
SERVICE PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: Subcommittee on Over-
sight and Investigations held a hearing to evaluate
the Veterans Education and Training Service (VETS)
program effectiveness and strategic planning. Testi-
mony was heard from Carlotta C. Joyner, Director,
Operations, Health, Education, and Human Services
Division, GAO; Espiridion A. Borrego, Assistant
Secretary, Veterans Employment and Training, De-
partment of Labor; and representatives of veterans or-
ganizations; and a public witness.

Y2K AND OTHER SOCIAL SECURITY
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY ISSUES
Committee on Ways and Means: Subcommittee on So-
cial Security held a hearing on Y2K and Other So-
cial Security Information Technology Issues. Testi-
mony was heard from Kenneth S. Apfel, Commis-
sioner, SSA; and Joel C. Willemssen, Director, Civil
Agencies Information Systems, Accounting and In-
formation Management Division, GAO.

Joint Meetings
WATER RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT ACT
Conferees met to resolve the differences between the
Senate and House passed versions of S. 507 and
H.R.1480, bills making appropriations for military
construction, family housing, and base realignment
and closure for the Department of Defense for the
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fiscal year ending September 30, 2000, but did not
complete action thereon, and recessed subject to call.
f

NEW PUBLIC LAWS
(For last listing of Public Laws, see DAILY DIGEST, p. D867)

H.R. 2035, to correct errors in the authorizations
of certain programs administered by the National
Highway Traffic Administration. Signed July 28,
1999. (P.L. 106–39)
f

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR FRIDAY,
JULY 30, 1999

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated)

Senate
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: to

hold hearings on the nomination of Harry J. Bowie, of
Mississippi, to be a Member of the Board of Directors of
the National Consumer Cooperative Bank; the nomina-
tion of Armando Falcon, Jr., of Texas, to be Director of
the Office of Federal Housing Enterprise Oversight, De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development; the nomi-
nation of Robert Z. Lawrence, of Massachusetts, to be a
Member of the Council of Economic Advisers; the nomi-
nation of Martin Baily, of Maryland, to be Chairman of
the Council Economic Advisors; and the nomination of
Dorian Vanessa Weaver, of Arkansas, to be a member of

the Board of Directors of the Export-Import Bank, 11:30
a.m., SD–538.

Committee on Foreign Relations: Subcommittee on Inter-
national Operations, to hold hearings on United States
policy toward victims of torture, 10 a.m., SD–419.

House
Committee on Agriculture, to consider H.R. 2559, Agri-

cultural Risk Protection Act of 1999, 9 a.m., 1300 Long-
worth.

Committee on Appropriations, to consider the following
appropriations for fiscal year 2000: VA, HUD, and Inde-
pendent Agencies; and Commerce, Justice, State, and Ju-
diciary, 9:30 a.m., 2359 Rayburn.

Committee on Banking and Financial Services, hearing on
H.R. 21, Homeowners’ Insurance Availability Act of
1999, 9:30 a.m., 2128 Rayburn.

Committee on Commerce. Subcommittee on Health and
Environment, hearing on the Drug Addiction Treatment
Act of 1999, 9 a.m., 2323 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations, hearing
on Drugstores on the Net: The Benefits and Risks of On-
line Pharmacies, 9 a.m., 2123 Rayburn.

Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee on the Con-
stitution, to mark up H.R. 2436, Unborn Victims of Vi-
olence Act of 1999, 10 a.m., 2141 Rayburn.

Committee on Rules, to consider H.R. 2031, Twenty-first
Amendment Enforcement Act, 1 p.m., H–313 Capitol.

Subcommittee on Legislative and Budget Process, hear-
ing on ‘‘The Rescissions Process After the Line Item
Veto: Tools for Controlling Spending’’, 9:30 a.m., H–313
Capitol.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — DAILY DIGEST

Congressional Record The public proceedings of each House of Congress, as reported by
the Official Reporters thereof, are printed pursuant to directions
of the Joint Committee on Printing as authorized by appropriate

provisions of Title 44, United States Code, and published for each day that one or both Houses are in session, excepting very
infrequent instances when two or more unusually small consecutive issues are printed at one time. ¶ Public access to

the Congressional Record is available online through GPO Access, a service of the Government Printing Office, free of charge to the user.
The online database is updated each day the Congressional Record is published. The database includes both text and graphics from the
beginning of the 103d Congress, 2d session (January 1994) forward. It is available on the Wide Area Information Server (WAIS) through the
Internet and via asynchronous dial-in. Internet users can access the database by using the World Wide Web; the Superintendent of
Documents home page address is http://www.access.gpo.gov/suldocs, by using local WAIS client software or by telnet to
swais.access.gpo.gov, then login as guest (no password required). Dial-in users should use communications software and modem to call (202)
512–1661; type swais, then login as guest (no password required). For general information about GPO Access, contact the GPO Access User
Support Team by sending Internet e-mail to gpoaccess@gpo.gov, or a fax to (202) 512–1262; or by calling Toll Free 1–888–293–6498 or (202)
512–1530 between 7 a.m. and 5 p.m. Eastern time, Monday through Friday, except for Federal holidays. ¶ The Congressional Record paper and
24x microfiche will be furnished by mail to subscribers, free of postage, at the following prices: paper edition, $165.00 for six months, $325.00
per year, or purchased for $2.75 per issue, payable in advance; microfiche edition, $141.00 per year, or purchased for $1.50 per issue payable in
advance. The semimonthly Congressional Record Index may be purchased for the same per issue prices. Mail orders to: Superintendent of
Documents, P.O. Box 371954, Pittsburgh, PA 15250–7954, or phone orders to (202) 512–1800, or fax to (202) 512–2250. Remit check or money order,
made payable to the Superintendent of Documents, or use VISA, MasterCard, Discover, or GPO Deposit Account. ¶ Following each session of
Congress, the daily Congressional Record is revised, printed, permanently bound and sold by the Superintendent of Documents in individual
parts or by sets. ¶With the exception of copyrighted articles, there are no restrictions on the republication of material from the
Congressional Record.

UNUM
E PLURIBUS

D894 July 29, 1999

Next Meeting of the SENATE

8:30 a.m., Friday, July 30

Senate Chamber

Program for Friday: Senate will continue consideration
of S. 1429, Budget Reconciliation, with votes to occur on
the pending amendments to begin at 9 a.m.

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

9 a.m., Friday, July 30

House Chamber

Program for Friday: Motion to go to conference on
H.R. 1501, Juvenile Justice Reform Act; and

Motion to go to conference on H.R. 10, Financial Serv-
ices Act.
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