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House of Representatives
The House met at 10 a.m. and was

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. COOKSEY).

f

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
October 31, 2001.

I hereby appoint the Honorable JOHN
COOKSEY to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

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

f

PRAYER

The Reverend Kathleene Card, Asso-
ciate Pastor, Trinity United Methodist
Church, McLean, Virginia, offered the
following prayer:

Dear God, You are the Sovereign
Lord of our Nation, and we thank You
for Your eternal blessings. We are con-
fident that nothing can separate us
from You. That even in the face of re-
cent challenges, You are always with
us.

So, in humble surrender to Your di-
rection, we come to You from many
faith traditions, yet we come united as
one truly ecumenical body, aware that
we are vulnerable alone.

We need You, God; we need each
other. We seek Your direction for the
Members of this House of Representa-
tives and those who work with them as
they seek to represent all the people of
the United States of America. We know
that You care personally for each of us.

And so we pause at the beginning of
this session to ask You to open our
hearts and our minds so we can discern
Your will for our Nation in this time of
tremendous national grief and loss.
Please deepen our ability to love and
understand each other. Let us see this
remarkable world of Yours without
fear.

We come also seeking Your sacred
intercession for all the men and women
who have been placed in harm’s way
while serving to defend and protect our
Nation.

For those who serve You here in this
House, let them be wise leaders, Lord.
Let them be led by You.

And may all honor and glory be
Yours, our God. Amen.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

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

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote
on agreeing to the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

MR. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject 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. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

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

Mr. RYUN of Kansas led the Pledge
of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-

lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

WELCOMING THE REVEREND
KATHLEENE CARD, TRINITY
UNITED METHODIST CHURCH,
McLEAN, VIRGINIA

(Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I am very pleased today to
rise and recognize today’s guest chap-
lain, the Reverend Kathleene Card of
Trinity United Methodist Church of
McLean, Virginia. Kathy and her fam-
ily have been longtime friends with my
family, and she has distinguished her-
self as a true community leader with
whom I am proud to serve in Northern
Virginia.

Kathy and her husband, Andrew
Card, the current Chief of Staff of the
White House, have a common passion
for public service. Kathy’s career has
spanned the teaching profession, senior
government assignments, to now her
service as a minister, all while dedi-
cated to her three wonderful children
and devoted husband of 33 years.

I have had the pleasure of working
with one of Kathy’s daughters,
Tabatha, as she worked in my various
offices as Chairman of the County
Board of Supervisors in Fairfax and a
Member of Congress, and her other
daughter, Rachel, previously served in
the Office of Chief Administrative Offi-
cer in the House of Representatives.

We are all pleased that Kathy was
able to join us, and we want to express
our thanks and best wishes to her and
her family.

f

SUPPORT PRESIDENT ON AIRLINE
SECURITY MEASURE

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

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, the Presi-
dent of the United States has asked us
to pass an airline security measure to-
morrow on this House floor. What our
Commander in Chief and President has
asked for is flexibility to hire people at
airports to ensure the security of the
traveling public.

Plain and simple: President Bush is
not going to risk the lives of Ameri-
cans by buying on the cheap, so let us
not get tied up in how or where they
are employed or if they are called Fed-
eral employees. That seems to be the
call from the other side of the aisle,
that unless they are given a Federal ID
Card, they will not adequately protect
the traveling public.

I suggest that we follow the guide-
lines laid out by President Bush. I
must say, he has done a phenomenal
job with our Nation in Afghanistan. He
went to the Yankees game last night
and stood on the mound and pitched
the ball, showing he is not frightened
to show up in a major stadium, and
now he is asking for a tool to protect
the American public as they travel.

I urge this body not to get tied up in
partisan politics of who hires and
where they are hired and what union
they belong to, but instead ensure that
when you get on an aircraft you have
been properly and thoroughly searched,
that you are safely going to arrive at
your destination.

Support the President on this issue.
It is important for travel and tourism
in this country.

f

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE MONTH

(Ms. SANCHEZ asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to talk about domestic violence.
I was pleased that President Bush pro-
claimed this month of October as Na-
tional Domestic Violence Awareness
Month. However, people should be
aware of domestic violence every day.
Domestic violence is an offense against
our institutional values. One incident
of domestic violence is one incident too
much.

Throughout my tenure in Congress, I
have been a strong supporter of domes-
tic violence awareness. In 1999 I was
proud to include in the fiscal year 2000
defense authorization language the De-
fense Task Force on Domestic Vio-
lence. The task force was established
to review and evaluate current pro-
grams and policies associated with do-
mestic violence in the Department of
Defense. It reinforces the importance
of preventing domestic violence be-
cause deterrence is key. However, when
violence does occur, we must protect
the victims while holding the offenders
accountable.

I am confident that the task force
will provide the Secretary of Defense
with a comprehensive report and a plan

that augments our current efforts to
eliminate domestic violence within the
military. Furthermore, the task force
findings will help in our national ef-
forts to address domestic violence in
our own communities.

f

ENSURING SAFETY AND SECURITY
OF EVERY TRAVELER

(Mr. RYUN of Kansas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, as
Americans start flying again, they de-
serve the peace of mind that can only
come from knowing that strict secu-
rity measures are in place for their
protection. The stories we hear about
baggage screeners with criminal
records are appalling, but the answer is
not merely placing these same people
on the Federal payroll.

The Federal Government should pro-
vide standards and provisions. The pri-
vate sector should provide hard work
and ingenuity in order to update and
manage the security measures. We
must allow airports to think creatively
and act decisively, but always under
the watchful eye of the Federal Gov-
ernment.

Most importantly, we should give the
President the flexibility to implement
the measures by rejecting a one-size-
fits-all approach and treating each air-
port as an individual unit.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Young-Mica bill, and ensure that trav-
eling people have the safety and secu-
rity they are entitled to.

f

CONTINUE BOMBING DURING
RAMADAN

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, there
are those in America that say that we
should stop the bombing of the Taliban
during the holy month of Ramadan. I
disagree. Hitler did not stop on Yom
Kippur, Japan did not stop on Christ-
mas or Easter. In fact, Egypt and Syria
attacked Israel on Yom Kippur during
the holy month of Ramadan, folks.

Let us get real: This is war. This is
not a coffee break nor do or should we
take sabbaticals. It is time to root
these terrorists out. Keep the heat on.

I yield back the fact that giving this
Taliban regime 30 days, they will sim-
ply reorganize and kill many more
Americans.

f

PRESENT A FAIR AND BALANCED
AVIATION SAFETY BILL

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

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, I take
four airplane flights a week. As many

Members of Congress do, I fly home
every weekend, two segments each
time. So I am very familiar with secu-
rity requirements and that what we
have had has not worked.

Our purpose now is to make sure,
number one, that we centralize respon-
sibility; number two, that we have one
play book that applies to all the rules,
and that that play book works and is
kept up-to-date. That means that we
should put all the responsibility in one
location for all modes of transpor-
tation.

We need something that is flexible,
that is innovative, that can be changed
and modified to meet circumstances as
they change.

We want something that is non-
partisan. We are sorry that the Senate
bill became a partisan bill by advo-
cating just one particular position. The
House bill will allow the President to
choose whether these should be Federal
employees or whether these should be
contracted out.

I just want to say, I believe the bill
that will be before us tomorrow is a
fair and good way to approach the issue
of aviation security. It will get away
from partisan wrangling. It will ensure
that the traveling public will be safe
and secure.

f

PROFESSIONALIZE SECURITY AT
AMERICA’S AIRPORTS

(Mr. RODRIGUEZ asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, the
security of America should be our first
priority and it should not be turned
into politics. Politics should not be
part of this debate.

We use over 450 airports and over
3,000 employees to transport people
across this country. The size and com-
plexity of our system requires a Fed-
eral workforce that is professional,
well-trained, and well-paid, not con-
tracted employees making less than
fast food wages.

If we are to restore public confidence
in air travel, we must make real at-
tempts to address the security prob-
lems. We cannot guarantee safety with
a system that leaves national security
in the hands of private companies that
contract to the lowest bidder.

We stand a fighting chance against
terror in the skies only if we have pro-
fessionalism in the law enforcement
function, where we can feel confident
that they are well-trained, they are
competent and they will be able to pro-
tect our citizens.

We should not privatize our national
security. We do not privatize the De-
partment of Defense, we do not pri-
vatize the FBI, we do not privatize se-
curity services. We must do the right
thing.

f

COMMENDING THOSE WHO
DEVELOP READING SKILLS

(Mr. WATKINS of Oklahoma asked
and was given permission to address
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the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WATKINS of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to commend First
Lady Laura Bush and our Nation’s
teachers who are helping our children
develop their reading skills.

Reading is a path to successful life. I
have personal knowledge of the role of
special teachers and am very thankful
for my good friend Dr. Ann Dugger at
Will Rogers Elementary School in
Stillwater, who spent many hours with
our grandson Bradley learning to read.

My nephew, Josh Rogers, is a student
in Mrs. Trish Fellers’ third grade class
at Derby Hills Elementary School in
Derby, Kansas. The class read Jeff
Brown’s book ‘‘Flat Stanley,’’ in which
Stanley is flattened by a bulletin board
and mails himself to visit friends in
California.

b 1015

My nephew, Josh, mailed ‘‘Flat
Josh’’ to my wife and me to stay for a
month. ‘‘Flat Josh’’ came to Wash-
ington, D.C. to visit his own Congress-
man, the gentleman from Kansas (Mr.
TIAHRT), so ‘‘Flat Josh’’ is with us
today.

I am grateful for First Lady Laura
Bush, Dr. Ann Dugger, and Mrs. Trish
Fellers and many other teachers like
them, and I encourage all of us to read
to our children and our grandchildren.

f

U.S. NEEDS FEDERAL LAW
ENFORCEMENT AT AIRPORTS

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, it has
been 7 weeks and 1 day since the ter-
rorist attacks and more than 2 weeks
since the Senate passed legislation 100
to 0, which was just referred to by one
of my colleagues as a partisan bill. I
thought the Senate had 49 Republicans
and 51 Democrats. How could a 100 to 0
vote be partisan? We are still waiting
in the House for needed legislation for
aviation security because of one objec-
tion raised by a couple of the Repub-
lican leaders.

The Federal law enforcement officers
would provide screening for passengers
and baggage. Guess what? When it
comes to security for Members of Con-
gress, for those same Members of Con-
gress objecting to this, private security
is not good enough. We have uniformed
Federal law enforcement officers, but
when it comes to the traveling public,
it has to be the private, for-profit sec-
tor, that has been failing miserably.
The largest in the country,
Argenbright, is under criminal indict-
ment for the second time in 2 years for
hiring and maintaining known felons
on staff and falsifying documents; and
they say, Oh, well, the Federal Govern-
ment will regulate these firms.

We have been trying to regulate
them. We are prosecuting them in Fed-
eral court. We are fining them millions

of dollars. It cannot work. We need
Federal law enforcement at the air-
ports.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOKSEY). The Chair would remind the
Members that it is improper in debate
to characterize Senate actions.

f

AVIATION SECURITY

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

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, today we
must address and correct the security
aspects of our total transportation sys-
tem. Since the tragic events of Sep-
tember 11, we have focused solely on
improving aviation security. We are all
too aware of what the weaknesses of
that system are: minimal standards,
poor management, low morale, and lit-
tle accountability. We must make se-
curity a priority for each mode of
transportation. The next attack could
be on an airline, a bus, a train, or even
a cruise ship.

Operating within the Department of
Transportation, a strong Under Sec-
retary for Security will provide much-
needed management and account-
ability. The Secure Transportation for
America Act, of which I am a cospon-
sor, designates the Department of
Transportation to provide the leader-
ship for security. I urge my colleagues
to support this vital legislation. The
people want it.

f

HEAVEN HELP THIS HOUSE

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

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, my col-
leagues should be aware that when
they get on their planes to go home to
their districts this weekend, they
should know that 90 to 95 percent of
the bags that will go into the belly of
their airplanes will not be screened for
explosive devices. This is an enormous
hole in our security system, and we ap-
plaud the efforts of the Secretary of
Transportation and we applaud the ef-
forts of the Congress, as we are going
to do everything we can to take nail
clippers away from passengers, but it
does not do any good if they can put 40
pounds of C–4 high explosives in bags in
the belly of our airplanes.

Mr. Speaker, the bill that the major-
ity party is bringing to the floor of the
House is not going to solve that prob-
lem. It will have some nice rhetorical
flourish language that some day, at
some unspecified date, by some unspec-
ified means, we are going to check
these bags, but that is not good
enough.

We have offered an amendment, and I
hope the majority party will allow this

House to vote on our amendment,
which will assure by a specific date
through a specific authorization that
100 percent of the bags that go in each
jet airplane get screened to keep bombs
out of them. And if we do not do that,
heaven help this House.

f

TIME TO DO WHAT WORKS FOR
AIRPORT SECURITY

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

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Speaker, tomorrow
we have the opportunity to change the
way security is done at our airports for
the better. Until now, airlines have
been in charge of security at our air-
ports. They, in turn, for the lowest bid,
hire companies like Argenbright and
I.T.S. and others who provide minimal
training, low pay, and even falsified
background checks. The result of air-
lines in charge is 100 percent turnover
and weapons making it past security
points. We can no longer allow the air-
lines to be in charge, nor allow busi-
nesses like Argenbright and I.T.S. to
remain in our airports.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3150 puts the re-
sponsibility for day-to-day airport se-
curity with the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration. It also gives this
department flexibility in its mixture of
Federal employees and private-sector
folks under their direct supervision to
do the job right; not a one-size-fits-all
of all-private or all-Federal, but what
works.

f

SENSE OF CONGRESS RESOLUTION
PROVIDING $5 MILLION REWARD
FOR ARREST AND CONVICTION
OF ANTHRAX TERRORISTS
(Ms. CARSON of Indiana asked and

was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, this House, ordinarily the United
States Congress, passes what they call
a Sense of Congress resolution. I am
proposing a Sense of Congress resolu-
tion which I believe is a good-sense res-
olution in behalf of the United States
Congress.

What it says is very simple, that the
United States Government will pay $5
million to any person who supplies in-
formation leading to the arrest and
conviction of the person or persons who
are responsible for placing anthrax
spores in the United States mail sys-
tem through to the United States Gov-
ernment mails, which have worked
their way into the United States Gov-
ernment offices and into the lives of
people in the United States.

Mr. Speaker, I was appalled, as I am
sure other Members were, to learn that
we have lost yet another citizen, a lady
out of New York who has now expired
at 1 o’clock this morning because she
had inadvertently inhaled anthrax.

It is the right approach for the
United States Government because of
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the assault against the United States
Government to post a $5 million reward
for those who are responsible for this
vicious, vicious act.

f

SUPPORT H.R. 3150, THE AIRLINE
SECURITY ACT

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

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, as some-
one who spent 17 years as an airline
pilot, a commercial airline pilot for
major airlines, I believe I have as much
experience as anyone here spending
time in and out of our airports; and I
want to assure my colleagues that I
come today to show my support for
H.R. 3150, the Airline Security Act,
which we will deal with tomorrow.

A few weeks ago I was watching a
news program on television, and on
this particular program they tested the
inadequacy of airport security. Sadly,
this test was no television production.
Poor airport security has become a re-
ality. The events of September 11 have
shown us that airport security needs a
dramatic and drastic overhaul.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3150 is the right so-
lution to improving our aviation safety
in the skies over America, and in order
to make flying safer and our airports
more secure, we must federalize our
airport security standards. H.R. 3150
puts to good use more than $500 million
that will bolster the front lines of air-
port security. It will place more air
marshals in the skies and in our air-
lines. It will mandate fortified cockpit
doors and give flexibility when it
comes to hiring either Federal security
personnel or federally certified secu-
rity contractors. Support H.R. 3150.

f

FEDERALIZED SYSTEM PROVIDES
UNIFORMITY AND ACCOUNT-
ABILITY

(Ms. NORTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, every-
body knows we are in a recession. What
America knows is that this body is
deepening that recession by the delay
in our airline security bill. There is a
new fear of flying and there are enor-
mous disincentives to flying that are
having an atrocious effect on our econ-
omy.

What will it take to make the pic-
tures of September 11 and the Twin
Towers recede? People want something
close to a guarantee that it will not
happen again, guarantees we cannot
give them.

What we can give them is a uniform
system of public accountability for
screening and airline safety. By defini-
tion, private contractors are not uni-
form. That, indeed, is one of their ad-
vantages. They give us diversity. It is
not diversity we need when it comes to
screening and airline safety.

What the public is demanding in
order to get them back in the air is
that we maximize uniformity and that
we maximize accountability. The only
way to do that is to federalize in the
air the way law enforcement operates
on the ground.

f

NO INTERRUPTIONS IN WAR ON
TERRORISM

(Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend her remarks.)

Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today in support of our
military’s ongoing efforts in the war
against terrorism. In the last 25 days,
the military campaign has succeeded
in weakening the power, influence, and
warfighting capability of the Taliban
regime and the al-Qaeda network.

Now, as the hardest of Afghanistan’s
winter months set in, we are provided
with an excellent opportunity to in-
crease the pressure on the Taliban
through the continuation of our mili-
tary campaign.

Mr. Speaker, we stood before the
American people and the international
community and declared the war on
terrorism to be a war with many
fronts. It is imperative that this war’s
military front continue to be fought
without interruption.

Mr. Speaker, the decision to postpone
military action under any cir-
cumstance plays directly into the
hands of those who seek to destroy us.
Despite the intentions of our decision,
each day we remain idle is a day for
the Taliban and al-Qaeda to resupply
and disperse assets at a time when the
radical Islamic militia could be most
vulnerable.

f

GRAND IMAM OF EGYPT
DENOUNCES TERRORISM

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

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, since Sep-
tember 11, we in Congress have joined
the President in making clear that this
is not a war between the West and the
East or a war against Islam. This is not
a war between America and Afghani-
stan. In fact, we are doing as much as
we can right now to help the people of
Afghanistan. This is a war between all
civilized nations and the barbaric ter-
rorists and those who harbor them.

Just a few days ago, the Grand Imam
of Al-Azhar, the highest and most re-
spected Islamic authority in the world,
who resides in Egypt, also made this
clear. The Grand Imam said that the
Koran specifically forbids the kinds of
things the Taliban and al-Qaeda are
guilty of. He said the jihad Osama bin
Laden has called for against America is
invalid and not binding on Muslims. He
said that ‘‘Islam rejects all of these
acts.’’ He called terrorism un-Islamic.
In fact, he says, ‘‘Killing innocent ci-

vilians is a horrific, hideous act that
no religion can approve.’’

Mr. Speaker, this war may take a
long time to win, but we will win it and
the world will remain united against
terrorism and removing evil terrorists
like Osama bin Laden from the caves
where they hide.

f

PASS TRADE PROMOTION
AUTHORITY

(Mr. KNOLLENBERG asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker,
we have to pass trade promotion au-
thority now. If we do not, we will let
down America’s world-class workers,
farmers and businesses.

The global marketplace is increas-
ingly competitive. Without TPA,
America will lag behind. Our foreign
competitors have negotiated some 130
preferential agreements while we, ab-
sent TPA, have negotiated exactly
three. We need to get back in the game.

International trade is an essential
and growing source of economic expan-
sion. Exports accounted for over 25 per-
cent of all U.S. economic growth over
the last decade and support an esti-
mated 12 million jobs. If we do not pass
TPA, we risk losing our competitive
edge to other nations who will con-
tinue to negotiate deals while we sit on
the sidelines. With trade promotion au-
thority, we can level the playing field.

Mr. Speaker, U.S. companies, work-
ers, and farmers are second to none. We
need TPA to make sure the rules are
fair. The companies, the workers and
the farmers will do the rest.

f

b 1030

CONGRATULATING MIAMI
CHILDREN’S HOSPITAL

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
American children are learning the
value of charity by helping the Afghan
children, and adults are learning that
educating our children and keeping
them healthy are ways to contribute to
the rebuilding of our Nation.

That is why I congratulate today
Miami Children’s Hospital, whose
motto is ‘‘We are here for our chil-
dren.’’ This hospital is always seeking
innovative ways to better serve the
children of south Florida.

Miami Children’s Hospital held a
groundbreaking to further expand and
renovate its medical campus. A radi-
ology expansion, an ambulatory care
building, a helistop, and a hurricane-
proof encapsulation comprise the
projects.

Miami Children’s Hospital is indeed
‘‘building on a dream,’’ the name it has
labeled its new projects, and it is dem-
onstrating a never ending commitment
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to kids. Since 1950, Miami Children’s
Hospital has been the leader in pedi-
atric care, and I offer my congratula-
tions for its many achievements.

f

WORLD WAR II VETERAN
DIPLOMAS

(Mr. GUTKNECHT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, Rex
Arnold Pettis and Mike Pelach are two
men among many who interrupted
their high school educations to respond
to the call of duty by serving our coun-
try during World War II, Rex on a sub-
marine in the Pacific sinking Japanese
ships, and Mike as a medic in New
Guinea.

While not in the classroom, World
War II vets continued their education
through experience: Geography, foreign
languages, science, strategic planning,
all essential in their battle to succeed.

Many of these brave men and women
never had the chance to return to the
classroom to complete their diplomas.
Ray Alvin Pettis, twin brother of Rex,
died on the battlefield in France. Fifty
years later, Mr. Pettis and Mr. Pelach
are receiving their high school diplo-
mas.

For the third year, Independent
School District 192 in Farmington,
Minnesota, and the Farmington Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars and the Amer-
ican Legion are honoring these World
War II vets in a special graduation
ceremony. Mr. James Robert Borman,
who passed away just last week, and
Mr. Ray Alvin Pettis, will also be hon-
ored posthumously for their service in
the Air Force and Army, respectively.

It is only proper that we honor these
who honor the call to duty, sacrificing
important years of their lives for the
benefit of all. I am grateful to these
men for their valor and sacrifices, and
I congratulate ISD 192, the American
Legion, and the VFW in Farmington
for honoring them with a graduation
ceremony and high school diplomas.

f

AMERICAN AGRICULTURE NEEDS
TRADE PROMOTION AUTHORITY

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

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, Amer-
ican agriculture needs trade promotion
authority. Without granting the Presi-
dent the authority to negotiate pref-
erential trade agreements, this indus-
try is guaranteed to face dark days.
Ninety-six percent of agricultural
growers’ potential market is outside of
the United States. It is a business
there for taking, but if we do not give
our farmers and ranchers the tools
they need to compete in the world mar-
ket, other countries will gladly fill the
gap.

Today, of the 133 preferential trade
agreements worldwide, the U.S. par-

ticipates in only two. Compare that to
the European Union, who participates
in 27. Furthermore, the European
Union also outspends us almost four to
one on subsidies. Granting Presidential
trade authority is our only weapon of
combat on the uneven playing field of
world agriculture.

We cannot continue to stand idly by
while other nations improve trading
opportunities for themselves. Our agri-
culture industry is the most productive
in the world. It is an honor and status
that should be rewarded, and the best
reward we can give our agricultural
growers for their efforts, and to keep
our country prosperous, is to pass trade
promotion authority.

f

SUPPORT FOR THE PRESIDENT’S
VISION OF A FLEXIBLE,
VERSATILE AIRPORT SECURITY
SYSTEM
(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, I am new
to this body, having spent all 42 years
of my life in the State of Indiana,
where common sense and common val-
ues are the order of the day. So as I ap-
proach the debate over airport secu-
rity, I find myself a little befuddled,
Mr. Speaker.

Other than policy wonks at think
tanks around Washington, D.C., I think
there are very few people that I serve
who care how we make airports safer.
They just want us to do it, and they
want us to do it now.

For my part, I believe the light we
should follow at this point is the expe-
rience of nations who have dealt with
terrorism in the recent past, and we
should follow a President who has
earned the right to be followed, and
earned our trust.

I support President Bush’s vision for
a flexible, versatile system for airport
security. That is what the Republican
bill in the House is all about. It builds
on the experience of European coun-
tries and even of Israel, who have wres-
tled with this menace of terrorism for
decades.

When it comes to airport security,
let us give the President and the people
we serve what we know works.

f

URGING SUPPORT FOR THE AIR-
LINE SECURITY BILL AND OPPO-
SITION TO THE DEMOCRAT SUB-
STITUTE
(Mr. DOOLITTLE asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, to-
morrow the House will take up the air-
line security bill. This is a good bill. It
gives the President the flexibility he
needs to protect Americans as they fly.
I would urge support of this legislation
and defeat of the Democrat substitute.

The heart of the Democrat substitute
is a mandate to make the security

checkers all Federal employees. Europe
has gone down that road and has re-
jected it.

Let me just quote out of the Wash-
ington Post what the chairman of the
Europe-wide Task Force on Aviation
Security had to say regarding contract
employees versus government employ-
ees:

‘‘ ‘It is harder to do quality control
on our government people,’ said Frank
Durinckx, director of Belgium’s Avia-
tion Inspectorate and chairman of Eu-
rope-wide Task Force on Aviation Se-
curity. ‘Government agencies do not
like to criticize themselves or one an-
other, and civil servants are hard to
get rid of if they are not performing
well. If we give the work to a private
contractor, we have control over
them,’ Durinckx said. ‘If we are not
pleased with a screener, we can with-
draw their license.’ ’’

Let us support President Bush. Sup-
port the House aviation security bill
tomorrow and defeat the Democrat
substitute.

f

WE NEED HIGH-QUALITY U.S.
CITIZENS AS AIRPORT SCREENERS

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

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, U.S. citizens
should protect U.S. citizens at airports.
Over 90 percent of the screeners who let
terrorists board at Dulles Airport were
not Americans. Some of them were il-
legal aliens.

The Young-Mica bill requires that all
screeners be Americans. The Senate
bill has no such requirement. The
Young-Mica bill also requires that all
screeners be deputized, badged, and
uniformed Federal transportation secu-
rity officers.

Like the successful U.S. Marshals
Court Security Officers Program, we
will deploy Federal transportation se-
curity officers who are well-trained and
paid, but with key flexibility. Flexi-
bility. It means that we will not pro-
tect nationalized employers who in-
competently screen weapons or explo-
sives aboard aircraft, killing more
Americans. Flexibility means we can
fire screeners who fail to protect us.

We need high quality screeners who
will ensure that when we fly, we fly
safe.

f

AIRPORT SECURITY
(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I want-
ed to talk a little bit about this airport
security issue, because it seems that
the Democrat Party, in a split from the
presidency and the nonpartisan spirit
that we have been having in Wash-
ington, is hung up on trying to
unionize and create a new Federal bu-
reaucracy in the name of airport secu-
rity.
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There are pros and cons with that.

We all know that. There are good em-
ployees and bad employees that are
with the unions. It is a little more dif-
ficult to work with. But the issue is
not creating a new government bu-
reaucracy, the issue is protecting my
children, my family, my loved ones,
and your business associates and loved
ones, when they travel.

I believe we need to do what is best
for airport security and not what is
best for a particular political party. I
support the President’s plan. The
President’s plan calls for strict Federal
Government oversight on hiring and
background checks, but it does not just
stop at the gate; it says who is going to
work on the plane. What about the
maintenance people who clean the
plane? What about the people who have
access to the parts of the airplane in
the airport itself? It is a much broader
approach to airport security.

Mr. Speaker, this debate is about se-
curity, not about new government bu-
reaucracies. I support the President’s
position. I hope that the Democrats
will come on board and do so as well.

f

GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
conference report accompanying H.R.
2590, and that I may include tabular
and extraneous material.

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

There was no objection.
f

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2590,
TREASURY AND GENERAL GOV-
ERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2002
Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, pursuant

to the previous order of the House, I
call up the conference report on the
bill (H.R. 2590) making appropriations
for the Treasury Department, the
United States Postal Service, the Exec-
utive Office of the President, and cer-
tain Independent Agencies, for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes, and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the order of the House of Tues-
day, October 30, 2001, the conference re-
port is considered as having been read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
October 26, 2001, at page H7337.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK)
and the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK).

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

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to present
the Fiscal Year 2002 conference agree-

ment for the Subcommittee on Treas-
ury, Postal Service, and General Gov-
ernment. This conference agreement
provides $17.1 billion in funding for pro-
grams under the jurisdiction of this
subcommittee of the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

That represents, Mr. Speaker, an in-
crease of 6 percent above the fiscal
year 2001 enacted levels and 2 percent
above the President’s request. It is es-
pecially important to have this funding
in place because of the increased de-
mands of national security and home-
land security from the events of Sep-
tember 11.

One of the little known facts about
this particular bill is that it supports
over 40 percent of all Federal law en-
forcement through the Customs Serv-
ice, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco,
and Firearms, the Secret Service, the
Criminal Investigations Division of the
Internal Revenue Service, and the Fed-
eral Law Enforcement Training Center.

I want to highlight that, Mr. Speak-
er, because of the current role these
agencies are playing in ensuring home-
land security, and also because, wheth-
er we are at war or peace, it is impor-
tant to understand the tools that our
Nation possesses to defeat our enemies,
to ensure an environment that encour-
ages trade and commercial growth, and
the normal, everyday activity in con-
ducting the business of America, and to
provide for the safety and stability in
the daily routines of all Americans.

I am also pleased, Mr. Speaker, that
the new Office of Homeland Security,
headed by former Pennsylvania Gov-
ernor Tom Ridge, is within the Execu-
tive Office of the President, another
portion under the jurisdiction of this
subcommittee and its funding.

Historically, law enforcement offi-
cials in the U.S. Department of Treas-
ury have fulfilled their role quietly,
without fanfare, without drawing the
attention of the American people. Yet,
the oldest law enforcement agency in
the United States Government is the
Customs Service of Treasury. It was es-
tablished in 1789, one of the very first
acts enacted by the First Congress of
the United States after adoption of the
Constitution.

The evolving threats to our country
are making special demands upon this,
America’s first law enforcement agen-
cy, the one that defends our borders, as
well as the other law enforcement func-
tions that come under the Treasury
Department and within this bill.

We need to focus the support and at-
tention of Congress and the Adminis-
tration and of the American people to
determine appropriate, coordinated
strategies and provide the funding lev-
els for Treasury law enforcement bu-
reaus to enable them to fully carry out
their missions.

Mr. Speaker, the conference agree-
ment before us recognizes that there
are additional resources that are going
to be necessary because of the Sep-
tember 11 terrorist attacks. This bill
begins to address those requirements.

We will have within a few day’s time a
supplemental appropriations that will
deal with further law enforcement
needs and other Federal law enforce-
ment agencies, as well as other aspects
of our military and the national gov-
ernment.

There is within this bill some $5.7 bil-
lion for law enforcement efforts under
our jurisdiction. It is an increase of al-
most 12 percent, $593 million above the
current year. That is even before we
factor in the necessary increases that
will be part of the upcoming supple-
mental.

Specifically, in terms of supporting
Federal law enforcement, this con-
ference report provides an increase of
$402 million for the Customs Service, of
which some $33 million is devoted to
border inspection technology; $28 mil-
lion for additional inspectors and
agents along the northern border,
which has not received the increase in
recent years that the southern border
has; and $170 million is added for cus-
toms automation modernization, which
includes an amount not less than $300
million, for the automated commercial
environment. This system will tie to-
gether some 50-odd Federal agencies
that have jurisdiction over products
that are coming into the United
States, part of the cargo which must be
inspected by the Customs Service. Be-
cause of the manpower shortages, Mr.
Speaker, customs is able to inspect
only 1 or 2 percent of the entering
cargo, a ratio which we intend to in-
crease.

b 1045

We also expand the funding for Cus-
toms for its efforts to halt trade and
goods that are produced by forced child
labor; also providing funding for the
protection of intellectual property.
Some of the smuggling that happens
across our borders is not just illegal
drugs. It is not just contraband ship-
ments of alcohol or tobacco. It is not
only knock-offs of American products
which people are trying to pass off
cheaply-produced goods overseas that
have the appearance but not the qual-
ity and certainly not the original man-
ufacture of American goods. We are
also protecting intellectual property
because smuggling, whether it be DVD
software, compact disk recordings,
whatever it may be, there is a severe
organized criminal assault against the
intellectual property that is produced
by American artists, scientists, engi-
neers, computer programmers and oth-
ers, which is part of the great com-
merce and the great advantage that
this Nation enjoys technologically.
That intellectual property is protected
by Customs just as it protects us from
other illicit cargo.

We also have an increase of $45 mil-
lion for Secret Service recruitment and
retention. These are men and women
who protect not only the President but
protect our currency against counter-
feiting who are in charge of the special
security arrangements at the upcoming
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Winter Olympics to be held in Salt
Lake City, Utah. These men and
women have been working drastic
amounts of overtime, and we want to
make sure that we do not work into
the ground the people that are in
charge of protecting our country and
key parts of America.

We also have increases for the Fed-
eral law Enforcement Training facili-
ties that support the basic training of
border inspection agents and a great
multitude of the people that are in-
volved in Federal law enforcement,
working through the Federal Law En-
forcement Training Center in Glynco,
Georgia.

We also provide $1 million for a ca-
nine detection program sponsored by
Customs to use dogs to detect chemical
and biological agents.

We have some $20 million to increase
the efforts of the High Intensity Drug
Trafficking Areas program, bringing
that account up to a total of $226 mil-
lion to coordinate between the State
and local government entities and the
Federal Government in efforts to com-
bat illegal drugs and the immense
problems that they bring upon our so-
ciety.

I should mention that we also have
within this budget the Office of Na-
tional Drug Control Policy. Key por-
tions of the drug enforcement efforts
are handled through the funding of this
bill, not just through Customs but also
through ONDCP, the so-called drug
czar, and these high-intensity drug
trafficking efforts and the promotional
efforts such as the Drug Free Commu-
nities Act.

I am pleased to note that the con-
ference report includes some $18 mil-
lion for constructing seven border sta-
tions, including four along the north-
ern border, again part of beefing up the
borders for our border security and our
homeland security.

It also includes a number of court-
house constructions to make sure the
criminal justice system continues to be
able to handle the load that is being
placed upon it.

We also have an increase for the In-
ternal Revenue Service, including $320
million for critical information tech-
nology investments so that when my
colleagues or I or anybody else, Mr.
Speaker, calls the IRS having a prob-
lem with how our taxes are being han-
dled, that they have the information
readily accessible, that they can be re-
sponsive to the public, and we are con-
tinuing the efforts through funding and
mechanisms in this bill to make the
IRS more responsive, more user-friend-
ly, more customer and taxpayer ori-
ented in what it does.

Mr. Speaker, the bill also includes
several legislative provisions. It pro-
vides parity for Federal employee
health benefits. It retains the current
law prohibiting the use of Federal
funds to pay for an abortion, and it
also has the requirement that prescrip-
tion contraceptives would be covered
under certain circumstances and excep-
tions as conscience clause protections
for those that have an objection of con-
science, Mr. Speaker.

This bill includes a pay increase for
Federal civil employees of 4.6 percent,
as authorized by the Congress. It ex-
tends the authorization of the breast
cancer semi-postal stamp until Decem-
ber 31, 2003, which provides additional
funding for efforts to research and
combat breast cancer. It authorizes the
September 11 hero stamp to continue
until December 31, 2004, honoring the
men and women who were the respond-
ers or the victims of the tragic events
of the World Trade Center and the Pen-
tagon on September 11, people who we
wish to honor. It also authorizes the
semi-postal stamp on stamping out do-
mestic violence, which would be a pro-
gram that would continue until Decem-
ber 31, 2006.

Mr. Speaker, I would finally note
that this conference report takes out
language that had been in the House
version of the bill regarding travel to
Cuba. We feel that this is not the time
to be addressing that particular sen-
sitive issue in this environment, in-
cluding the war on terrorism.

Mr. Speaker, I want to take this op-
portunity to thank the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER), the distin-
guished ranking member of the sub-
committee. We have had an excellent
bipartisan spirit and cooperation as
this bill worked through the legislative
process. His personal staff member,
Scott Nance, and the full committee’s
minority member, Rob Nabors, toiled
long and hard in working things
through, and without their assistance
we would not be able to bring this bill
up in the collegial fashion that I be-
lieve it is being brought up today.

I especially want to thank the chief
clerk of our subcommittee, Michelle
Mrdeza, for her persistent and tireless
efforts on this, as well as the great ex-
pertise, insight and counsel of the
other staff members of our sub-
committee, Jeff Ashford, Kurt Dodd
and Tammy Hughes plus Chris Stanley,
who is a detailee on a fellowship from
the Secret Service, which is his normal
workplace. I would also thank a mem-
ber of our committee staff that worked
through my office, John Albaugh, who
functions also as my Chief of Staff, and

frankly, Mr. Speaker, keeps things
going in a very important way, for
which I am grateful.

I do want to single out our congres-
sional fellow Chris Stanley, an agent of
the United States Secret Service, who
will be heading to his next assignment
as special agent. He has served not
only on the subcommittee staff but
also worked a year in my personal of-
fice, and his experience, working last
year on the Subcommittee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia, this year on the Sub-
committee on Treasury, Postal Service
and General Government, has brought
tremendous insight regarding law en-
forcement, has added a lot of benefit, a
lot of professionalism, with a very
strong background in the technical
issues which we sometimes must ad-
dress.

Combining his professionalism with
his law enforcement skills, his para-
medic skills and frankly his cool head
and enjoyable good nature have been a
great asset to us. We are going to be
sorry to see Chris leave to go back to
his regular assignments, but we know
that the Secret Service has a great
need for his direct expertise, and we
hope that what he has learned here in
Congress will be of benefit to the Se-
cret Service and the jobs that they per-
form.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I want to men-
tion as part of noting the key involve-
ment of the Customs Service and law
enforcement that we were notified that
yesterday a U.S. customs inspector
died in the line of duty at the port of
Gramercy in Louisiana. Customs In-
spector Thomas Murray lost his life
during an examination of the hold of a
vessel in which evidently there were
toxic fumes present. That is an illus-
tration of the dangers that many Cus-
toms agents accept as part of their job.

I have personally visited some of the
vessels that they have to inspect and
have seen what they have to do to find
the hidden compartments that are used
to smuggle drugs or other contraband,
all in the name of protecting our Na-
tion. So I want to commend Customs
Inspector Thomas Murray and express
our gratitude for the efforts that he
put in for some 31 years with the Cus-
toms Service.

We want to express our sympathy to
his family, to his co-workers in the
Customs Service, and thank the late
Thomas Murray for his efforts in being
part of the front line of defense for the
United States of America and our
homeland security.

VerDate 13-OCT-2001 01:58 Nov 01, 2001 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00007 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K31OC7.032 pfrm02 PsN: H31PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7538 October 31, 2001

VerDate 13-OCT-2001 01:58 Nov 01, 2001 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00008 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K31OC7.033 pfrm02 PsN: H31PT1 In
se

rt
 o

ffs
et

 fo
lio

 6
4/

1 
he

re
 E

H
31

O
C

01
.0

01



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7539October 31, 2001

VerDate 13-OCT-2001 01:58 Nov 01, 2001 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00009 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K31OC7.033 pfrm02 PsN: H31PT1 In
se

rt
 o

ffs
et

 fo
lio

 6
4/

2 
he

re
 E

H
31

O
C

01
.0

02



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7540 October 31, 2001

VerDate 13-OCT-2001 01:58 Nov 01, 2001 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00010 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K31OC7.033 pfrm02 PsN: H31PT1 In
se

rt
 o

ffs
et

 fo
lio

 6
4/

3 
he

re
 E

H
31

O
C

01
.0

03
A



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7541October 31, 2001
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of

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

self such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, I first want to rise and

join the gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr. ISTOOK), the chairman of this sub-
committee, in expressing our deep sor-
row at the death of Thomas Murray, a
long-time employee of the Customs
Service, killed in the line of duty,
killed while trying to defend this coun-
try from the importation and introduc-
tion into our borders of materials
which are either illegal or dangerous.

Every day Customs agents, INS
agents, DEA agents, FBI, Secret Serv-
ice, ATF, IRS and Federal employees
who are not perceived to be in law en-
forcement or tax enforcement are
themselves, because of the very fact
that they work for the Federal Govern-
ment, at risk, and it is important that
we remember them and that we appre-
ciate them. We thank them for the con-
tribution they make to making Amer-
ica free and great.

This bill does that in part by assur-
ing that they will receive a com-
parability adjustment, which does not
get them to comparability but an ad-
justment which will move them further
towards their private sector counter-
parts. I thank the chairman for his
support of that effort.

Mr. Speaker, this conference report
provides a total discretionary funding
level of nearly $17.1 billion in discre-
tionary dollars; that is, dollars over
which we make a decision. That in-
cludes 969 million above last year’s
level and 388 million above the Presi-
dent’s suggestion.

I want to mention a few important
items. To some degree this will be re-
petitive, but I think it is important for
both sides to mention these issues.

For Treasury law enforcement, which
as the chairman pointed out makes up
nearly 40 percent of all Federal law en-
forcement, we have provided 4.8 billion,
400 million above the President’s re-
quest. Very frankly, that number will
go up in supplementals to provide for
better security and a better ability to
meet the threat that now confronts
this great Nation.

Important additions in this bill to
the President’s law enforcement re-
quest include the following: 170 million
to modernize the Customs Service im-
port processing system, for a total of
300 million in fiscal year 2002; 33 mil-
lion for the Customs Service to pur-
chase nonintrusive inspection tech-
nology.

We had the opportunity of talking to
Secretary O’Neill last night about that
issue, critically important to our Na-
tion and to our commerce. Safety and
commerce come together on that par-
ticular issue.

Twenty-five million for additional
Customs inspectors on the northern
border. Forty-five million above the
President’s request for the Secret Serv-
ice to complete its work for its bal-
ancing initiative. Critically important

if we are going to have Secret Service
agents work for hours that do not tax
their effectiveness and efficiency.

We include 10.6 million for new facili-
ties at the Federal Law Enforcement
Training Center in Glencoe, Georgia,
and Artesia, New Mexico, critically im-
portant as we confront the beefing up
of our law enforcement capability in
this country and on our borders.

The funding level also includes 226.4
million for the HIDTAs, the High In-
tensity Drug Trafficking Program. 20.3
million above last year’s level. Mr.
Speaker, I have been a long time en-
thusiastic and strong supporter of the
HIDTA program. The HIDTA program
has significant dollars in it, now al-
most a quarter of a billion dollars, but
it is a most important contribution,
and a contribution which will become
even more important in these days and
the days ahead is the coordination it
provides between Federal, State and
local law enforcement and public safe-
ty agencies.

b 1100

Tom Ridge, the new director of our
homeland security effort, spoke to the
Democratic Caucus this morning and
talked about the necessity for coordi-
nation. HIDTA is a perfect example of
that kind of coordination.

Mr. Speaker, I continue to be con-
cerned with the level of support the
Treasury law enforcement agencies re-
ceive from this administration, and I
might say, from previous administra-
tions. The emergency supplemental re-
quest sent to Congress underfunds the
Customs Service. The Customs Service
is on the front line protecting our bor-
ders. As we have just seen, Mr. Murray
was on the front lines. He lost his life.
If we are to enhance homeland defense
capabilities, the Customs Service will
require more support from the adminis-
tration and from Congress.

This funding agreement includes $2
million in addition to our law enforce-
ment accounts for a program called
First Accounts. This is on top of the
$10 million enacted last year and will
give to Treasury $12 million to provide
a very important service for Americans
who are unbanked: They have no
checking account, they have no credit
cards, they have no ATM card obvi-
ously, because they have no checking
account.

The gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs.
MEEK) has championed this program,
which is intended to establish afford-
able, electronic banking accounts for
low-income families, and increase the
availability of ATM machines in low-
income neighborhoods as well. It will
also serve to educate low-income
Americans about the benefits of having
a bank account and managing their fi-
nances. It will protect them hopefully
against being ripped off every payday
by those who want to charge them ex-
orbitant rates for cashing checks or
making short-term carry-over loans.

For the IRS, Mr. Speaker, $9.4 billion
is provided. $548.2 million above fiscal

2001. This includes an additional $320
million to continue modernizing its
business systems. It is appropriate that
we mention the work of Charles
Rossotti, the Commissioner of the IRS,
who has done an extraordinary job as a
manager, bringing the IRS into a posi-
tion of carrying out the Internal Rev-
enue Service Reform Act and making
sure that we get the most efficient op-
eration of our tax collection enterprise
as is possible.

The conference agreement, Mr.
Speaker, also provides $280.6 million
for court house construction. That is
essential in my opinion and, in fact,
could be more. We are obviously still
within fiscal constraints, but it does
move further than was originally pro-
posed. The amount provided surpasses
the amount requested by the President
by almost $64 million.

Also included in the budget of the
General Services Administration is $19
million for the Food and Drug Admin-
istration consolidation. This will save
large sums of money and provide for
much more efficient administration of
the Food and Drug Administration.
That could not be more timely in light
of the threat that we have to our food
supply in the context of terrorism.

This is an ongoing, multiyear project
that will replace abysmal facilities
that are scattered across the metro-
politan area, and provide FDA employ-
ees with state-of-the-art technology to
do their jobs even better; and they do
an excellent job now of protecting
Americans and protecting our food sup-
ply and our drug integrity.

For Federal employees, the bill, as I
said, includes several important provi-
sions. I want to highlight just a few.
First, as the chairman has pointed out,
it includes the 4.6 percent pay raise,
which will not get them to where they
need to be, but will move them further
along the road of becoming comparable
with their private-sector counterparts.
In addition, it makes permanent a pro-
vision that allows Federal agencies to
improve the affordability of child care
for lower-income Federal workers,
which is a critical need. And it con-
tinues a provision that allows Federal
employees to receive contraceptive
coverage, as the chairman has pointed
out.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I would like to
address the issue of election reform. I
believe most Members of Congress are
committed to addressing the issues fac-
ing our election system. Although dra-
matic examples of those shortcomings
in our election system were found in
Florida, we soon found that the same
problems which existed in Florida ex-
isted in many other States throughout
this Nation, very frankly including my
own in Maryland.

As the ranking member on the Com-
mittee on House Administration, I am
continuing to work with the chairman,
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY), on
broad-based legislation to address
these issues. That legislation, which
hopefully we will pass out of the Com-
mittee on House Administration in the
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next few weeks, will require significant
resources; and I plan to address this
need with the committee at the appro-
priate time. The reforms that will be
effected ultimately will be under the
jurisdiction of this committee, and I
have discussed this with the chairman.
He and I have both discussed it with
Chairman Young; and this matter, al-
though not addressed in this bill, will
have to be addressed in the near future.

Mr. Speaker, as I wrap up my re-
marks, I want to join the chairman in
congratulating the staff of this com-
mittee. First of all, I want to mention
an extraordinary staffer, Michelle
Mrdeza. Miss Mrdeza is the Chief Clerk
of our committee. ‘‘Clerk’’ is a word
that implies to some a job of ministe-
rial importance as opposed to policy
importance. Now, Miss Mrdeza would
be the first to say that she does not
enter into policy, it is we Members who
do so, but frankly, the advice and coun-
cil she gives to both sides of the aisle
is invaluable as we consider this bill.
She has institutional knowledge that is
helpful to each and every member of
the committee, and we thank her for
her leadership of the staff and for her
critical assistance as we mark up this
bill.

I also want to mention Jeff Ashford,
who does an outstanding job; Kurt
Dodd, Tammy Hughes, both of whom
are of great assistance to Members on
both sides of the aisle. I also want to
mention John Albaugh, who works for
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
ISTOOK), as does Scott Nance, who
works for us personally, but who is
very much involved in the committee’s
consideration of this legislation.

Also, of course, I want to mention
Rob Nabors. Rob Nabors is our com-
mittee staffer on the minority side and
he does an extraordinary job. He is
new, but not new to the budget process.
He comes from OMB and is extraor-
dinarily knowledgeable and has been a
valuable asset to not only our side of
the aisle but, I think, to the committee
as a whole.

Lastly, I want to join the chairman
in thanking Chris Stanley for his con-
tributions to the committee.

We get some outstanding talent from
the various Federal agencies. We get
the talent and their personnel get the
experience of how this process works.
We think both sides are advantaged by
that exchange program. So I want to
thank all the members of the staff.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill. We
ought to pass it and we ought to pass it
overwhelmingly.

I thank the chairman for working
with us in a bipartisan fashion. We
have not always agreed, but we have
worked in a bipartisan, open fashion,
so that all sides knew what the issues
were and they could be addressed in an
open, democratic way, and I thank him
for that.

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

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-

gan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG), a fellow mem-
ber of our committee.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. I thank the
chairman for yielding me this time. I
will be somewhat brief, but I do want
to rise, Mr. Speaker, in strong support
of the Treasury, Postal Appropriations
conference report.

I want to commend Chairman Istook
for his work, and also the ranking
member, the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. HOYER), for their teamwork on
this whole issue and on this whole bill.

In particular, let me salute the chair-
man for his work in securing some $28
million-plus for a northern border hir-
ing initiative for Customs officers.
This is a significant increase over what
the House or the Senate passed in their
versions of the bill. The new Customs
officers will help alleviate the long
delays that have occurred at the U.S.-
Canada border in the wake of the Sep-
tember 11 terrorist attacks.

This is no small matter for my con-
gressional district, nor for the State of
Michigan, or for that matter, for the
Middle West. More than $1 billion
worth of goods and services cross the
northern border every day. This con-
stitutes the largest bilateral flow of
goods, services and capital between any
two countries anywhere in the world,
and four of the seven busiest ports of
entry between the U.S. and Canada are
between the Michigan-Canada border.

Immediately after the attacks, the
wait time for cars and trucks to cross
the border reached a staggering 14
hours. The ripple effects of this were
severe. Manufacturers in Michigan, for
example, and across the country, cut
costs ‘‘with just-in-time deliveries,’’
but when those deliveries cannot be
made ‘‘just in time,’’ it causes eco-
nomic hardship for manufacturers
throughout my home State and the
Midwest. We actually saw plants close
down temporarily in September be-
cause of supply disruptions. And if the
wait time continues to be longer than
usual, we risk extended economic dif-
ficulty. Funding this northern border
hiring initiative is a step in the right
direction towards preventing further
disruptions.

There is more to do, particularly
with technology and infrastructure
needs, and I look forward to working
with Chairman ISTOOK to ensure that
the country is secure and that our
economy remains strong.

Once again I thank the chairman for
yielding me this time, and I thank him
for his help and urge all my colleagues
to support this conference report.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. KINGSTON), another member of
our committee.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time, and I thank him and the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) for
all the good work they have done on
this bill. I know it is very difficult to
balance all the requests of Members.

I have a particular interest in this
bill, in that it provides the funding for

the Federal Law Enforcement Training
Center, which is partially
headquartered in the District that I
represent. As my colleagues know,
FLETC, as we call it, has grown under
the gentleman’s leadership; and I want-
ed to ask a question about the issue of
Federal sky marshals. We are inter-
ested in getting them involved in some
of the training down in Brunswick,
Georgia.

As the gentleman knows, right now
there are 250 different classes for law
enforcement training, and some 71 dif-
ferent law enforcement groups or agen-
cies are training there right now. We
believe the facilities are up and run-
ning that would help tremendously in
this need to get some trained air mar-
shals.

I was wondering if the chairman
could comment on that.

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

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

Mr. ISTOOK. The gentleman is cor-
rect that we are trying to make sure
the resources are there at the Federal
Law Enforcement Training Center
(FLETC) in Georgia.

As much as possible, we try to con-
solidate Federal law enforcement
training that is generalized through
this facility. Then, when they have spe-
cific needs, for example the Secret
Service has protective detail needs, the
air marshals have some specific needs
for specialized training that is done in
New Jersey and at Fort Dix and so
forth, but for the generalized law en-
forcement training needs, especially
for example someone coming into the
air marshal program that does not
have a law enforcement training, they
might be coming out of the military
and such, their initial weeks of train-
ing are to be at FLETC.

The number of people in that pro-
gram is being kept classified, so I am
not going to detail the numbers, but we
are certainly making sure that, as part
of the expansion of homeland security,
we are utilizing the facility that we
have at the Federal Law Enforcement
Training Center. And I want to make
sure that we continue to use that as
the best way to apply the taxpayers’
dollars towards how we handle these
national homeland security issues.

Mr. KINGSTON. I thank the gen-
tleman, because as he knows, there is a
complete law enforcement facility
there.

I also want to thank the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) for his sup-
port and his visits down there, and ex-
tend to the chairman that the door is
open. When his very busy schedule al-
lows him the chance to come to Geor-
gia, we would love to host him.

Mr. ISTOOK. I thank the gentleman.
Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the

gentlewoman from Maryland (Mrs.
MORELLA).

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time and I salute him and I salute
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the ranking member for bringing to-
gether this conference report of Treas-
ury, Postal, which I hope every Mem-
ber of this body will strongly support.

This bill came about through true bi-
partisanship, and the makeup of the
bill demonstrates that. I also want to
pick up on thanking the staff that
helped to craft the legislation that
came up before us today. It is con-
sistent with the bipartisan budget
agreement reached with the President,
and it recognizes that there may be ad-
ditional resource requirements associ-
ated with the September 11 terrorist
attacks.

b 1115
One of the provisions of the bill that

I am especially pleased to acknowledge
is the requirement that the FEHBP
providers include coverage for prescrip-
tion contraceptive services. This provi-
sion has widespread support, adds no
significant cost to the FEHBP, and de-
serves to be a permanent part of the
Federal Employees Health Benefit Pro-
gram.

I am also delighted to see that pay
parity between military personnel and
Federal civilian employees has once
again been achieved. H.R. 2590 estab-
lishes a pay increase for Federal civil-
ian employees at 4.6 percent, which is
the least we can do for our civil serv-
ants.

The events of September 11 have
demonstrated what many of us who
have a predominant number of Federal
employees already knew, our Civil
Service is absolutely essential to the
well-being of this country. Increasing
their salaries shows that we in Con-
gress recognize the sacrifices that they
make by choosing to be public serv-
ants.

Finally, I am most proud we have
chosen to make permanent the existing
authority to provide day-care in Fed-
eral facilities. For the last several
years, we had authorized agencies, only
on a yearly basis, to use funds from
their salary and expense accounts to
help lower income employees pay for
child care. But because we had never
made that authority permanent, many
agencies were reluctant to spend
money to set up child care centers if
their authority might be taken away
the following year.

I am the sponsor of the bill that
made the authority permanent, and I
am delighted to see that we have now
recognized the need for quality child
care to be available for our low income
Federal employees. In some Federal
child care facilities, families are
charged up to $10,000 or more per child
per year. Many Federal employees sim-
ply cannot afford quality child care; so
by allowing agencies that flexibility to
help their workers meet their child
care needs, we encourage family friend-
ly workplaces and higher productivity.

Mr. Speaker, this bill has many other
excellent provisions. I urge all of my
colleagues to support it.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. FLAKE).

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, especially to someone who rises
in opposition to the conference report.

Mr. Speaker, in July by a vote of 240
to 186, the House approved the Flake
amendment to lift the travel ban on
Americans traveling to Cuba. This
marked the second consecutive year
this travel ban was lifted by the House.
Regardless of that fact, it is the second
consecutive year that it has been
stripped from the bill. It is time that
we change our approach.

Mr. Speaker, the travel restrictions
to Cuba have outlived their usefulness.
For 40 years we have tried to isolate
Cuba and to change that Communist
country by not allowing Americans to
travel there. It has not worked. Fidel
Castro is still entrenched in power.

I was able to travel to Cuba just a
month or so ago and was able to see
firsthand the mess that Fidel Castro
has made of that country. Why we
would deny Americans who cannot get
a travel waiver to go there, why we
should deny them the ability to go and
see for themselves is beyond me.

We want to change China. We want
to change North Korea. But in doing
so, we do not deny Americans the abil-
ity to travel there. That is simply un-
American. I hope that we will move be-
yond this policy. We have better things
to do with our time and our money and
our resources at the Department of
Treasury than to deny the travel abil-
ity or to enforce restrictions and im-
pose fines on school teachers, for exam-
ple, who want to take a trip to Cuba
and do a bike tour there with their Ca-
nadian friends. We should not be doing
this any more. We had a chance in this
bill to lift that restriction, and we
failed to do so.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FLAKE. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his statement. The
chairman of the conference committee
from the Senate was very strongly in
favor of the gentleman’s provision.
Very frankly, I was in favor of the gen-
tleman’s provision. I agree with the
premise the gentleman has stated, but
the President indicated he would veto
the bill if the gentleman’s provision
was kept in. It proved to be an insur-
mountable obstacle to us in doing that,
but I think the gentleman’s comments
are well taken.

I will tell the gentleman that I be-
lieve next year, assuming that provi-
sion is in this bill, I do not know
whether the Senate can get the same
provision in, it is a little difficult for
the Senate to accede to the House’s
provision, but they want to do that if
the House does not hold to its position.
I thank the gentleman for his com-
ments.

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his comments. We
will be back next year, and I believe we
will have the same margin, or even
greater margins next year.

There are other reasons to oppose the
bill as well. The bill is $1.129 billion
over last year. That is a 7.1 percent in-
crease. It is $388 million above the
President’s request. It is $48 million
above the House passed bill. I think
that we need to spend our time and re-
sources differently. For that reason, I
oppose the bill.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to say to my
friend from Arizona, I agree with his
first proposition and strongly disagree
with his second proposition. The gen-
tleman points out that this bill is al-
most exactly at the dollar level, $48
million is a lot of money, but we are
talking about a bill that is close to $30
billion for both mandatory and discre-
tionary spending. Essentially they are
very close, the Senate and the House
bills.

I think this is a bill worthy of sup-
port as it passed the House. It con-
tinues to be worthy as a conference re-
port from the conference committee. I
hope that Members would support the
legislation.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, as I have mentioned,
this bill tries to meet the needs of Fed-
eral law enforcement and border secu-
rity, although not totally so because
there are greater needs that we hope to
meet in further legislation coming for-
ward. I think it is important to men-
tion that of the numbers mentioned by
my colleague from Arizona, there has
been coupled in that mandatory spend-
ing from previous Congresses for things
such as the insurance and retirement
benefits for Federal employees that are
not under the control of this sub-
committee.

We have control over certain ac-
counts and we have sought to be very
responsible making sure that it is the
Federal law enforcement, such as
through Customs, that has the 12 per-
cent increase that makes some other
numbers look higher in this bill than
they actually are.

We know that, at our borders, only 1
to 2 percent of the cargo that comes
through is currently inspected. Why?
Because we have neither enough man-
power nor technology to examine these
things for the safety of the American
people, to be looking for things that
may be chemical, they could be bio-
logical, they could be nuclear. We
know the threats are out there. We are
trying to improve the security of our
homeland. We cannot do it without
providing the resources.

We are trying to prosecute the war
on terrorism with the troops that we
see on land, at sea and in the air in the
Middle East, in Afghanistan right now.
We have to pay for those things.

We have an economy that is suffering
from the impact of the attacks that
were made. Part of the response to
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that, for example, dealing with the air-
lines, comes under the U.S. Depart-
ment of Treasury, which is the chief
agency that we address in this bill.

The Office of Homeland Security, an
extension of the White House and the
Executive Office of the President,
comes under our jurisdiction through
this bill.

We have sought to put the focus on
homeland security. Yes, I know some
people say that does not count, ‘‘I want
people to travel to Cuba.’’ We have
seen some significant changes between
who were allies and who were antago-
nistic and enemies in past years. It is
well beyond the lessons from World
War II in the differences in our rela-
tionships with Japan and Germany
today.

We find that with Pakistan, sanc-
tions are being lifted and a new spirit
of cooperation has come in. We find
that of all nations, Iran holds promise
of cooperating with the United States.
Afghanistan, which was an after-
thought in so many people’s consider-
ation of foreign policy before, assumes
extra importance. There are critical
and fragile negotiations going on
around the globe on what do we do to
link together changes in our policy to-
ward a nation with their cooperation in
the fight against global terror.

Cuba has a history as a bad actor
when it comes to sponsoring terrorism.
If we are going to have a change in our
policy towards Cuba, it should be part
of what is coordinated with the admin-
istration, with the Secretary of State,
with bringing them on board into com-
pliance with many things that meet
the security needs of the United States
of America and the global security in
our war against terrorism.

Mr. Speaker, it should not be just be-
cause some people say it is time to end
it. It ought to be done as part of a co-
ordinated change that involves other
significant changes with Cuba if we are
going to change that travel policy. It is
for reasons such as this that the Ad-
ministration said they would veto this
bill if it contained the language that
was sponsored by Members of this
House and put in this bill on the House
floor.

Let us not bury our heads in the
sand. Let us recognize that paying for
security does cost. We acknowledge
that cost, and are trying to do it in the
most responsible manner possible. I
urge every Member to support this bill.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the Conference Report for
the FY 2002 Treasury Postal Appropriations
Bill. This is a good bill, one that is a tremen-
dous improvement over the President’s origi-
nal request. It uses the available resources
wisely.

I want to commend Chairman ISTOOK and
our outstanding Ranking Member STENY
HOYER, and all of the majority and minority
staff, especially Michelle Mrdeza, Rob Nabors
and Scott Nance, for the hard work, care and
attention that went into this bill and report. It
certainly shows. I also want to thank Chairman
BILL YOUNG and Ranking Member DAVID OBEY

for providing the Subcommittee with a realistic
and responsible 302(b) allocation that recog-
nized the importance of the functions ad-
dressed through this bill and made it possible
to meet many of the agencies’ needs.

At the same time, I think it is essential for
all of us to heed Chairman YOUNG’s reminder
that he gave us at the meeting of the Con-
ference Committee and recognize that this bill
is a pre-September 11th bill. There are huge
unmet needs with respect to seaport security
and border security not addressed in this bill
that we must address as part of the Homeland
Security effort to win the war against terrorism.

This bill does not address the needs for ad-
ditional seaport security. While the bill pro-
vides some funding for additional Customs in-
spectors on the Northern border with Canada,
the Customs Service will need significantly
more resources to meet its mission on all of
our borders. I urge the Administration to move
immediately to address these omissions and
give Customs the resources it needs.

Now let me mention a few of the items in
the Bill and Report that I particularly like.

I am very pleased that the bill provides $15
million for the Miami Federal Courthouse, the
remaining funds required to build the new
Federal Courthouse in Miami, a project that is
desperately needed by our Federal courts, the
busiest in the country.

I am pleased with the significant steps that
we take in this bill to improve our support for
Treasury law enforcement, particularly with re-
spect to Customs and the Secret Service.

The $300 million investment that the bill
funds for ACE, the customs modernization
project, $170 million more than the Administra-
tion proposed, is urgently needed. This money
will help the trade community and law enforce-
ment tremendously. It certainly will be enor-
mously helpful in Miami. If we continue to fund
this program appropriately, we will make the
transition to ACE on a realistic timetable that
will enable us to meet the expanding needs of
the trade community and law enforcement, not
have a 13 or 14 year project.

At the same time, however, we need to be
doing more for Customs. As I have repeatedly
discussed before the Appropriations Com-
mittee, South Florida urgently needs more
Customs employees at Miami International Air-
port (MIA) and the Miami Seaport. The House
bill provided $15 million expressly to hire addi-
tional Customs inspectors where the need was
greatest. Unfortunately, this provision did not
survive the Conference. I urge the Administra-
tion to revisit this issue as when it considers
what additional resources Customs may need
to fight the war against terrorism and provide
for Homeland Security.

I am very pleased that the bill funds pay
parity between civilian and military personnel
by providing a 4.6 percent pay increase to ci-
vilian employees; and that it continues contra-
ceptive coverage for Federal employees in the
Federal Employees Health Benefits program
(FEHBP).

The bill provides $2 million in FY 2002 fund-
ing for the First Accounts initiative, a program
that I have championed to increase the access
of low and moderate income persons to finan-
cial services, such funds to become available
upon authorization of the First Accounts pro-
gram. The First Accounts Initiative is a dem-
onstration program. It is designed to help end
check cashing ripoffs by improving the access
of low and moderate income Americans to

basic financial services that most of us take
for granted—such as bank accounts and
ATMs. It is one of the few programs in the
Treasury Postal bill that is specifically geared
to helping low-income Americans.

Mr. Speaker, it is estimated that 8.4 million
low income American families—22 percent of
all such families—do not have bank accounts.
Families without bank accounts frequently re-
sort to check-cashing services to pay bills and
cash checks. Some estimate that low-income
families could pay over $15,000 in fees over
a lifetime to pay bills and cash checks in this
way. Many such families also resort to payday
lenders and are subject to the enormous,
often predatory fees that such services
charge.

We know that providing ‘‘unbanked’’ families
with low-cost access to financial services will
increase the likelihood that they will began a
savings program and accumulate some as-
sets. It also will significantly decrease their re-
liance upon high-cost check cashing services
and payday lenders. Such a program has tre-
mendous potential to improve the net worth of
low-income Americans.

All of us should want to provide the
‘‘unbanked’’ with an alternative to the check-
cashing services and payday lenders. By con-
tinuing to fund First Accounts, we can have a
fair test of whether the program is able to
achieve its intended objective of increasing the
access of low and moderate income persons
to basic financial services.

I urge the authorizing committees to author-
ize the ‘‘First Accounts’’ program at the ear-
liest opportunity. I will be working with the Ad-
ministration and the Treasury Department to
ensure that they promptly develop and imple-
ment a plan to optimize the use of available
‘‘First Accounts’’ funding.

It is also very satisfying to note that this bill
funds the workforce initiative at the Secret
Service to reduce agent overtime to more
manageable proportions. The $45 million that
we give the Secret Service for recruitment and
retention is very important. Secret Service Di-
rector Stafford told us that an average of 55
Secret Service agents were now leaving the
force each year, 6 times the rate only 7 years
ago. He indicated that the amount of overtime
required of agents contributed significantly to
the exodus.

Director Stafford also noted the irreplace-
able loss to the Secret Service skills base
when experienced agents leave and are re-
placed by newcomers. We spend about
$240,000 to train each Secret Service agent.
Keeping them longer through more humane
personnel policies is fiscally prudent. More im-
portantly, giving these agents a manageable
life is the right thing to do.

While I wish that we could have preserved
the increase provided in the House bill, I am
pleased that we have maintained funding at
the FY 2001 level for the National Historical
Preservation Records Commission at the Na-
tional Archives. The $2 million cut that the Ad-
ministration proposed for FY 2002, a 31 per-
cent reduction in grant funding from the FY
2001 level of $6.436 million was extremely ill-
considered.

The NHPRC grant programs provide out-
standing support to state and local archivists,
and other organizations and institutions that
deal with the identification, preservation and
use of historically significant records and doc-
uments. Many of these grants support projects
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relating to historically underdocumented
groups, such as African Americans, Hispanic
Americans, Native Americans and American
Women.

Finally, while this bill does not fund election
reform initiatives, the conference report con-
firms the intention of the Committee to ad-
dress and appropriately fund election reform
as soon as the authorizing committees have
acted. Mr. Speaker, election reform is an issue
that affects all America, not just Florida, and a
problem that we must address as soon as
possible.

Now is not the time or place to discuss the
particulars of all that we need to achieve elec-
tion reform, and no doubt there will be dif-
ferences among Members as to whether we
should have uniform federal standards for
election reform, but one thing is clear: All of
our efforts to pursue election reform must be
guided by the simple principle that all legally
qualified voters have the same opportunity to
vote and to have their vote counted. That
didn’t happen in the election last November
and we must ensure that it never happens
again.

I know that my good friend, Mr. HOYER, and
Chairman NEY of the House Administration
Committee are working diligently on legislation
to authorize substantial funding on an ongoing
basis to assist state and local election officials
in making changes to their technology and
their voting processes. I urge the Appropria-
tions Committee to fund election reform as
soon as authorizing legislation is passed.

Mr. Speaker, again, I thank Mr. ISTOOK and
Mr. HOYER for all of their efforts. I urge all of
my Colleagues to support this Conference Re-
port.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOKSEY). Without objection, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the con-
ference report.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the conference report.
Pursuant to clause 10 of rule XX, the

yeas and nays are ordered.
Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX, fur-

ther proceedings on this question will
be postponed.

f

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 2299, DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2002

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
take from the Speaker’s table the bill
(H.R. 2299) making appropriations for
the Department of Transportation and
related agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2002, and for other
purposes, with a Senate amendment
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend-
ment, and agree to the conference
asked by the Senate.

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

There was no objection.
MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MR. SABO

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo-
tion to instruct.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. SABO moves that the managers on the

part of the House at the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the
bill, H.R. 2299, be instructed to insist on in-
clusion of the highest possible level of trans-
portation security funding.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 7 of rule XX, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. SABO) and
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
ROGERS) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. SABO).

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this motion to instruct
is very straightforward. It is a motion
to instruct the House conferees to in-
sist on the highest possible level of
funding for transportation security.

b 1130

As the conference on the differences
between the House and Senate versions
of the fiscal year 2002 Transportation
Appropriations bill begins, we now
have an opportunity, in light of the
tragic events of September 11, to pro-
vide additional transportation security
resources.

Funding in the Senate bill for avia-
tion security is over $14 million higher
than funding in the House bill. The
Senate bill funds civil aviation secu-
rity at $150.2 million and the House bill
funds it at $135.9 million. Likewise,
funding in the Senate bill for Coast
Guard operating expenses is $45 million
above the House bill. While not all of
this funding is directly related to in-
creased transportation security, much
of it is because Coast Guard operations
are multimissioned.

Currently Coast Guard homeland se-
curity missions have increased sub-
stantially while other missions, such
as drug interdiction, have decreased. In
context, I must say that the Senate
also had a higher 302(b) allocation for
total resources available than the
House did.

Accordingly, this motion to instruct
directs the House conferees to agree to
the Senate funding levels for transpor-
tation security programs.

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

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I have no problem with
this motion to instruct. As the gen-
tleman from Minnesota knows, the
House-passed bill included reductions
in the FAA’s operating expenses for
their civil aviation security program.
We made those reductions out of total
frustration at that time with the
FAA’s delays and mismanagement of
airport-airline security.

We are beginning to get back on
track, but at the time we passed the
bill, that was the situation. We wanted
to get their attention, using the power
of the purse, to compel them to make
these long-needed improvements. We
read in this morning’s edition of the

Washington Post the Secretary of
Transportation is saying the problems
continue even to this day in airport-
airline security beyond what we had
been promised and told.

The House is scheduled tomorrow to
debate an airport-airline security bill
which would remove those functions of
security from the FAA and transfer
them to a new agency which has trans-
portation security as a whole as its
function, not just airline security but
pipelines and trucks, barges, trains,
whatever, security for transportation
in general. There would be a new agen-
cy within the Department of Transpor-
tation to which the FAA’s heretofore
obligations on airport security would
be transferred, and the FAA would no
longer have those responsibilities nor
the need for the funds for that purpose.
So in all probability then, after tomor-
row when the House acts, the Senate
acts, those activities would be handled
not by the FAA but by a new agency
within the Department of Transpor-
tation, hopefully.

Given this, I do not believe we will
have the problems being described this
morning in the future. We should give
this new agency within the Depart-
ment of Transportation a fresh start,
not hamstring them with the problems
that the FAA has had with airline se-
curity; and I wanted to assure my col-
league, my helpmate, my soul mate on
the floor here, that I will do all I can
as chairman of the conference to en-
sure the highest possible level of fund-
ing for transportation security, not
necessarily within the FAA.

One other note. We all obviously are
concerned that the Coast Guard is not
getting all the money that they would
like to have. They would like to put
into a supplemental bill moneys that
we could not fund in the regular bill. If
we see in this conference items within
the Coast Guard’s request that relate
to security and the need for improved
security, we can address that, but I
would hope that we would limit our
conversation in that regard to the mat-
ters that pertain to security and the
need for the Coast Guard to improve
their security capability.

As I say, Mr. Speaker, I have no prob-
lem with the motion to instruct.

I want to thank the staff and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota and his staff
for the cooperation and the hard work
that all have shown.

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

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WATSON).

Ms. WATSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I come in support of the Sen-
ate bill that will come to the floor on
airline security.

I formerly represented Los Angeles
Airport, LAX. As I go in there to come
back to Washington, D.C., there is not
a time that the staff at whatever air-
line does not approach me to secure the
planes that they have to fly and serve
on. It is an essential move that we
have to make now.
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People do not want to fly because

they think it is unsafe. We have to
have a force checking everyone, check-
ing bags. We have to have them uni-
formed. We have to renew the spirit of
flying in this country. We have to save
the industry. We have to encourage the
American people that they can feel safe
on their airlines. We must pass the bi-
partisan bill now. We must secure the
safety of our planes, our passengers,
our airports.

I would encourage everyone to vote
‘‘aye’’ on the compromise bill.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Utah
(Mr. MATHESON).

Mr. MATHESON. Mr. Speaker, lost in
all the debate and politics over airline
security is the very common-sense idea
that the best long-term strategy for
improving security is with new tech-
nology. I think we cannot increase se-
curity at our airports for this 21st cen-
tury war with technologies from the
1950s.

There is a world of technology from
biometric authentications, radio track-
ing for baggage, and passenger scan-
ning and identification systems that
can be deployed as our first line of de-
fense against the terrorist threat. Sys-
tems such as electronic fingerprinting,
retinal scans, facial geometry and sig-
nature scans could present a level of
secure access that is not being provided
today.

At check-in we can instantly match
passengers against terrorist watch
lists. For employees, we can better se-
cure the restricted areas of airports
and planes by ensuring that entry is
tied to biometric identifiers.

Two weeks ago the gentleman from
California (Mr. HONDA) and I intro-
duced the Aviation Security Tech-
nology Enhancement Act so we can
find out which technologies work best
and what would be the best way to im-
plement these new technologies. Tech-
nology will provide better security,
more efficiency and eliminate the prob-
lem of profiling because it will check
everyone.

Mr. Speaker, American innovation is
at its best when we face a challenge.
We are the Nation that put people on
the moon and created the Internet. We
must put our technological capacity on
the front lines of this new challenge.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. LAMPSON).

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Minnesota for
yielding me this time.

We would not dream of contracting
out the protection that our police pro-
vide and we would not dream of con-
tracting out the protection our mili-
tary provides. Why in the world are the
leaders of this body attempting to con-
tract out our airport security? Airport
security forces must be reliable, stand-
ardized and verifiable. There should be
no compromise on this.

Following September 11, I have been
meeting with thousands of school kids

from my district. Recently I asked
them the question, should the security
forces that protect our airports be fed-
eralized like the police and military?
The kids resoundingly answered yes. It
is common sense; kids know it, the
American public knows it. But my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle do
not seem to know it.

National defense and security are
charges of the Federal Government,
and keeping our skies safe is part of
that responsibility. It is plain and sim-
ple common sense. Ask yourself, who
do you want protecting you and your
family, a Federal security force or the
lowest bidder?

Support this motion to instruct con-
ferees to include more money for air-
port security.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. DEFAZIO).

Mr. DeFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time.

This motion to instruct is vital. The
House of Representatives in the 7
weeks and 1 day since these terrorist
attacks has yet to directly appropriate
one dollar for enhanced aviation secu-
rity or consider one piece of legisla-
tion, no matter how minor or major, to
enhance the failing system of today.

I feel pretty secure here in the Cap-
itol, and I believe my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle who are fighting
against a Federal law enforcement
work force for aviation security feel
pretty secure here, too. We have uni-
formed Federal law enforcement offi-
cers protecting the United States Cap-
itol and protecting us. But somehow
when it comes to the safety of the
American traveling public, this failing
private security business is paramount.
They are the best we can do. Security
on the cheap.

We have reports 3 feet deep from the
GAO over 30 years of the failures of
this system, but they say, ‘‘Don’t
worry. We’ll have new Federal stand-
ards.’’

Let us talk about the Federal stand-
ards. The second largest private secu-
rity firm in the United States of Amer-
ica, Argenbright, is under criminal in-
dictment for the second time in 6
months. But their bill would keep them
in business. That is great. Let us keep
them in business. Let us give them a
chance. I guess they believe in three-
strikes-and-you’re-out for the private
security firms.

The second time they are under in-
dictment for hiring known felons,
maintaining known felons on staff.
They have violated their probation by
maintaining known felons on staff.
They have continued to falsify docu-
ments to the Federal Government
about training and background checks,
but they want to perpetuate that sys-
tem. They said, ‘‘Don’t worry, with a
little Federal oversight it will get bet-
ter.’’

Federal oversight? What could be
tougher Federal oversight than the
United States Department of Justice, a

Federal judge, a million-dollar fine and
probation for a criminal conviction?
This system does not work, and it will
never provide the security the Amer-
ican traveling public needs and de-
serves.

They say, ‘‘Well, we’ll do other
things. We’ll mandate the wages. We’ll
mandate the benefits. The Federal Gov-
ernment will do the background
checks. The Federal Government will
supervise or actually conduct the
training. The Federal Government will
supervise these people.’’

What role is left for these failing pri-
vate security companies except to give
campaign contributions to the other
side and to turn a little tidy profit?
The government would be assuming ev-
erything but, in name, the security
function under their bill.

Let us just do it straight up. When
you go to Hawaii, they inspect your
baggage for contraband agricultural
goods. The people who inspect your
baggage for contraband agricultural
goods in Hawaii are uniformed Federal
law enforcement officers. In fact, this
United States Congress has even
deemed that the beagles that sniff your
baggage are Federal law enforcement
officers. The INS are Federal law en-
forcement officers. Customs are Fed-
eral law enforcement officers. As I
pointed out earlier, those who protect
the Capitol are Federal law enforce-
ment officers. But somehow when it
comes to screening passengers and bag-
gage and carry-on bags and protecting
the secure side of the airport, we
should continue this failing private
system.

No, we can do better. It is time to to-
tally junk that system and adopt a new
one that will protect the traveling pub-
lic.

b 1145

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let us talk about airline
security and the bill coming up tomor-
row, since the gentleman would like to
talk about it.

What are we talking about when you
talk about securing an airplane for the
safety of the passengers? Well, you are
talking about the baggage that is
checked, that goes into the hold of the
plane; you are talking about the per-
son, the flier; and you are talking
about whatever purses or baggage that
that person carries into the cabin of
the plane.

Do you need a security expert to look
through a purse? I hardly think so. Do
you need a technician that is paid
$50,000 a year to look in your briefcase?
I do not think so. Do you need a $50,000
a year person to look at an x-ray
screen that is looking at your purse or
your briefcase as you go through the
checkout line? No, I do not think so.

What you do need, Mr. Speaker, is a
Federal agent there, with the proper
authority, to receive information from
our security agencies, the CIA, the
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FBI, the INS, the DEA, all of the Fed-
eral agencies that have something to
do with learning whether or not you
might be dangerous on that airplane.
So it is the person that is getting on
the plane that is altogether important,
and, yes, the Federal Government
needs a Federal agent at every check-
point checking on the person that
wants on the airplane. That is the most
important thing. An innocent person, a
non-terrorist that carries a machine
gun onto the plane is no danger, but a
terrorist with a box cutting knife is
the most dangerous. So it is the person
that needs to be checked.

Now the Federal security agencies do
not have input, are not allowed to have
input, frankly, and the FAA is not
given the data from these agencies to
check whether or not you as you try to
enter the plane are in fact a suspected
terrorist. That is a problem. That
needs to be fixed. The only way to fix
that is to have a law enforcement offi-
cer who has the proper security clear-
ance to receive information from CIA,
FBI, and so on, there on the spot
checking the passenger list to be sure
you are okay. That is important. That
is necessary.

But you can hire people to check the
bags. That is not a complicated secu-
rity job. You can get it done more
quickly, you can get it done more effi-
ciently, you can get it done for a better
expenditure of the Federal taxpayers’
dollars, I think, by contracting that
out under Federal supervision, under
Federal clearances, under Federal reg-
ulations and guidelines, so that when
the person is hired we know whether or
not they have a criminal background,
or they will not be hired if they do;
that there will be Federal certification
required, which is not the case now, be-
fore a person is hired for those types of
jobs. There would be Federal super-
vision, Federal training, and dismissal
if the person does not fit up to the
standards that are required.

Under the Civil Service laws of our
land, rightfully so, it is very, very,
very difficult to discharge, to fire, a
person for incompetence. It is prac-
tically impossible. I do not want those
kinds of rules applying to the person
checking to see whether or not a ter-
rorist is entering my airplane. If that
person is not doing the job, fire them
right on the spot, just as happened last
week in New Orleans where a person
was allowed on a plane with a gun. The
person, the screener, that allowed that
to happen was fired instantaneously by
the private contractor. Had that person
been a Federal employee, they would
still be checking at that gate today.

So, Mr. Speaker, let us understand
what we are talking about here. Yes,
we need a Federal takeover of security
screening of people and items going on
planes. Yes, a Federal takeover, Fed-
eral agents on the spot 24 hours a day
being sure that people and things going
on planes are not dangerous. You can
deal with the details of that though
much more efficiently and more cheap-

ly, frankly, for the taxpayers by con-
tracting out the small items, the
things that can be done by untrained,
frankly, untrained personnel.

So I hope tomorrow when we have
the airline security bill, that we will do
what the President wants, what the
Secretary of Transportation wants.
Norm Mineta we all know. The Sec-
retary of Transportation, Norm Mi-
neta, was a Member of this body. He
was chairman of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure for
a number of years. He is an expert if
there is one on airline security. He has
advised the President, the President’s
staff all agrees, the President agrees,
the Secretary of Transportation
agrees, the FAA agrees, all of them
agree that the best way to go is a Fed-
eral takeover of airline security, but
contract out the mundane details that
can be done by just about anybody.

So I hope tomorrow we will exercise
good judgment, that we will follow the
lead of our former colleague in this
great body with high respect on both
sides of the aisle, Norm Mineta, Sec-
retary of Transportation, and we will
follow the lead of our President. And
let us not worry. Let us not get in the
way of what this country needs to do
right now, and that is to defeat the ter-
rorists. And let us not get bogged down
in a detail like this, when I think it is
a fairly insignificant detail, and let us
stay focused on the big picture.

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

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. DEFAZIO).

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, let me respond quickly.
The gentleman mentioned cheaply. We
do now have the cheapest system you
can buy. It is failing us miserably.
That should not be a consideration be-
fore us.

The gentleman talked about insig-
nificant details. Is it an insignificant
detail to smuggle a fully assembled,
loaded handgun onto a plane, or a hand
grenade through security? Because
that is what has happened with private
security today. The FAA has tested
this system, and they have been able to
get hand grenades through, fully load-
ed handguns.

The gentleman mentioned machine
guns. I am not sure that happened yet,
but it may have. But he said it would
be okay if someone brought it on with
good intentions. I do not think so.

But, if I could, the gentleman talked
about $50,000 a year people. Well, I am
not sure what we pay these Capitol Hill
police, but we should pay them $50,000
a year. And if we think we need $50,000
a year uniformed Federal law enforce-
ment officers to protect the United
States Capitol and the Members of the
United States Congress, I will tell you
what, no one is going to take the Cap-
itol up off the ground and fly it into a
building and kill people, but airplanes
go up in the air every day. And the

flight attendants are not feeling good
about it, the pilots are not feeling good
about it, they are not getting the secu-
rity they need.

We need better security screening. It
is our first line of defense. I do not
know if the gentleman is familiar with
the CTX–5000. It is a very complicated
piece of machinery, and we probably
need to pay at least $50,000 a year for
someone to operate it. It sniffs and
looks for bombs in baggage. It is a ma-
chine that they say you basically have
to be a radiologist to analyze, because
it is like using a CAT scan. It is very,
very complicated. But the gentleman
would want to put a minimum wage
person operating that machine, be-
cause that would be cheaper.

What does it take to operate the ma-
chine? Actually it takes an expert to
operate that machine. So this is not
something you can do on the cheap.
But we want to go around the barn and
say, well, the Federal Government will
have law enforcement officers there,
the Federal Government will supervise,
the Federal Government will do the
background checks, the Federal Gov-
ernment will set the wages and bene-
fits, but these will not be Federal em-
ployees because we are worried we can-
not fire them.

Actually, if the gentleman read our
bill, he would see in the bill it says
they do not get protections that are
performance-based, they can be fired
for lack of performance. This is a bet-
ter option.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman mis-
represented what I said. I, of course,
would not say it is okay to take a ma-
chine gun on an airplane. I resent that
inference.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Would the gentleman
yield?

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I do not
yield.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Would the gentleman
like me to have the words read back?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Cooksey). The gentleman from Ken-
tucky is recognized.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I would
appreciate the gentleman responding
and respecting my time, as I respected
his.

Of course, I did not say that. I would
never say something like that. I did
not say that it would be minimum
wage employees operating expensive
equipment. Of course you have to have
experts to operate the new CAT scan-
type x-ray machines that we are bring-
ing on-line now and paying for in our
bills.

If you take a tour of the Rome air-
port, for example, as the ranking mem-
ber and I did just a while back, and saw
the expensive, highly-paid classified
workers out of sight beneath the air-
port searching all baggage, including
searched baggage, you know that it
must be done by an expert. Of course it
must be.
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I am just saying for the routine

things, looking in purses, opening up a
briefcase looking for something, you do
not have to have a highly paid person
doing that. But you do, of course, have
to have the highly paid Federal work-
ers that are there with security clear-
ances to receive information from our
security agencies to check the person,
to see if they are on the watch list, to
see if they have been involved in prob-
lems overseas somewhere, or here.
That is the person that needs to be the
expert, and that is what I would advo-
cate that we do.

Now, the system as it now is run by
the airlines, they have been in the past
needing to get by on the cheap, and
they have. And no one defends the
present system, certainly not me. I
have been probably one of the most
critical of it there is. But that was
done because the airlines have been re-
sponsible for security, and their bot-
tom line was important to them, and
therefore you had minimum wage em-
ployees now doing the screening.

Of course that should be done away
with. You do not need to pay these peo-
ple minimum wage. The Federal Gov-
ernment when it takes over the system
will be able to hire the people that the
requirements of the position will de-
mand and we will pay whatever the
rate is. I am sure it will not be min-
imum wage.

But the essential point is we need a
Federal takeover of airline security.
We need Federal agents on the scene at
all times, not only just to run the
screening process, but the baggage
process, and access to the tarmac, to
the airfield. That all needs to be con-
trolled under a Federal mandate.

But please give the President some
choices, some options here, to do it the
best possible way. I hope the gen-
tleman is not telling us that he knows
more about this than Secretary Mi-
neta. I do not believe the gentleman
will tell us that he knows more about
this than people who have devoted
their lives to airline security, who are
saying to us please give the President
options.

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

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. DEFAZIO).

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman can answer briefly, since
the gentleman has admitted the
present system is failing, would the
gentleman bar the present firms, par-
ticularly those who are under criminal
indictment and have been criminally
convicted, from continuing to provide
services under a new privatized sys-
tem? Would the gentleman accept
that? I guess not.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DEFAZIO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Listen, I
am the one who I guess broke the story
on one of the companies.

Mr. DEFAZIO. So you would.
Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. That was

under indictment, in fact pled guilty in
Philadelphia. So if that company or
any other company could qualify under
the conditions that we set down, sure.
But I have got a feeling, as far as I am
concerned, that the standards would
prohibit that.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, the Young bill, that
would not prohibit firms who are
criminally convicted of violating exist-
ing guidelines from continuing to pro-
vide private security. The parent com-
pany in Britain has just been found to
have committed very, very serious
breaches of security in Heathrow Air-
port. So you have a foreign-owned firm
which is on both sides of the ocean fail-
ing, and your bill would not prohibit
that firm from bidding.

b 1215

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 8
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. OLVER), our good friend.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time. I
did not realize at what point we were
in this debate, and I came over as soon
as I knew that it was going on.

I am pleased to see that this motion
to instruct has been offered, and I am
glad to see that the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) has indicated
that he has no problems with the pro-
posal, with the motion to instruct the
conferees.

I think it is an entirely appropriate
thing that we should be doing here;
that is, asking for the highest possible
level of transportation security fund-
ing. It goes far beyond just security for
airports, although that is the area
that, because of the horrendous events
on September 11, has had the most at-
tention. Clearly, we need better secu-
rity in our tunnels, on our bridges, in
our rail stations, in our subway sta-
tions. We will have to get around to
that. But we have become focused, at
least for the moment, upon airline se-
curity and the airports’ security.

Since September 11, the economy has
been in a steep slide toward recession.
There are at least 100,000 direct em-
ployees, direct employees of the airline
companies, who are out of jobs, and
that does not say anything about the
many-times-that of other employees,
often part-timers and such in the tour-
ism industry, that have been affected
by the steep slide in the economy. It
comes because air travel is a major
portion of our whole economic system.
The airports are half-empty. Even in
those that are running fairly effec-
tively, we find the confusion that goes
on in the security systems that are
there. They do not know what to do be-
cause they never had any training,
never had any standards, never had any
real professionalization in the process;
and that is still affecting them, even
though there are fewer than half the
people going through the airports
today that were going through earlier,

and we are expecting that we are going
to end up with some of our airlines
going out of business. Yet, we have had
in, now, almost 2 months no law; with
all the different things that we have
done, nothing on the professional-
ization of the airport security systems
and not a single dollar to establish
that kind of professionalization.

Mr. Speaker, we really have to pro-
fessionalize our airport security sys-
tem with ultimately the responsibility
for that being clearly in the hands of
the Federal Government. It can be in
terms of very strong management with
features that are being talked about in
the several bills that are here, but we
really have to require a Federal uni-
form system to protect all passengers,
or passengers are not going to return
to the airlines and they are not going
to return to our airports and our econ-
omy will still be in the tank.

We have to expand the air marshal
program. We have to develop new
methods to modify cabin and cockpit
security in our planes. We have to re-
quire extensive background checks of
security personnel. And we need to
maximize the use of explosion detec-
tion equipment. But at the bottom of
all of that is that we must profes-
sionalize the personnel systems that
are involved in airline security.

It is more than a month ago already,
it was in September, and here we are
on the last day of October, that we held
a joint hearing of the Senate and House
Subcommittees on Transportation of
the Committees on Appropriations,
where we heard powerful testimony by
the Federal Aviation Administration,
the General Accounting Office and the
Inspector General for Transportation
documenting the utterly poor security
systems that are operated by the air-
lines. As they operate in this country,
it is the weakest system of any of our
major Western countries, as far as I
have been able to detect, looking at the
systems that are available in Western
Europe and in Israel; and ours is very
like Canada’s at the moment, or has
been.

Both the General Accounting Office
and the IG extensively tested the secu-
rity systems and found that screeners
frequently failed to detect guns,
knives; other threats at security
checkpoints the IG reported repeatedly
breached, and there has been a long
history of that, document after docu-
ment, stacks of documents showing
that to be the case, breached security
areas in a large percentage of their
tests at major airports.

Once they have breached the secure
areas, persons who had gotten through
what security systems were there could
enter any of the planes. Well, why are
those breaches, why were those
breaches, so easy?

Well, the GAO and the Inspector Gen-
eral cited specifically the very low
wages and benefits of security per-
sonnel, little or no training of the
screeners, weak to no criminal checks
on the screeners, no uniform standards
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for screening and, interestingly, ex-
tremely rapid turnover which, in the
testimony, indicated that the turnover
ran from 80 percent at a minimum in
the lowest turnover at one of the com-
panies up to 250 percent and, I think, as
much as 400 percent turnover. These
are people who were working for no
more than a couple of months and the
minute that they could get out of that
job, because there was no kind of
standard involved and no morale on the
jobs, would go on to something else.

In other words, these were the large-
ly dead-end jobs, the very deadest end
of jobs that were being used in pro-
tecting the security of American trav-
elers, and yet we have not really done
anything formal in that period of, now,
almost 2 months to make corrections
in it.

So we now are going to deal with
that tomorrow with legislation. I think
that the Democratic bill is much
stronger in what it puts forward, be-
cause it does professionalize the secu-
rity system and put the responsibility
directly on the Federal Government to
make certain that the security system
is one that is reliable; and that may
give people the degree of confidence
that they need so that they can come
back to the business of flying and the
business of why they fly, whether it be
for tourism or for business itself.

We have had indications that some of
the companies have pleaded guilty to
criminal violations and yet they are
still contracted companies in the sys-
tem as it operates today. With that
happening, with the failure to conduct
background checks on employees staff-
ing those security checkpoints, it is
highly unlikely that we will get back
the confidence of the American people
in the air travel systems that we have
and get our economy back running.

So I am very pleased that the chair-
man is happy to support the motion to
instruct. I hope that when we get fin-
ished with this legislation tomorrow
that we will have the strongest pos-
sible, the strongest possible law in
place that will protect the security of
the American traveling public.

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

Ms. WATSON of California. Mr. Speaker,
when anthrax was discovered on Capitol Hill
two weeks ago, the House Leadership acted
quickly and prudently to protect Congressional
employees from the threat of terrorism. I sup-
port that decision. But the speed with which
Congress moved to protect itself stands in
stark contrast with our failure to provide for the
security of the flying public.

Mr. Speaker, it has been fifty days since
September 11th, and yet the House of Rep-
resentatives has still not acted to pass an air-
line security bill.

It has been forty days since the House of
Representatives voted to authorize a fifteen
billion dollar bailout for the airlines, and yet the
House still has not passed an airline security
bill.

It has been twenty days since the other
body voted unanimously to provide for airline

security, and still, the House has not yet
passed an airline security bill.

You might think that this delay was because
our leaders were searching for a novel ap-
proach, or a well-calibrated solution. But, in
fact, it was because of a partisan dispute
about whether the screeners should be Fed-
eral employees. This despite that the fact that
an overwhelming majority of Americans have
said that they want the Federal Government to
run airport security.

In the wake of the September 11th attacks,
Americans asked for, and received, an out-
pouring of bipartisan leadership from their
elected officials. How sad that the one key
thing that Congress must do to safeguard their
security has been held up by a partisan dis-
pute. I urge my colleagues to support this mo-
tion, and I urge you, Mr. Speaker, to bring the
Senate’s bipartisan airline security bill to the
floor without delay.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GUTKNECHT). Without objection, the
previous question is ordered.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. SABO).

The motion to instruct was agreed
to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing conferees:

Messrs. ROGERS, WOLF, DELAY, CAL-
LAHAN, TIAHRT, ADERHOLT, Ms. GRANG-
ER, Mrs. EMERSON, Messrs. SWEENEY,
YOUNG of Florida, SABO, OLVER, PAS-
TOR, Ms. KILPATRICK, and Messrs.
SERRANO, CLYBURN and OBEY.

There was no objection.
f

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 2330, AGRICULTURE, RURAL
DEVELOPMENT, FOOD AND DRUG
ADMINISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2002.

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 2330)
making appropriations for Agriculture,
Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, and Related Agencies
programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses, with a Senate amendment there-
to, disagree to the Senate amendment,
and agree to the conference asked by
the Senate.

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

There was no objection.
MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MS. KAPTUR

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to instruct conferees.

The Clerk read as follows:
Ms. KAPTUR moves that the manager on

the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the bill, H.R. 2330, be instructed to insist on

the highest possible levels of funding per-
mitted for international food activities
under P.L. 480, Title II.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 7 of rule XX, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) and
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BONILLA) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR).

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

Let me say to my colleagues and to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BONILLA), our esteemed chairman of
the subcommittee, that this motion is
simple and to the point. It instructs
our conferees to agree to the highest
possible level of funding for inter-
national food programs within the
scope of the conference, including the
Title II Public Law 480 Food for Peace
program.

Mr. Speaker, perhaps never in the
history, in the recent history of our
great country have we had a greater
need to use our food power to build a
more peaceful world. Three matters in-
dividually and collectively within our
purview in this legislation justify the
need for the highest possible level of
funding. I just wish to mention them
and make a few remarks.

The first is the Global Food for Edu-
cation Initiative.

The second is the ongoing need for an
expanding emergency need for food as-
sistance for Afghan refugees and other
desperate people in and around that be-
leaguered country.

Thirdly, to offset the administra-
tion’s proposal to reduce the section
416 commodity assistance with the re-
sultant increase in dependency on the
Public Law 480 Title II program for vi-
tally needed development assistance
throughout the world.

It is interesting to think about the
conditions which breed revolution and
instability, and to observe how often
that desperate people living in des-
perate conditions in the countryside
provide the seed bed for political insta-
bility. If we think historically, just for
a second, back to the middle part of
the 20th century, the countryside be-
came the killing fields inside what be-
came the Soviet Union through the
forced starvation of millions and mil-
lions of people by Joseph Stalin and his
consequent success in gaining control
over what became the Union of the So-
viet Socialist Republics. The country-
side was dead center in what happened
with control of the food supply.

If we think to China and the revolu-
tion in 1949 and the role of Mao Tse-
tung in moving people back to the
countryside, the rural countryside be-
came the seed bed for the revolution
and the consequences that followed,
and the imposition of will over 1 billion
people.

Now, today, in the Middle East, in
East Africa, we have witnessed the
powerful instability that can grow
from food insecurity with little to eat
and little to hope for; and it is not just
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in Afghanistan where people are at
prefamine levels with millions that
have fled that sad state of affairs. If we
also think about the madrassas oper-
ating inside Pakistan that use the lure
of milk to feed hundreds and thousands
of little boys who are then systemati-
cally taught to hate anyone whose reli-
gion is unlike theirs.

Food is being used as a weapon in the
conflict that we face with Enduring
Freedom.

b 1215

It is best that we understand it, and
that we use the power that we have
with our food commodities to help
build a more peaceful world.

The Global Food for Education Ini-
tiative, the program so strongly sup-
ported and developed by Senators Bob
Dole and George McGovern, can be an
important piece of the solution.

Why can we not think about using
the Global Food for Education Pro-
gram to offset what the madrassas are
doing in Pakistan, and to feed children
out of our good will, and to provide
educational opportunity to both boys
and girls, and hopefully produce new
political leaders for the future that
will embrace the world in a more fair
open manner?

This body has said we would like to
see the funding for this program con-
tinued, and we would like to see perma-
nent authorization as part of the farm
bill, the authorizing legislation itself
being H.R. 1700.

So we want this motion to instruct
to place some responsibility on these
conferees to see that the Global Food
for Education Initiative, and the hard
work that the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN) and others
have done, to make that a permanent
authorization and to receive the sup-
port it deserves inside this conference.

Secondly, in terms of the starvation
and pre-starvation levels that people in
Afghanistan and the refugees are fac-
ing, there is no question about the on-
going immediate need for expanding
emergency food programs for those ref-
ugees, whether they be inside the coun-
try, if we can find a way to deliver it,
or to the adjoining nations, during our
Nation’s conduct of Enduring Freedom.

We know that the United Nations
World Food Program has predicted
that we will need to provide a min-
imum level of assistance for 7.5 million
people, and that such aid could last for
well over 1 year. Even though the ad-
ministration has already suggested
more resources will be provided, and
has done so out of the emergency fund-
ing we adopted earlier this year, there
is no doubt that more will be needed;
and not only direct food, but once sta-
bility reigns again, to help people de-
velop their own abilities to raise food
so there can be a more permanent
chance for development in that region.

Once we complete emergency assist-
ance, we have to look at meaningful
development assistance so we can leave
the region in a more self-sustaining

condition than it is in, obviously,
today.

If we want to change the concerns
about poverty, malnutrition, and how
people are treated, including women,
then we must also have long-term de-
velopment goals in mind, and that is
where food for peace, food for progress,
section 416, are answers that make the
most sense.

Finally, before yielding time, let me
say that the administration’s proposal
to reduce section 416 commodity assist-
ance may have made sense before Sep-
tember 11. I do not really think it did.
But after September 11, it makes abso-
lutely no sense at all, because it will
force the resultant increase in depend-
ency on the Public Law 480 title II pro-
gram, which we need for the type of de-
velopmental assistance in the Middle
East, in East Africa, and other places
where instability reigns.

If we are to have longer programs
that will end world hunger, a goal to
which our Nation leads the world and
has subscribed to throughout our exist-
ence, then we have to be sure that any
emergency food assistance is followed
up with a program of meaningful devel-
opment assistance, and that is why
these programs were invented.

This program benefits American
farmers and our States seeking to de-
velop new markets for our commod-
ities as the largest food-producing Na-
tion in the world, as well as the coun-
tries receiving the benefit of the pro-
gram, targeted to those who are hun-
gry in the urban areas and to develop-
ment in the rural countryside, to stem
the instability that we know has bred
the revolutions of modern history.

Public Law 480 has a long history of
turning former recipients into long-
standing customers and into stable po-
litical allies.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the esteemed gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN), who has been such a leader
on these international food programs.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague for yielding time
to me, and I am very glad to see and
strongly support this motion to in-
struct the conferees to support the
highest level of food aid assistance.

I believe that United States food aid
programs will play a critical role in
averting disaster in Afghanistan and in
the Near East. Even before the tragic
events of September 11, the United
States was the largest contributor of
food and humanitarian assistance to
the people of Afghanistan through the
United Nations World Food Program.

But I also believe that the United
States should support these programs
worldwide. The United States has long
fought to end hunger and poverty, and
these programs are a critical part of
that development effort. They reflect
the compassionate, humanitarian char-
acter of the American people.

As my colleagues know, along with
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAP-
TUR) and the gentlewoman from Mis-

souri (Mrs. EMERSON) and the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL) and over
100 Members of this House, I support
the establishment of the Global Food
for Education Initiative that would
fund school feeding programs around
the world, including Afghanistan,
Pakistan, and throughout the Mideast.

This program was inspired by two
great leaders of our country, former
Senators George McGovern and Bob
Dole, and as I said, has enjoyed incred-
ible bipartisan support, not only in the
House but in the other body.

School feeding programs accomplish
a number of things. First, they get food
and nutrition to hungry kids. We all
know that hungry children cannot
learn.

Second, school feeding programs in-
crease school attendance. In various
pilot programs, as in the pilot program
of this Global Food for Education Ini-
tiative, we have seen school attendance
increase dramatically, especially
among girls. Education is really a key
tool in combatting some of the terrible
effects of poverty and ignorance and il-
literacy.

We talk about how do we deal with
intolerance and hate around the world.
Education is the way to do that. So
this program would actually get more
young people into schools, and I think
it is an effective tool in combatting the
types of conditions where terrorists
tend to seek recruits.

I am pleased that we have been able
to get some language in the farm bill
in the House, and hopefully the other
body will follow suit, but I would call
on President Bush to extend this par-
ticular program through fiscal year
2002.

I want to thank the gentlewoman
from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) again for her
incredible leadership on this and so
many other food aid issues. I support
this motion to instruct conferees to
support the highest levels of funding
for U.S. food aid programs.

I think this is an important motion.
This is an important statement for the
Members of this House to make.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, I thank the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts so very
much for speaking out again today,
and for providing the type of national
leadership that we need in order to
make this Global Food for Education
Program permanent.

I think, if the gentleman might want
to engage in a colloquy at this point, I
know he has thought a great deal about
how our commodities leverage food
from other countries, and the partici-
pation of other nations in this Global
Food for Education Initiative.

Perhaps the gentleman would wish to
place some of that on the RECORD at
this time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, what
we are proposing here is not just a pro-
gram where the United States goes it
alone. What we are trying to do here is
inspire other countries around the
world to follow suit, and to make a
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strong effort to eliminate hunger
among the world’s children.

We have the ability to do that. Our
country, working with other countries
around the world, we can eliminate
hunger among children. We could
eliminate hunger among the entire
world if we had the political will to do
so.

As Senator McGovern has said time
and time again, hunger is a political
condition. It is something that we can
solve if we have the political will to do
so.

Our goal here is to have the United
States be a leader in this effort, but to
go to other countries around the world,
as we have been trying to do, to get
them to participate in this program. So
it is a worldwide effort, a worldwide ef-
fort to combat hunger.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for those comments. I
am reminded of the day that we had
the special press conference up here in
the Capitol with Senators McGovern
and Dole, these two dogged World War
II veterans who could be doing any-
thing else with their lives at this point,
yet they were here on the Global Food
for Education Program because they as
veterans

understand what it takes to build
peace.

What a contribution they are still
making, though not legislators or
Members of Congress at this point in
their lives, to have an influence to do
what is good in the world as Ameri-
cans, regardless of party. We owe them
so much. They are giving their great
genius to the country, and we owe
them such thanks for that, and for
making a difference working with us,
especially now.

I wait for the day when the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BONILLA) and
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MCGOVERN) and I can go into
Pakistan and help to distribute maybe
some of this milk, and to take a look
at what is being taught in private
schools that are being established
there as we try to help part of the
world that so greatly needs greater sta-
bility, to use our food programs as the
real fulcrum of a better future for mil-
lions of children.

Mr. MCGOVERN. As the gentle-
woman pointed out earlier, too, this
really puts our farmers in the forefront
of this effort to make this world a bet-
ter place.

The food we are talking about, much
of it would be grown right here in the
United States by American farmers
who would also benefit from this pro-
gram, and I have often felt that we
could do more around the world to pro-
mote stability and human rights by
utilizing this incredible surplus we
have in our farm commodities right
here in the United States.

Again, there is an incredible need out
there, and as the gentlewoman pointed
out, we have been engaged in these in-
credible humanitarian efforts in the
past. I think we need to redouble our

efforts, especially in the wake of Sep-
tember 11. We need to bring the world
community together. We can make this
world a better place. We can eliminate
hunger among children. We can pro-
mote global education. We can make
this world a safer, less violent, more
tolerant place. Again, I thank the gen-
tlewoman for her motion.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman, and I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

I just want to place on the RECORD,
as we talk about this, if we look at the
hijackers here that did such damage to
our country, 15 of 19 of them came from
what is now Saudi Arabia. If we look at
the areas of Saudi Arabia they came
from, they came from the rural, south-
ern parts of the nation.

Other nations have been subjected to
terrorist attacks, but if we really see
where many of the Shiite and Sunni
fundamentalists who are committing
most of these acts come from, they
come from parts of the country that
never received support from their own
governments. So therefore, these are
breeding grounds for the discontent
that is destabilizing that part of the
world, and now our part of the world.

I know from every single farmer in
my region to every single farmer
across this country, they know they
can be a part of the answer to retooling
for peace using food as the fulcrum for
a better future. I know the gentleman
sees this in his mind’s eye, and we can
do so much good if we can get even our
own government to recognize the
power of people who have been fed, and
that those who would seek to do harm
in their own regions or in others would
have less cause for action.

It is too bad that the world has to
move to this point, but I will say, in
defense of our country, prior to Sep-
tember 11 there was one Nation pro-
viding the majority of food commod-
ities inside Afghanistan, and it was the
United States of America, through the
World Food Program.

So we have tried to make an effort.
In some of these other nations, I think
it has been more difficult to get the
governments to be willing to allow food
commodities and assistance to flow to
some of these rural areas that may not
be looked upon favorably by the cen-
tral governments. But I think people
may and these nations may be rethink-
ing the damage that has been caused
by ignoring major segments of the pop-
ulation that then are underdeveloped
and underfed, and are prime targets to
be lured by those who would want to
create harm and instability, and to cre-
ate a political movement that grows
out of the poverty and deprivation of
huge segments of the nations of the
Middle East and of East Africa.

So I know that we have other Mem-
bers who are desirous of speaking on
this subject. We have been hoping that
they would make it to the floor from
their committee meetings. They do not
appear to be here at the moment, so I
think we are going to have to move on
with the legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Texas (Chairman BONILLA) so
very much for his leadership on this,
and for his support.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
motion of the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. KAPTUR). I know this has been an
issue she has been working on long be-
fore the current crisis that exists in Af-
ghanistan, and this program has prov-
en to be very beneficial in this area as
we undertake our mission there.

But again, well before this situation
arose, the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms.
KAPTUR) has been a leader on this issue
through her subcommittee work, and
well before that, as well. I commend
her for her longtime commitment to
this issue.

b 1230
We have no objection and, in fact, we

support this motion enthusiastically.
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of

my time.
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I yield

such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from Connecticut (Ms.
DELAURO), the very able member of our
subcommittee, who has been such a
leader on not just domestic food pro-
grams but world food programs. We
thank her for leaving her committee
meeting in order to come to the floor
to discuss this very important motion
to instruct.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAP-
TUR) for the motion to instruct and I
rise in strong support of this motion.

This motion would add vital funds to
international aid programs that help
both citizens of poor countries and it
helps American farmers. Now, more
than ever, since the attack of Sep-
tember 11, we must fund these pro-
grams at the highest levels possible.

In the last 50 years almost 400 mil-
lion people worldwide have died from
hunger and from being poor. That is
three times the number of people killed
in all wars fought in the 20th century.
Today almost 800 million people, about
one-sixth of the population of the
world’s developing countries, do not
have enough food. Two hundred million
are children.

U.S. food aid is essential in fighting
world hunger. It has been instrumental
in averting a famine in the Horn of Af-
rica. It has helped redevelop Bosnia’s
agricultural sector and feed more than
50,000 children in Haitian schools and
hospitals.

Food aid empowers people, families,
communities. It enables them to break
out of a cycle of hunger and poverty
and return to lives of dignity. On a
broader scale, food aid helps countries
improve their people’s health, their in-
comes, and their living conditions. It
helps them progress forward as a na-
tion. And at the same time, the food
aid helps our farmers across agricul-
tural sectors, wheat, soybeans, rice,
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peas, milk to name a few; in one of the
darkest times of our agricultural his-
tory. It has helped them to sell more of
their products and keep their farms
and their families secure. At a time
when family farms are struggling day-
to-day for existence, international food
aid offers them hope.

After the tragic events of September
11, more than ever the United States
needs to reach out to our neighbors.
Our core principles of justice, liberty
and opportunity are what makes this
Nation strong. We must continue to
live by them and promote them. We
must continue to provide assistance,
support developing nations. We must
let these countries know that despite
the unspeakable act of terror against
our Nation, we will continue to stand
strong with them in their fight to im-
prove the lives of their citizens.

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

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Ms.
DELAURO) for such an eloquent state-
ment and for her leadership on inter-
national food programs as well as our
domestic programs like WIC and all of
the Food and Drug Administration pro-
grams on which you have worked so
hard in the subcommittee. We are truly
fortunate to have you as a Member of
this Congress and Connecticut cer-
tainly has made a very good choice in
sending you here.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to just
mention before calling on our dear able
colleague from North Carolina (Mrs.
CLAYTON), that it is probably impor-
tant as we talk about this motion to
instruct to acknowledge the courage,
the dedication and the patriotism of
the workers from the U.S. Agency for
International Development and the
World Food Program who have been
working under extremely difficult con-
ditions, certainly in the Middle East
and Central Asia, but in Africa, in In-
donesia, in so many other places on our
globe.

They do not get a great deal of pub-
licity. Over the years so many have
lost their lives. They in my judgment
are as important as any person serving
our Nation and we want to thank them,
and we want to let them know that
this Congress understands the heroism
of their work and the great humani-
tarian role that they play in treating
all people equally and bringing the
bounty of this land to places that most
Americans will never see. We wish
them to know the depth of our thanks
and respect that we hold for the work
that they do largely unacknowledged.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as she
may consume to the gentlewoman from
North Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON), a very
high ranking member of our Com-
mittee on Agriculture. If the word is
agriculture, if the word is leadership, if
the word is development, she is at the
front of the line.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GUTKNECHT). The Chair would an-
nounce the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. KAPTUR) has 7 minutes remaining.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
time. I thank her for her leadership
and for the motion to instruct that we
will indeed instruct the conferees to go
to the higher level for this very impor-
tant program, Public Law 480.

This is a program that is in place and
has been doing good work. It has been
doing well for our farmers because in-
deed our farmers have benefitted from
the abundance that we have, an ongo-
ing inventory that we can now use to
do very good deeds around the world.
So many of our programs have been
very effective in relieving hunger.
There is the Food for Peace, Food for
Development. There are various pro-
grams under the Public Law 480. I am
very pleased that we are recognizing
this as a tool for not only our agricul-
tural expansion but also a tool for our
relief.

Earlier this morning I was in a dis-
cussion where we were talking about
what other things could be done in this
whole conflict in terms of terrorism,
particularly in Afghanistan and the re-
gion. The mere ability to help people to
feed themselves was given as a strat-
egy.

Well, guess what? This program can
be used and we think that we could ex-
pand that. Obviously, they had a pro-
gram that was going to be modelled a
little differently; but there is no reason
we cannot use this program to supple-
ment whatever comes out of that ini-
tiative in terms of responding to the
refugees. I read yesterday about the
children of the garbage, they are
called, out of Los Angeles, where kids
go through scavenging enough products
to sell and recycle so they can buy
enough food to feed their families.

If we could think of this as one way
of stabilizing families who are suf-
fering from hunger, but more than
that, it could be used as a tool to bring
stability where we are fighting and
have a military strategy. This could be
a part of our diplomatic approach, is to
use our development of agriculture and
our U.S. AID.

We pulled AID into our State Depart-
ment. For what reason? To use it as a
tool that we can have as our inter-
national policy. So our food programs
that we have through the Public Law
480 certainly is a tool I think is under-
utilized and I want to expand it.

There are many food programs I
could mention. The gentlewoman from
Ohio (Ms. Kaptur) mentioned the Glob-
al Food Program, which I am very
much aware of, and the Global School
Lunch Program. We are very pleased
that is moving along and my col-
league’s leadership there has been evi-
dent, and we are very pleased Congress
is moving in that direction.

I commend this amendment, but
more than that, I commend our under-
standing that we can use food as one of
the tools in our arsenal for peace and
stability as well as we respond to the
hunger and the needs not only in Afri-
ca and India but also in the very trou-

bled area that we are involved in, Af-
ghanistan and that whole region.

This is a significant beginning and I
hope it leads to it.

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

I thank the gentlewoman from North
Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON) for that very
generous statement and strong support
and also for her continuing leadership
on so many fronts. I know that some of
the initiatives that the gentlewoman
has taken on for Africa, for example,
using these programs will be the first
time that farmer to farmer programs
and modernization programs will be
used for development in rural Africa in
areas that so desperately need atten-
tion, and I hope that the people of
North Carolina understand the genius
that they have sent here in allowing
the gentlewoman to serve in our Con-
gress, and I thank the gentlewoman so
very much for being here with us
today.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I just wanted
to say, as we look at the range of what
America can do in order to promote a
more peaceful world, what other pro-
grams have such scope as these? We are
talking here about emergency assist-
ance for Afghan refugees and food in-
side Afghanistan.

These programs are being used cur-
rently in places like Lebanon where for
the first time in the history of our
country we have taken food commod-
ities such as wheat and soy oil, sold
them inside Lebanon, and now we are
helping to redevelop villages, very
poor, poor villages that did not even
have water rights at the Lebanese-
Israeli border in order to try to build a
more peaceful world.

What other programs do we know
that have this kind of range? If we
think about the farmer to farmer pro-
grams that the gentlewoman from
North Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON) was
talking about in Africa or those that
operate in the Caribbean, here we have
programs that operate globally, using
the bounty of this land being a win-
win, helping our farmers and our rural
communities bolster their income and
yet, in my opinion, being the most im-
portant development bank that this
country has in place with vast experi-
ence in every corner of the world.

So as we vote on this motion to in-
struct today and ultimately move our
agriculture appropriation bill, we cer-
tainly would ask for the membership’s
full support of our international food
programs, particularly at this time in
our Nation’s history being front and
center and well understood as pro-
viding us a path to a more peaceful fu-
ture.

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

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I have no additional speakers, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GUTKNECHT). Without objection, the
previous question is ordered on the mo-
tion to instruct.
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There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. KAPTUR).

The motion was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without

objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing conferees:

Messrs. BONILLA, WALSH, KINGSTON,
NETHERCUTT, LATHAM, Mrs. EMERSON,
Messrs. GOODE, LAHOOD, YOUNG of Flor-
ida, Ms. KAPTUR, Ms. DELAURO, and
Messrs. HINCHEY, FARR of California,
BOYD, and OBEY.

There was no objection.
f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Monahan, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has passed without
amendment a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 2925. An act to amend the Reclama-
tion Recreation Management Act of 1992 in
order to provide for the security of dams, fa-
cilities, and resources under the jurisdiction
of the Bureau of Reclamation.

f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 43
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair.

f
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. LATOURETTE) at 3 o’clock
and 50 minutes p.m.

f

WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER
AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT
ON H.R. 2647, LEGISLATIVE
BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2002

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 273 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 273

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill
(H.R. 2647) making appropriations for the
Legislative Branch for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other purposes.
All points of order against the conference re-
port and against its consideration are
waived. The conference report shall be con-
sidered as read.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield the cus-

tomary 30 minutes to my friend, the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL), pend-
ing which I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 273 is
a standard rule waiving all points of
order against the conference report,
and provides for consideration of the
conference report to accompany H.R.
2647, the fiscal year 2002 legislative
branch appropriations bill.

The conference report provides yet
another example of a carefully crafted
bill from the Committee on Appropria-
tions that balances fiscal discipline
with the true needs of our first branch
of government, the legislative branch.
This legislation represents a respon-
sible increase in overall spending of 4.6
percent.

I would like to also commend the
gentleman from North Carolina (Chair-
man TAYLOR), the ranking member, the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN),
and other members of the Committee
on Appropriations for their hard work
on what is truly a noncontroversial
conference report, and for maintaining
the position established by the House
in almost every instance.

Mr. Speaker, the legislative branch
appropriations conference report en-
sures that the diverse funding needs of
this institution are met, from legisla-
tive work to security to tourism.

Specifically, this bill funds congres-
sional operations for the House of Rep-
resentatives, including our staffs and
employees. It addresses the needs of
the United States Capitol Police, and
continues to support their efforts to
modernize as they perform essential se-
curity functions for the protections of
not just Members of Congress and our
staffs, but for the millions of visitors
who come to our seat of government
every year.

This bill includes important funding
to hire additional new officers, and pro-
vides needed funds to bring their sala-
ries in line with other Federal law en-
forcement agencies.

I would like to take a minute to ex-
press my personal gratitude to the men
and women of the United States Cap-
itol Police for their tireless efforts dur-
ing this time of war.

Day after day, regardless of the hour,
truly in rain and shine, these men and
women faithfully carry out the duties
which ensure the safety and security
for all of us who live, work and visit
our Nation’s Capital. Their dedication,
professionalism, and seemingly endless
hours of service to ensure our security
have not gone without notice and are
most appreciated.

Mr. Speaker, this conference report
also provides for the needs of the Ar-
chitect of the Capitol, including the
various operations and maintenance
activities under his jurisdiction for the
Capitol, House office buildings and the
surrounding grounds, and including an
additional $70 million for needed House
and Senate office space at the new Cap-
itol Visitor’s Center.

In addition, it funds the needs of the
invaluable but often behind-the-scenes

work performed by the Congressional
Budget Office, the Government Print-
ing Office, and the General Accounting
Office.

The conference agreement also pro-
vides funding for the Library of Con-
gress and for the Congressional Re-
search Service, including the employ-
ees who collectively help us and our
staff make sense of the many complex
issues we face every day.

Mr. Speaker, this conference report
maintains the House-passed measures
aimed to help meet the needs of an
ever-changing and dynamic workplace.
It helps this institution keep pace as
an employer, including a monthly tran-
sit benefit, and makes modest infra-
structure changes to make cycling to
work more appealing; that is, as in
riding a bike cycling. These transit
benefits will help reduce demand on
the already-limited parking, and help
reduce traffic congestion.

In addition, the conference report
calls for a study of options for a self-
sustaining staff fitness center.

Finally, the conference report recog-
nizes our need to become more environ-
mentally friendly and efficient in
reusing and recycling our waste by di-
recting a review of the current recy-
cling program, identifying ways to im-
prove the program, establishing cri-
teria for measuring compliance, and
setting reasonable milestones for in-
creasing the amount of recycled mate-
rial.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good con-
ference report and deserves our sup-
port. I urge all of my colleagues to sup-
port this straightforward rule, as well
as the underlying noncontroversial leg-
islation.

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.

Mr. Speaker, this rule allows for the
consideration of the conference report
on the legislative branch appropria-
tions bill for fiscal year 2002, and it
waives all points of order.

The bill appropriates money for the
operations of the House and Senate and
the maintenance of the Capitol com-
plex. It also funds legislative branch
agencies that support Congress, includ-
ing the Library of Congress, the Con-
gressional Budget Office, and the Gen-
eral Accounting Office.

In the aftermath of September 11, the
American people I think have found in-
creased confidence in the Federal Gov-
ernment and Congress in particular,
and I believe that the confidence is
well-founded.

The men and women who serve as
Members of Congress, and I do not
speak of myself, but I speak of my col-
leagues, are an extraordinary group of
dedicated individuals. They are served
by a corps of talented and hard-work-
ing staff, and I am very proud to serve
with them.

Representative democracy is never
easy, and it is even more difficult in
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times of crisis, but I am proud to sup-
port this bill, which allows our vital
work to continue. I urge the adoption
of the rule and of the bill.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, as we have said here
several times, this is a noncontrover-
sial conference report that has been
agreed to by the House and that has
been agreed to by our conferees.

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

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 11 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the former
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations and the ranking minority
member on the Committee on Appro-
priations.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me, and I would like to say that I
think each and every person who serves
in this body is a very fortunate human
being.

First of all, we have been blessed by
having the express confidence of the
people we represent. They have en-
trusted us to deal with matters that
deal not only with our own districts
but with the Nation as a whole.

b 1600

And I know each and every one of us
feel a profound sense of gratitude for
being able to provide that service. We
have also had a lot of pressures put
upon each and every person who works
in this place, not just Members but
staff, and those who support this insti-
tution and provide for its security.

I think that no one is the recipient of
more gratitude than the Capitol Police
who are funded in this bill. They have
been working overtime since the unfor-
tunate events of September 11 in order
to try to provide security, not just for
the physical buildings that make up
Capitol Hill, but also for each and
every human being who works on this
Capitol Hill.

We have also been served, I think,
tremendously well by the Attending
Physician, who has taken on duties
that I am sure he never imagined he
would have to deal with when he first
signed on as the job of the Attending
Physician for the Capitol. We have seen
a lot of turmoil on the Hill; and, in my
judgment, the bill that this rule brings
to the floor will prove insufficient in
terms of meeting all the expenses at-
tendant in dealing with the new world
that we now live in.

I noticed this morning, I saw in one
of the Capitol Hill newspapers a story
about some of the extraordinary ex-
penses that congressional employees
have personally borne to try to make
up for the fact that some of our Mem-
bers at this point are not able to oper-
ate out of their own offices. You have
had extraordinary arrangements that a
number of Members and staff have had
to make in order to get back to Wash-

ington after they were, in effect,
trapped outside of Washington when all
of the airlines were brought down, cor-
rectly, by Secretary Mineta in order to
prevent further tragedies on September
11. And so we all know that there is a
tremendous amount to be done to se-
cure this Capitol and its surrounding
environs.

I congratulate the members of the
subcommittee who have worked on this
bill. I have no basic problems with this
bill. But I think it is appropriate dur-
ing consideration of this bill to recog-
nize that no matter what security
measures that are being taken are
probably going to have to be, in fact,
enhanced. And I have very little doubt
that we will be facing a supplemental
appropriations for this branch of gov-
ernment and for many other agencies
of government as well. But I would like
also to caution every Member because I
think it is necessary to understand
that, in addition to securing buildings
like the ones that we work in, we also
have an overriding obligation to in-
crease the safety and security of each
and every American that we represent.

There are many other public servants
also at work today in this country, and
some of them have been brought under
attack. The postal workers of this
country are the ones who first come to
mind. I think it is necessary for this
Congress to understand that there are
so many security vulnerabilities in this
very changed world after September 11
that we must think through in funda-
mental ways the way we approach
every single security-related issue in
the government.

I think the private sector of our
economy is going to have to think
through the same things. And that
means in my view we are going to have
to face up to the fact that in addition
to everything that we do in this bill
today to deal with the problems of Cap-
itol Hill, we are going to have to deal
with a good many other problems
around the country, and I would like to
walk through what I think some others
are that deserve equal attention.

This morning we had Governor Ridge
in the Democratic Caucus, and he com-
ported himself very well. I think those
who have served with him in the past
in this institution understand that he
is a first-rate individual who will be
doing his very best to provide addi-
tional homeland security for the entire
country. But when he was in our Cau-
cus this morning, I urged him to recog-
nize that just as we are facing in this
bill the obligation to move forward
with the number of projects to enhance
the security of the people’s House, so
too must we provide him with addi-
tional authority in order to do the
same thing for everyone in this Nation.

Among the things I suggested to him
was that, in my view, he needs to get
control of the budget process because
there are a whole range of security ac-
tions that need to be taken across the
country that, in my view, are not being
taken at the same time. And I do not

think any of us want to be in the posi-
tion where we are taking what we con-
sider to be adequate security measures
here on Capitol Hill, if we were not at
the same time taking adequate meas-
ures to secure the life and safety of
each and every American.

Some of the items that need to be
considered are as follows: We have lab-
oratories all across the country that
are generating dangerous biological
and chemical agents. There is no cen-
tral registry of such agents or the
quantity that they are being produced
in or the quantity in which they are
held. CDC has requested $10 million
simply to begin enforcing existing laws
requiring the reporting of the transfer
of such agents. So far that has not been
funded in the administration request.

We have been told by Secretary
Thompson, my good friend, the former
governor of Wisconsin, that he is going
to be asking for 300 million doses of ad-
ditional vaccines in order to strength-
en our ability to respond to other chal-
lenges in the public health field. I ap-
plaud that, but it seems to me that we
need to move far beyond that.

We need to dramatically beef up the
ability of the public health surveil-
lance mechanisms in this country so
that we can, in fact, tell if we are in an
epidemic when an epidemic begins, not
after we are 2 weeks into it.

While the Public Health Service has
requested well over half a billion dol-
lars in additional funding, they have so
far only had $65 million of that ap-
proved.

We have had a $500 million request
from Amtrak for security of the Rail
Passenger Service. So far, on the part
of OMB, only 1 percent of that funding
has been approved.

The Customs Service has asked for
about $700 million for increasing border
inspections, particularly on the Cana-
dian border. To my knowledge, at this
point, none of that has been approved
by OMB.

The FBI, they have asked for an addi-
tional $1.5 billion. They have huge
overtime costs. They have huge addi-
tional responsibilities. They are devot-
ing a huge percentage of their inves-
tigative forces to the problems of ter-
rorism. Their requests so far have been
cut by two-thirds.

So I would simply say that these and
many other items I think indicate the
fact that we have much work to do in
the area of securing the homeland. No
matter what we do, there will be
vulnerabilities. We understand that,
but this bill that will be before us ei-
ther today or tomorrow takes some
minimal steps to add to the security of
Capitol Hill. We have many much larg-
er steps that must be taken across the
country to attend to the security of
the entire Nation, and I hope that this
body will be receptive to such efforts in
the remaining weeks of this congres-
sional session.

I thank the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. HALL) for the time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve my time.
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Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. EDWARDS).

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I want
to commend Members on both sides of
the aisle for having put together this
legislation, and I will not object and
will, in fact, support this rule and the
legislation. I think it is at this par-
ticular time in our Nation’s history
important that we spend our resources
protecting the symbol of our democ-
racy, our Capitol and all of the Senate
and House office buildings associated
with it.

In fact, in light of recent revelations,
we find that perhaps this capital, if not
our entire country, could be the tar-
geted attacks of weapons of mass de-
struction at the hands of terrorists,
and it is that issue which I think is ap-
propriate to discuss during both this
debate as well as the debate in a few
moments on the Energy and Water ap-
propriations bill.

In particular, I would like to bring to
the attention, Mr. Speaker, of Members
of this House an article from today’s
Reuters News Service from its Wash-
ington Bureau, and I quote from that
article:

The September 11 attacks have in-
creased concerns that extremists would
use weapons of mass destruction, in-
cluding possibly nuclear weapons,
against the United States, Undersecre-
tary of State John Bolton said on
Wednesday. Answering questions at a
breakfast with defense writers, Bolton
predicted that if extremists possessed
weapons of mass destruction, a term
that encompasses nuclear, biological
and chemical arms, they will use them.

The article then quotes Secretary
Bolton, I am concerned about weapons
of mass destruction everywhere, and
my concern about weapons of mass de-
struction everywhere has gone up
since, end of quote, the U.S.-led anti-
terrorism war began, he said.

The article then says, Bolton, the
State Department’s top official dealing
with arms control and international se-
curity affairs, said he was worried, and
this is his quote, there will be the use
of a weapon of mass destruction. The
term encompasses nuclear, chemical
and biological arms.

Mr. Speaker, and my colleagues, I
think this article and Mr. Bolton’s
comments point out the obvious. Those
who would use airplanes as a tool, as a
weapon against the United States and
our citizens and all we care about and
our values, and certainly they would
not stop, in fact, would be encouraged
to use weapons of mass destruction, be
they biological, chemical or nuclear.

While I think it is important in this
Legislative Branch bill we do try pru-
dent efforts and steps to protect this
Capitol, the symbol of our democracy,
I think in further debate today, we are
going to find that some of us are deeply
disappointed that while we are pro-
tecting the Capitol, as we should in
this bill, we are not doing what we
must do and have responsibility to do

in other legislation to protect Amer-
ican citizens from the threat of nuclear
terrorism.

While there will be more discussion
on that in a few moments, let me quote
Mr. Bolton when he says, basically,
that one consequence of the U.S. at-
tacks was a heightened awareness of
the interrelationship between non-
proliferation and terrorists and that as
a result efforts to halt the spread of
nuclear, chemical and biological arms
will receive more attention in coming
months.

Mr. Bolton’s comments are correct in
regard to biological and chemical
weapons. We are already taking action.
Yet in other legislation we will debate
on this floor today we are actually re-
ducing funding for perhaps the single
most effective program designed to
keep nuclear weapons and materiels
out of the hands of terrorists.

This is a good bill, designed to con-
tinue forward our democracy and the
symbols of our democracy and the op-
erating offices of our democracy, but
we must not stop here with this bill.
We have an obligation and a moral re-
sponsibility to protect the American
people from what I think is a serious
threat; that is, the threat of nuclear
materiels getting into the hands of ter-
rorists who would gladly kill millions
of American citizens.

b 1615

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio of the Committee on
Rules for yielding me this time, as well
as the gentleman from Texas, for
bringing up this rule.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good con-
ference agreement. I want to express
my appreciation to the chairman of the
committee, the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. TAYLOR), the members of
the Subcommittee on Legislative, who
worked closely to craft a good bill and
a good final conference agreement. It
largely reflects the same legislative
branch appropriations bill that got 380
votes in the House earlier this year.

Our objectives have always been to
provide the legislative branch with the
resources and the guidance that it re-
quires to carry out its mission, even in
these most trying of circumstances.
The legislative body is the Federal es-
sence of our democratic process, and
all of the components of the legislative
branch are well treated in this con-
ference agreement.

It prioritizes our capital improve-
ment program, confronting, not defer-
ring, personnel issues, such as an aging
work force and retention challenges,
and I do not mean the Members, I am
referring to many of the staff up here
on the Hill, and funding several new
technology projects that will allow us

to perform our work more efficiently,
to make this work more readily avail-
able to the public and to preserve it for
posterity.

The Library of Congress, the General
Accounting Office, the Government
Printing Office, and the Congressional
Budget Office will largely receive what
they requested. Joint committees and
leadership accounts will receive what
they will need.

In addition, this bill includes provi-
sions that will help us respond and be
better prepared for the new terrorist
threat.

Let me stress that security and the
need to preserve the ability of this in-
stitution to continue to function have
been our paramount concerns. This
agreement provides the funds to hire
an additional 79 police officers, bring-
ing the Capitol Police force to 1,481
full-time equivalents and to fund their
benefit increases. Between this agree-
ment and the funding set aside in the
fundamentals, this institution should
be receiving all the resources it needs
to address our security needs.

The bill also includes provisions that
address several long-standing problems
that should now be resolved.

I want to recognize the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) and ex-
press my appreciation for the success-
ful effort that he led to end the long-
standing practice by the Architect of
the Capitol of using temporary workers
for long-term projects to get around
providing them health and pension ben-
efits. These temporary workers have
been employed by the Architect on an
average of 41⁄2 years.

Recognition should also be given to
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAP-
TUR) for her efforts to help contract
cafeteria employees who have been
without pay since the closure of the
Ford and the Longworth cafeterias, so
that they can be compensated for their
lost wages.

I am also pleased to see the con-
ference agreement set aside sufficient
funds to enable all offices, be it a Mem-
ber’s office, a committee, or the Con-
gressional Budget Office or the Govern-
ment Printing Office, to provide their
employees with a $65-per-month em-
ployee transit benefit which should in-
crease to $100 tax free by next year. In
light of the terrorist attacks on Sep-
tember 11, this benefit and the effort to
reduce the number of parking spaces
and cars around the Capitol have taken
on even greater importance.

On a related issue, I am pleased the
House Administrative Officer will be
working on a plan to help more Mem-
bers, staff, committees, and legislative
branch agencies access their computer
systems from a remote location. In
times of peace, this initiative would
have been called teleworking. In times
of war, and our experience with the clo-
sure of House offices, providing Mem-
bers access from a remote location, be
it from the General Accounting Office
or their home computer, has become an
essential requirement to preserve the
operations of this institution.
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I want to be certain we are doing all

we can to ensure that we can function
effectively no matter what the context,
and certainly we have learned from our
experience when the House office build-
ings were shut down.

Over the long term, I believe that the
transit benefit, assistance on student
loan repayments, and greater tele-
working opportunities are good per-
sonnel policies that will also help us
attract and retain employees and pro-
fessional staff in all legislative branch
agencies.

I do want to say a word about the
student loan program. It will apply to
the Senate, the CBO, the GAO, but not
the House of Representatives; and this
inequity is unfortunate and should not
have occurred. It is largely due to inac-
tion on the part of the Committee on
House Administration and will give the
Senate and other legislative branch
agencies yet another edge on the House
in recruiting qualified employees. The
lack of this student loan incentive
gives an advantage to the Senate that
the House does not have in recruiting
qualified employees.

I would hope that the Committee on
House Administration will move quick-
ly to recommend criteria and guide-
lines so that we can set up such a pro-
gram as soon as possible. I have spoken
to the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER) about this, and I know that he
is ready, and has been ready, to work
with Chairman NEY to develop the
kinds of guidelines that we need to
make this student loan repayment pro-
gram work and provide another incen-
tive to get top-notch staff working for
us here on the House side. Unfortu-
nately, we could not do it in time for
this conference, but I trust it will be
done.

Similarly, the House administration
needs to authorize the full transit ben-
efit permitted under current law. With
enactment of this agreement, money
should no longer be an issue, though.
This appropriation provides the money.
We still do need authority from the
Committee on House Administration.
If my colleagues at the Federal execu-
tive branch, State and local govern-
ments, and the private sector can find
the resources to provide their employ-
ees transit benefits, assistance repay-
ing student loans, and teleworking op-
tions, so can we.

In all, I think we have a good agree-
ment that will go a long way toward
addressing the needs and operations of
the legislative branch for the balance
of this fiscal year, and I urge my col-
leagues to not only approve the rule
but to approve the conference report on
the legislative branch appropriations
bill.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I think
House Members would be interested in
what I consider to be an egregious
anomaly in this bill.

Today, administrative assistants in
the other body are paid, on average,
$118,000. In this institution they are
paid approximately $22,000 less per per-
son. A legislative director in the other
body is paid about $85,000, on average.
That is about $25,000 more than we pay
for similar responsibilities in the
House. For a legislative assistant, the
gap is about $15,000 between the pay af-
forded to a House staffer versus a Sen-
ate staffer.

We have another provision in this bill
which is going to make it even more
difficult for House Members to retain
our staff, because it will be much easi-
er for the Senate to entice staffers to
come to work for them, all because of
a provision in this bill. There is a pro-
vision in this bill that enables the em-
ployees of the other body and CBO to
begin a student loan repayment pro-
gram.

Now, I have nothing against that, but
the problem is that that will not hap-
pen in the House of Representatives be-
cause we have not had the proper au-
thorizations approved by the com-
mittee of jurisdiction in this House.
That means that there will be yet an-
other recruiting tool that will enable
the Senate to entice our staffers away
to work in the Senate. We cannot func-
tion as effectively as the People’s
House ought to function if we are es-
sentially advised by people who have
very short tenure in their jobs before
they either move over to the Senate to
get much better pay or before they go
downtown to get much better pay than
they can get working in either the Sen-
ate or the House.

I would urge everyone with the ap-
propriate responsibilities in this House
to recognize that this provision in this
bill today will add to our difficulties in
retaining quality staff and attracting
quality staff in competition with the
other body, and I would urge them to
take the appropriate action so that we
will be able to compete with the other
body on an even footing. I think we
owe that to the people we represent
and to the people who work for us.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, we have had an oppor-
tunity to hear several speakers who
have talked about some very important
aspects of what this legislative appro-
priations bill does. We have also heard
some of the perhaps downsides or fal-
lacies.

I, like the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY), wish to express confidence
in the men and women who come to
Washington, D.C., who work for the
legislative branch. They work tire-
lessly. They are people who are up till
late at night. They are people who care
deeply about not only the success of
the House of Representatives and the
people who work here but also the in-
stitution. It is my hope that in the
coming years we will be able to further

work on issues related to employment,
issues related to pay, issues related to
student loans.

But I would add an overriding re-
mark, and that is that I believe that
this institution and body is well served
by the men and women who are here.
And we have not only respect for them,
but we also give them our gratitude
and our thanks; and that goes for all
the people who are living through some
very difficult times now, when we have
some offices closed, when we have some
uncertain times that we are dealing
with. And I think that they should
hear, just as the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) and the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. HALL) have stated, that
we are proud of the men and women
who work here, the police who protect
us, and the people who day-to-day
come into contact with us, including
those people who serve in our cafe-
terias and other avenues to support
this institution.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good con-
ference report which we have been dis-
cussing. It is one which responds to the
critical needs of the first branch of our
government, which is the legislative
branch. Adopting this rule will allow
us to consider this important con-
ference report and send it quickly to
the President for his signature. I urge
a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the rule and adoption
of this must-do piece of legislation.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of the rule for the Legislative
Branch Conference Report. I commend the
conferees for their work in preparing this re-
port. The report includes important provisions
that have a beneficial impact on the entire
Washington, D.C. region and improve the
quality of life for the thousands of men and
women working on Capitol Hill.

I came to Congress to promote more livable
communities with the Federal Government
being a better partner to make our families
safe, healthy and economically secure. An im-
portant part of making those communities liv-
able is ensuring that people have choices
about where they live, work, and how they
travel.

During these troubled times that have fallen
upon us since September 11, it is easy to lose
sight of the essential daily items that improve
quality of life. I commend my colleagues for
moving forward on key provisions that will
strengthen communities and give employees
improved choices on how they live and work.

These livability provisions include the full
funding of an increase in the allowable amount
to $65 for Legislative Branch employees par-
ticipating in the transit benefit program. In ad-
dition to this important provision, language is
also included to update bike facilities here on
the Hill including providing new, more secure
bike lockers for those Representatives and
staff who bike to work, and to study alter-
natives for a staff fitness center.

These types of provisions that improve qual-
ity of life for employees and the livability of the
communities in which they live is an important
step in making America stronger and more re-
silient no matter the disconcerting cir-
cumstances at hand.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
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move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

LATOURETTE). The question is on the
resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. OBEY. 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. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question are post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

f

b 1630

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). Pursuant to clause 8 of
rule XX, and the Chair’s prior an-
nouncement, the Chair will now put
each question on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed earlier today
in the following order:

On approving the Journal, de novo;
Conference report on H.R. 2590, by

the yeas and nays; and
House Resolution 273, de novo.
The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes

the time for the third electronic vote
in this series.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the pending
business is the question of the Chair’s
approval of the Journal of the last
day’s proceedings.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. OBEY. 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.

This will be a 15-minute vote fol-
lowed by a second 15-minute vote fol-
lowed by a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 374, nays 39,
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 18, as
follows:

[Roll No. 412]

YEAS—374

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Akin
Allen
Baca
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett

Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop

Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)

Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Coyne
Cramer
Crenshaw
Crowley
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart

Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Largent
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald

Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Miller, Jeff
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spratt

Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt

Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)

Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Whitfield
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—39

Aderholt
Baird
Borski
Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Capuano
Costello
Crane
DeFazio
English
Filner
Gutknecht
Hastings (FL)

Hefley
Hilliard
Holt
Kucinich
Larsen (WA)
Lewis (GA)
LoBiondo
McDermott
Moran (KS)
Oberstar
Pallone
Peterson (MN)
Ramstad

Sabo
Sanchez
Schaffer
Strickland
Stupak
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Visclosky
Waters
Weller
Wicker

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1

Tancredo

NOT VOTING—18

Andrews
Armey
Bachus
Blunt
Cox
Cubin

DeGette
DeLay
Dreier
Dunn
Granger
Lantos

McCrery
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Sweeney
Thompson (MS)
Watts (OK)

b 1654

So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

f

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2590,
TREASURY AND GENERAL GOV-
ERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2002

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The pending business is
the question of agreeing to the con-
ference report on the bill, H.R. 2590, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the conference report.
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 339, nays 85,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 413]

YEAS—339

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich

Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Cardin

Castle
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
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Deal
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Isakson
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kilpatrick
King (NY)

Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Largent
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Miller, Jeff
Mink
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall

Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer
Saxton
Schakowsky
Schrock
Scott
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stupak
Sununu
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Udall (CO)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—85

Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett
Berkley
Berry
Blumenauer
Boswell

Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Chabot
Coble

Costello
Crane
Davis (CA)
DeFazio
Deutsch
Duncan
Etheridge

Evans
Everett
Flake
Goode
Goodlatte
Graves
Green (WI)
Hall (TX)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hostettler
Inslee
Israel
Jenkins
Jones (NC)
Kerns

Kildee
Kind (WI)
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Lynch
Matheson
McKinney
Moore
Moran (KS)
Napolitano
Paul
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Ramstad
Rohrabacher
Ross

Royce
Ryun (KS)
Sandlin
Schaffer
Schiff
Sensenbrenner
Shays
Sherman
Shows
Stearns
Strickland
Stump
Tancredo
Taylor (MS)
Thune
Thurman
Toomey
Turner
Udall (NM)
Wu

NOT VOTING—8

Andrews
DeGette
Dunn

Granger
Lantos
McCrery

Sweeney
Thompson (MS)

b 1720

Messrs. BLUMENAUER, GRAVES,
BARCIA, HONDA, KILDEE and Mrs.
CAPPS changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’
to ‘‘nay.’’

So the conference report was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 981

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that my name
be removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 981.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of clause 8 of rule
XX, the Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the minimum time for the remaining
electronic vote on the remaining ques-
tion on which the Chair has postponed
further proceedings.

f

WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER
AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT
ON H.R. 2647, LEGISLATIVE
BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2002

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of
agreeing to the resolution, House Reso-
lution 273.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

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.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 423, noes 0,
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 414]

AYES—423

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal

DeFazio
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Filner
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee

Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Largent
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Miller, Jeff
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
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Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers

Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm

Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—9

Andrews
DeGette
Dunn

Granger
Lantos
McCrery

Sweeney
Thompson (MS)
Woolsey
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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

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, I was not present
for rollcall votes 412 through 414 due to a
family emergency. Had I been present, I would
have voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall No. 412, ‘‘yea’’ on
rollcall No. 413, and ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall No. 414.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Speaker, on October
30, 2001, I missed roll call votes 408, 409,
410, and 411 because I was in my con-
gressional district on official business
and to attend the funeral of a lifelong
friend.

Had I been present, I would have
voted yea on all four votes.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, and
under a previous order of the House,

the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

f

INTRODUCING THE LEGAL ASSIST-
ANCE FOR VICTIMS OF DATING
VIOLENCE ACT DURING DOMES-
TIC VIOLENCE AWARENESS
MONTH
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Mrs. BIGGERT) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize October as Domestic
Violence Awareness Month and to in-
troduce the Legal Assistance for Vic-
tims of Dating Violence Act, which will
turn that recognition into action.

In recent weeks, much attention has
been focused on humanitarian issues in
Afghanistan, particularly the cruel
treatment of women under the Taliban
and their struggle with domestic vio-
lence.

While conditions for women in the
United States are light years ahead of
those for the women of Afghanistan,
domestic violence has too long been a
problem in our country, as well. The
Justice Department reports that there
were over 791,000 domestic violence vic-
tims in 1999, with 85 percent of these
attacks occurring against women.

Over half of domestic violent crimes
against both men and women from 1993
to 1999 were committed by a current
boyfriend or girlfriend, and almost one-
third of women murdered annually are
murdered by their current or former
partners.

Most troubling for me is that dating
violence most often affects our youth.
The age group of 16 to 24, which is the
group most likely to be in dating rela-
tionships, experiences the highest rates
of dating violence. These statistics are
alarming.

Dating violence crimes are not re-
stricted to any one racial, cultural, or
socioeconomic group. Dating violence
could happen to anyone in a dating re-
lationship. These acts occur every-
where, and are committed not by a
stranger in a dark alley but by people
known and trusted by the victims.

These heinous crimes not only vio-
late the victims, but can destroy their
ability to trust their friends and loved
ones. Dating violence affects every as-
pect of a victim’s life, from his or her
relationship to their performance at
school or work. We must act now to
help the victims of dating violence,
these men and women who are at-
tacked by the very people in their lives
who they trust the most.

In the last Congress I was proud to
cosponsor the reauthorization of the
Violence Against Women Act. I was
more than pleased that the over-
whelming majority of my colleagues
agreed with me on the value of this leg-
islation. With 239 cosponsors, VAWA
passed overwhelmingly by a vote of 371
to 1 in the House and 95 to 0 in the Sen-
ate.

VAWA went a long way in addressing
the problem of domestic violence in the

United States. Unfortunately, however,
VAWA omitted critical protections for
victims of dating violence. When
VAWA took the much needed step of
creating a first-ever legal definition of
dating violence, as well as authorized a
new grant program to provide civil
legal assistance to domestic violence
victims, dating violence victims were
not covered under the new grants.

Many domestic violence and dating
violence victims do not have the
money or resources necessary to regain
control over their lives. These grants
go to nonprofit organizations that then
collaborate with domestic violence and
sexual assault service agencies to pro-
vide civil legal assistance to victims of
violence. Access to the legal system
can make the difference in these vic-
tims’ power to break the cycle of op-
pressive abuse and regain control over
their lives.

Mr. Speaker, my legislation address-
es this omission within the VAWA leg-
islation. My bill will address this in-
consistency by allowing grant recipi-
ents to use their funding to assist vic-
tims of dating violence. This legisla-
tion does not cost anything. It simply
allows grant recipients to help dating
violence victims in the same way they
currently help domestic violence vic-
tims. The victims of dating violence
deserve the same legal assistance given
to other victims of domestic violence.

The ability to obtain a legal protec-
tion order or pursue other legal rem-
edies is just as important for victims of
dating violence as it is for domestic vi-
olence victims. We must ensure that
all of these victims receive the assist-
ance they need to get their lives back
in order.

I would like to thank our former col-
league, Mr. Hutchinson, who is now the
administrator of the Drug Enforcement
Administration, for introducing this
important legislation before he left
Congress. He recognized that it is only
right that dating violence victims have
access to the same services as domestic
violence victims, and I wish him the
best of luck in his new post.

I would also like to thank my friend
and neighbor, Senator MIKE CRAPO,
who has introduced this bill in the Sen-
ate.

As we recognize Domestic Violence
Awareness Month, I can think of no
better way to show victims we care
than to pass this legislation. I urge my
colleagues to cosponsor this important
bill and help make a difference in the
lives of so many men and women in our
country.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. KAPTUR addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
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CONCERNS REGARDING THE FOR-

EIGN OPERATIONS APPROPRIA-
TIONS BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PUTNAM). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. SOUDER) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, tonight I
would like to talk briefly about some
concerns I have in the foreign oper-
ations appropriations bill, about some
rumors that are circulating.

The bill has passed the House and it
has passed the Senate. As we go to con-
ference, it is important that we address
some of these concerns and we do not
retreat on our anti-narcotics efforts.

b 1745

I know Americans are deeply con-
cerned about the anti-terrorism as I
am, but in the process of focusing on
the terrorism question, we should not
retreat from our war on drugs. As my
friend and the Democratic ranking
member of the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform, the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS), has said, we
are in a chemical war in the United
States. They have distributed illegal
narcotics throughout our country. We
are watching the Taliban to see if their
heroin makes it over from Europe.
They dominate the Europe and Asia
markets, but clearly we have thou-
sands of Americans dying of illegal
drugs, which is a consistent problem.

I want to talk first about an under-
standing that the Senate has been
pushing to drop a drug certification.
First, I do not think it should be
dropped. I know countries do not like
it. I met with our leaders and presi-
dents in Mexico and throughout South
America and in the Summit of the
Americas. I know they do not like it.
They do not like that it seems
judgmental. But the truth is we have
certification on human rights and we
have certification on terrorism. Are we
saying that we will drop all criteria for
foreign aid and standards, including
human rights and terrorism? We should
not.

It is important that we have an idea
of which countries in the world are co-
operating in our efforts against illegal
narcotics, human rights and terrorism.
And if we drop one because of judg-
ment, all will be dropped. If we have
drop none, that would be the better
point.

Now, let me draw in some particular
things. Mexico and Colombia as well as
Peru and Bolivia have in fact re-
sponded and been aggressive. Certifi-
cation is not about whether you have
been successful but whether the gov-
ernment involved is doing its best to
try to cooperate with our government,
and Mexico has undertaken incredible
efforts in the last 4 years. Colombia
has changed its government and has
been fighting in the war ever since, as
did Peru and Bolivia.

What you need are a carrot and stick
approach. In those countries when they

elect leadership, they deserve to be re-
warded with assistance. The point of
being on the list is whether or not you
get assistance.

We do need to make some changes in
the law. For example, we should not
have to certify. The question should be
is if you are in noncompliance and non-
assistance then you should go on a list
like in terrorism or human rights. In
the drug certification question, in the
drug list, it only applies to whether
you are going to get aid. If you do not
get aid you are not on the list.

The second concern is the chopping
down of the funds in the Andean Initia-
tive. If we are to ever make progress,
we cannot push in Plan Colombia. We
have to look at the countries around
Colombia. We cannot just focus on
military. We have to focus on legal aid
and economic aid. As we reduce the An-
dean Initiative, we will have wasted
the money that is now going down into
that area if we do not continue to fol-
low through the strategy that we put
in, which is we squeeze and put the
pressure on the narco-traffickers in Co-
lombia, but then as we start to move
and as they start to transfer their plan-
ning and their trafficking to Ecuador
to Peru and Bolivia and Brazil, we
should not be backing off the efforts
and spread the drug war to those coun-
tries. We need in the Andean Initiative
to make sure that they are funded so
our American drug addiction does not
spread this terrible war to the coun-
tries around Colombia and, in fact, we
can make progress.

The drug issue is very similar to the
terrorism question. Unless you can get
it at its source, there is only so much
we can do at the border, and once it
gets across the border it is about im-
possible to tackle.

We have worked with drug-free
schools, drug-free communities, drug
treatment, but in fact the closer we
can get to the source the better. Just
like in terrorism, once those terrorists
come into our region and get across
our borders, it is very hard to find
them in a country that practices lib-
erty.

I hope in the Foreign Operations bill
we do not back off with a new Demo-
cratic Senate and a new Republican
President from our strong efforts
against narcotics, either in the Andean
Initiative or in the certification of na-
tions who are not cooperating with the
United States.

f

AIRLINE SECURITY

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, it has
been 7 weeks and 1 day since the hor-
rific attacks by the terrorists using our
commercial airlines and innocent civil-
ians and passengers and crew as weap-
ons in attacks on the World Trade
Towers, the Pentagon and the other
plane which crashed in Pennsylvania.

It has been more than 2 weeks since
the United States Senate voted 100 to 0
on a comprehensive bill to improve
aviation security. Now what has gone
on in the House so far in these issues?
Nothing.

We had the airline bailout bill, $16
billion. There was not a penny in it for
aviation security. I tried to amend in
at the end of the consideration of the
bill a provision for aviation security,
but lost that vote.

Now, I think there is pretty broad
agreement on both sides of the aisle
that the current system is failing. The
FAA testers, the regulators who over-
see the system find it failing fre-
quently. Their testers are able to
smuggle through fake hand grenades,
weapons, bombs with great regularity.
It is failing us.

Then we have the issue of a number
of large private security firms, most
notably Argenbright, largest in the
United States, subsidiary of one of the
largest in the world, the three major
private security firms which provide
security at airports, are foreign owned.
They have a problem. They were crimi-
nally convicted last year of hiring
known felons, maintaining known fel-
ons on staff, lying to the Federal regu-
lators, falsifying documents to Federal
regulators. They were fined $1.1 million
and put on probation.

Well, here we are a year later and
guess what? They are in court again.
They are under indictment for hiring
known felons, maintaining known fel-
ons on staff, falsifying documents to
Federal regulators. So although there
may be agreement here that we need to
do something, unfortunately the ma-
jority, particularly a couple of leaders
on the majority side, want to perpet-
uate that system. They said, all we
have to do is take the Argenbright
Company, known felons, the company
itself, in for its second felony trial and
supervise them more. How much more
supervision can you provide than pro-
bation?

They are on probation. They are vio-
lating their probation. Maybe if we put
the CEO in jail that will get their at-
tention, but I cannot see that this new
system of supervision they are talking
about is going to shape these people up.
They have got problems over in Europe
at Heathrow. They have 38 people
working in critical positions allowing
access to secure parts of the airport
who had not had background checks.
Same problem they got here in the
United States.

Some members of the leadership of
the majority on that side want to per-
petuate this failing $800 million a year
security on the cheap bureaucracy be-
cause it is immensely profitable to
those companies employing minimum
wage, undertrained and abused employ-
ees. That has got to change.

We just cannot fix it. We cannot
bring in the same firms, the same firms
that have committed felonies and
make them better with new regula-
tions. They are saying, well, this is
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what we will do, we will set the wage;
we will set the benefit package. This is
the Federal Government. We will set
the training, we will supervise the
training, we will do the background
checks and we will supervise the work-
ers, but they will not be Federal em-
ployees.

What sense does that make? If we are
going to do all that, why not make
them into Federal law enforcement
personnel, just like we have right out
here at the doors of the capitol. We do
not have private security out there be-
cause I do not think most Members of
Congress would feel safe. We have
armed Federal law enforcement agents.

Should we do any less for the trav-
eling American public when it comes to
aviation safety? Should they go into
the airports and have these companies
that have committed felonies and per-
petuated in those crimes or should
they have a Federal law enforcement
workforce, just like when they con-
front the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service, the Customs Service. The
Department of Agriculture checks bags
in Hawaii and at other times people
coming into the United States. They
are all sworn Federal law enforcement
officers, but somehow they are telling
us either we cannot afford that.

I mean one very candid member of
the Republican leadership said these
people could join unions if they become
Federal employees. Well, guess what?
They can join unions if they are pri-
vate employees. In fact, this legisla-
tion is being opposed by a private
union because they have unionized
some of these folks. They can be union-
ized one way or another.

There is another concern I have
about that. Most of the people who
were working and died, other than
those innocently at work, on the day of
this tragedy, the firefighters, the med-
ics, the police, the pilots and the flight
attendants, they were all members of
unions. What is wrong with unions?

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PUTNAM). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. BURTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

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

f

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

(Ms. MCKINNEY addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE AWARENESS
MONTH

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

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker,
today marks the last day, this last day

of October, as the last day of the
month for national domestic violence
awareness. Though society has made
great strides in bringing attention to
the crime of domestic violence, over 4
million individuals of this country con-
tinue to find themselves victims of
physical, psychological and sexual
abuse. While our Nation’s attention is
currently occupied by security threats
both here and abroad, domestic vio-
lence is an issue that this country
must continue to address.

Domestic violence rarely makes the
headlines, primarily because most of
the abuse occurs behind closed doors.
In most instances, the victim knows
the attacker. Over 50 percent of the
victims are battered by a boy or
girlfriend. Over 30 percent are as-
saulted by spouses, and around 15 per-
cent are attacked by ex-spouses. Many
victims are reluctant to report these
incidents to anyone because of fear of
reprisal.

There are many theories to explain
why individuals use violence against
their partners. Some explanations in-
clude dysfunctional families, inad-
equate communication skills, stress,
chemical dependency and economic
hardship. Though these issues may be
associated with battering, they are not
the causes, and merely removing these
factors will not end domestic violence.

Batterers begin and continue to have
abusive behavior because violence is an
effective method of gaining and keep-
ing control over another person. The
abuser usually does not suffer adverse
consequences as a result of this behav-
ior.

Historically, violence against women
has not been treated as a real crime
but rather a private matter between
domestic partners. The consequences
for domestic violence are often less se-
vere than the penalties for other crimi-
nal forms of abuse.

Society tends to misplace the blame
for continued abuse, focusing on the
victim and criticizing him or her for
not leaving the abuser. In many cases
women simply do not have physical or
financial resources to get out of the re-
lationship. Risks of retaliatory abuse
and injury are also factors in staying.

Every year, domestic violence results
in approximately 100,000 days of hos-
pitalization and over 28,000 visits to
emergency rooms. In these cases,
major medical treatment is often re-
quired.

Fear of death is another consider-
ation. The possibility of being mur-
dered by an abuser increases to 75 per-
cent if the woman attempts to leave on
her own.

For these reasons, outside support
networks and services are vital. Yet
these resources are often limited.

The lack of resources and shelters
are a particular problem in rural areas.
In my 66-county district, there are only
nine domestic violence and sexual as-
sault shelters. For many women in cen-
tral and western Kansas, the distance
to the closest shelter may be hundreds

of miles away. In Kansas, one domestic
violence murder occurs 55 minutes and
48 seconds. Proximity to a safe facility
can mean the difference between life
and death. Ensuring safe havens for
women who leave abusive environ-
ments is a priority.

Most domestic violence centers rely
primarily on grants and local dona-
tions. Federal grants made under the
Violence Against Women Act provided
essential funds for shelter operation
and support service. That program has
been credited with substantially reduc-
ing the levels of violence committed
against women and children. We must
continue to ensure that our shelters
and crisis centers receive adequate
funding.

As National Domestic Violence
Awareness Month draws to a close, we
are reminded that domestic violence is
an issue that must be addressed all
year long. Only through funding, edu-
cation and support can America hope
to end this terrible crime.

f

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

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

ANTIBIOTIC RESISTANCE

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
antibiotic resistance is a major health
threat that does not receive the atten-
tion it deserves. When bioterrorism is a
prevailing concern, we can no longer
afford to ignore or downplay the threat
of antibiotic resistance.

Introduced in the 1940s, antibiotics
gave us a tremendous advantage in our
fight against tuberculosis, pneumonia,
typhoid, cholera and salmonella and
many other long-term killers, but some
bacteria exposed to antibiotics are able
to survive. These antibiotic-resistant
strains then flourish and pose a dan-
gerous threat to public health.

b 1800

We in Congress cannot go home to
our districts and say we have taken the
steps necessary to prepare for future
bioterrorist attacks unless and until
we confront the issue of antibiotic re-
sistance.

The links between resistance and bio-
terrorism are clear. Antibiotic-resist-
ant strains of anthrax and other mi-
crobes are recognized to be some of the
most lethal forms of biological weap-
ons. These weapons exist today. We
know, first, that Russian scientists
have developed a strain of anthrax that
is resistant to penicillin and tetra-
cycline. We can only assume that an-
thrax and other lethal agents will be
engineered to resist newer antibiotics
like Cipro.
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Overuse of antibiotics, misuse of

antibiotics will render more microbes
resistant to our current stockpile of
drugs, potentially leaving the Nation
poorly prepared in the event of bioter-
rorist attacks. As we have seen with
the recent anthrax attacks, the broad-
scale use of antibiotics associated with
bioterrorism compounds the resistance
problems, which in turn can render our
existing antibiotics ineffective against
future attacks. It is an alarming cycle.

To adequately prepare for a bioter-
rorist attack, surveillance capabilities
at the State and local levels are cru-
cial. State and local health depart-
ments must be equipped to rapidly
identify and respond to antibiotic-re-
sistant strains of anthrax and other le-
thal agents. To protect our antibiotic
stockpile, we must be able to isolate
emerging antibiotic-resistant mi-
crobes, monitor the ongoing effective-
ness of existing antibiotics, and care-
fully track and discourage overuse and
misuse of current antibiotic treat-
ments.

Surveillance also provides the data
needed to prioritize the research and
the development of new antibiotic
treatments. Drug-resistant pathogens
are a growing threat to every Amer-
ican. We cannot, we must not continue
to treat this threat as a long-term
issue and a lesser priority. It is an im-
mediate threat, and we must deal with
it now.

Under last year’s Public Health
Threats and Emergencies Act, spon-
sored by my colleague, the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. BURR) and
my friend, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. STUPAK), Congress authorized
a grant program that can equip State
and local health departments to iden-
tify and to track antibiotic resistance.
The gentleman from New York (Mr.
BOEHLERT) and I are requesting that
the Committee on Appropriations in-
clude at least $50 million for this grant
program in the Homeland Security sup-
plemental appropriations bill, which
we will take up either late this week or
early next week.

I urge Members on both sides of the
aisle to weigh in on this issue. Let the
appropriators know that funding of an-
tibiotic resistance is critical. We must
help State and local health agencies
combat antibiotic resistance. Our suc-
cess against bioterrorism absolutely
depends on it.

f

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

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

THE AMERICAN AND GERMAN
NAVIES MEET

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

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I
will attempt to read from an e-mail
which was sent from a young ensign
aboard the U.S.S. Winston Churchill to
his parents. The Churchill is an Arleigh
Burke-class AEGIS guided-missile de-
stroyer, commissioned March 10, 2001,
and is the only active U.S. Navy war-
ship named after a foreign national.

I read: ‘‘Dear Dad: We are still at sea.
The remainder of our port visits have
all been canceled. We have spent every
day since the attacks going back and
forth within imaginary boxes drawn in
the ocean, standing high-security
watches and trying to make the best of
it. We have seen the articles and the
photographs, and they are sickening.
Being isolated, I do not think we appre-
ciate the full scope of what is hap-
pening back home, but we are defi-
nitely feeling the effects.

‘‘About 2 hours ago, we were hailed
by a German Navy destroyer, Lutjens,
requesting permission to pass close by
our port side. Strange, since we were in
the middle of an empty ocean, but the
captain acquiesced and we prepared to
render them honors from our bridge
wing. As they were making their ap-
proach, our conning officer used bin-
oculars and announced that the
Lutjens was flying not the German but
the American flag. As she came along-
side us, we saw the American flag fly-
ing at half mast and her entire crew
topside standing at silent, rigid atten-
tion in their dress uniforms.

‘‘They had made a sign that was dis-
played on her side that read ‘‘We Stand
by You.’’ There was not a dry eye on
the bridge as we stayed alongside for a
few minutes and saluted. It was the
most powerful thing I have seen in my
life. The German Navy did an incred-
ible thing for this crew, and it has
truly been the highest point in the
days since the attacks. It is amazing to
think that only a half-century ago
things were quite different.

‘‘After Lutjens pulled away, the offi-
cer of the deck, who had been planning
to get out later this year, turned to me
and said, ‘I’m staying Navy.’ ’’

Mr. Speaker, to our German friends
we can only say, danke schoen. To our
countrymen and colleagues I say, be of
strong heart, we are not alone. We will
prevail.

Mr. Speaker, before I yield back, a
number of colleagues have asked if
they could get copies of this e-mail as
well as photos of the Navy destroyer
Lutjens. They can get that by simply
going to my Web address at
gil.house.gov.

f

PEDIATRIC EXCLUSIVITY BILL

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

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to speak on a bill that will be
coming to the floor soon. H.R. 2887 is
commonly called the pediatric exclu-
sivity bill. This was a good bill. It was

passed and implemented back in 1997.
It had a 5-year sunset, so it is nec-
essary for Congress to reauthorize the
pediatric exclusivity bill.

Pediatric exclusivity simply says
this: If a drug company that currently
has a drug on the market will do an ex-
clusive study for young people, those 18
or under, we will grant to them a pat-
ent extension for 6 years.

It is amazing, but as drug companies
put forth drugs, they were not required
to see what the effect would be on
young people. Thus, we created the pe-
diatric exclusivity bill to make sure an
opportunity was provided to have stud-
ies done to make sure the proper dos-
age, the amount and the type of drug,
would be beneficial to young people,
those under 18 years of age. Just for
agreeing to do a study that the FDA
wants for young people, a drug com-
pany can get its patent extended. That
is of great benefit to the drug com-
pany, of course, because they hold the
patent and make money off the drug,
and this bill is now due to be reauthor-
ized.

As we move through this bill in our
Subcommittee on Health of the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, there
are a number of improvements we
would like to see made with the bill.
While there have been a number of im-
provements made already, there is still
one part of the bill that troubles me,
and hopefully, I will be able to offer an
amendment to correct this inequity in
the bill. What my amendment would
say is that if we provide a pediatric ex-
clusivity, before that patent extension
is provided, the drug company must
make the necessary label changes on a
product that has been studied.

In fact, I would like to quote the
FDA’s report to the Congress dated
January of this year. It says, and I
quote, ‘‘The ultimate goal of encour-
aging pediatric studies is to provide
needed dosing and safety information
to the physicians in product labeling.’’
To paraphrase, and I want to empha-
size, ‘‘The goal of pediatric exclusivity
is the labeling.’’ It is the labeling
where we find out how much to give,
the safety information, and who should
be given it. That is why I must offer
my amendment when this bill comes to
the floor. My amendment would tie the
grant of exclusivity to the necessary
labeling changes.

There have been 33 drugs approved
for pediatric exclusivity, but only 20 of
them have made the needed changes on
the label. How would a doctor, a par-
ent, or a patient who is under 18 know
what is the right dosage or if this drug
is safe for them without this informa-
tion? Currently, the exclusivity period
is given only for conducting studies.
For the safety of our children, for our
health care system, this must and
should be changed.

Take, for example, one of the drugs
that has been granted pediatric exclu-
sivity, Eli Lilly’s drug Prozac. The ben-
efit to the public, specifically parents,
patients and pediatricians, is zero, be-
cause the manufacturer has yet to
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place any information in the public
record regarding the pediatric dosing
or other data relating to the drug’s
safety in juvenile populations. Just for
doing a study, for doing very little to
aid our understanding of the operation
of this antidepressant drug, they are
allowed to have the pediatric exclu-
sivity, to make the money, but not
without giving us full disclosure of the
needed safety information. That infor-
mation on Prozac is never given to doc-
tors, parents and patients on how it af-
fects young people.

Sadly, physicians and parents have
no way of knowing what the results of
the study were on Prozac regarding the
myriad of presumed uses of Prozac in
young people. Unless Eli Lilly elects to
tell us, we do not know what testing
occurred, in what specific age groups,
what dosage, or what reactions. Pedia-
tricians, parents, and patients have no
information; they are literally left in
the dark.

When the current bill comes to the
floor, it will only require that manu-
facturers in the future will be required
to label their products after the results
are known. But that knowledge will
not be given until 11 months after the
product is on the market. That gives
them 11 months to negotiate with the
FDA in a secret proceeding, unless the
FDA is prepared to declare a product
misbrand, and the FDA has been reluc-
tant to do so.

Under my labeling amendment,
which I hope to bring to the floor, all
new drugs must complete the labeling
requirement before the product is mar-
keted. I cannot understand why we
allow drug manufacturers to undertake
a pediatric study but not provide the
doctors, the patients, and the parents
with the results of this study and the
information they need to make it
available.

f

FOOLISHNESS OF FIAT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, the world’s
politicians, special interests, govern-
ment bureaucrats, and financiers all
love fiat money because they all ben-
efit from it. But freedom-loving, hard-
working, ethical and thrifty individ-
uals suffer.

Fiat money is paper money that gets
its value from a government edict and
compulsory legal tender laws. Honest
money, something of real value, like a
precious metal, gets its value from the
market and through voluntary ex-
change. The world today is awash in
fiat money like never before, and we
face a financial crisis like never before,
conceived many decades before the 9–11
crisis hit.

Fiat money works as long as trust in
the currency lasts. But eventually
trust is always withdrawn from paper
money. Fiat money evolves out of
sound money, which always originates

in the market, but paper money inevi-
tably fails no matter how hard the
beneficiaries try to perpetuate the
fraud. We are now witnessing the early
stages of the demise of a worldwide fi-
nancial system built on the fiction
that wealth can come out of a printing
press or a computer at our central
banks.

Japan, failing to understand this, has
tried for more than a decade to stimu-
late her economy and boost her stock
market by printing money and increas-
ing government spending, and it has
not worked. Argentina, even with the
hopes placed in its currency board, is
nevertheless facing default on its for-
eign debt and a crisis in confidence.
More bailouts from the IMF and U.S.
dollar may temper the crisis for a
while, but ultimately it will only hurt
the dollar and the U.S. taxpayers.

We cannot continually bail out oth-
ers with expansion of the dollar money
supply, as we have with the crisis in
Turkey, Argentina, and the countries
of Southeast Asia. This policy has its
limits, and confidence in the dollar is
the determining factor. Even though,
up until now, confidence has reigned,
encouraged by our political and eco-
nomic strength, this era is coming to
an end. Our homeland has been at-
tacked, our enemies are not easily sub-
dued, our commitments abroad are
unsustainable, and our economy is fast
slipping into chaos.

Printing money is not an answer, yet
that is all that is offered. The clamor
for low-interest rates by all those who
benefit from fiat money has prompted
the Fed to create new money out of
thin air like never before. Driving the
Fed funds rate down from 6.5 percent to
2.5 percent, a level below the price in-
flation rate, represents nothing short
of panic and has done nothing to re-
charge the economy. But as one would
expect, confidence in the dollar is wan-
ing.

I am sure, due to the crisis, a faith in
fiat and a failure to understand the
business cycle, the Fed will continue
with the only thing it knows to do:
credit creation and manipulation of in-
terest rates.

b 1815
This policy reflects the central

bank’s complete ignorance as to the
cause of the problem: Credit creation
and manipulation of interest rates.

Since the Federal Reserve first pan-
icked in early January, it has created
$830 billion of fiat money out of thin
air. The country is no richer. The econ-
omy is weaker. The stock market has
continued downward, and unemploy-
ment has skyrocketed. Returning to
deficit spending, as we already have,
will not help us any more than it
helped Japan, which continues to sink
into economic morass.

Nothing can correct the problems we
face if we do not give up on the foolish-
ness of fiat.

Mr. Speaker, a dollar crisis is quickly
approaching. We should prepare our-
selves.

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

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. MEEK) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mrs. MEEK of Florida addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Mrs.
NAPOLITANO) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Mrs. NAPOLITANO addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

FOURTH WTO MINISTERIAL CON-
FERENCE SHOULD NOT BE HELD
IN QATAR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, today we
are preparing to send a letter to the
President of the United States express-
ing the displeasure of many Members
and genuine concern about the admin-
istration decision to send a delegation
from our countries to the World Trade
Organization’s fourth ministerial con-
ference in Qatar. That is to occur next
week.

We are writing to express our deep
reservations about the appropriateness
of that venue in light of recent actions
by the monarchy in Qatar, not to men-
tion the obvious security concerns for
our citizens.

We are deeply disappointed by the
failure of the Qatari monarchy to sup-
port U.S. military action in Afghani-
stan. In fact, the President of the
United States has said Nations should
choose sides. Well, Qatar has chosen
the wrong side. Indeed, in this war
against terrorism, Qatar has decided to
sit on the sidelines, and at worst to
condemn U.S. military action; so why
are we sending a delegation there?

Indeed, the government of Qatar has
condemned the air campaign against
the Taliban and refused to make its
airports and infrastructure available to
U.S. forces. On October 23, Qatari For-
eign Minister Sheikh Hamad bin-
Jassem bin-Jabr al-Thani condemned,
and that is a quote, the allied attacks
on Afghanistan and called them unac-
ceptable.

What is unacceptable is the notion
that Doha, Qatar is an appropriate site
for the World Trade Organization min-
isterial.

Mr. Speaker, we will be asking the
President to prevail on the World
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Trade Organization officials to move
the ministerial to another location in
light of the government of Qatar’s op-
position to the war on terrorism.

The government of Qatar should be
made to understand that its failure to
support the coalition in the campaign
against terrorism has consequences,
and it is not business as usual.

In the Financial Times today, there
is an article indicating that Vice Presi-
dent CHENEY disregarded fears over the
WTO choosing the venue of Qatar for
this meeting. In fact, it says that the
White House disregarded security con-
cerns among top U.S. trade officials
this month by committing Washington
to sending a delegation to the meeting
of the World Trade Organization pre-
viously scheduled for Qatar.

It mentions that U.S. Government
security experts on Friday warned
business lobbyists planning to accom-
pany the delegation that there were
substantial risks in attending the
meeting in the small Gulf state.

One delegation member was very con-
cerned about Mr. CHENEY’s call and
said, ‘‘I think this is a momentously
bad call based upon what we have
learned about security risks there.’’

It is no secret this organization calls
itself the World Trade Organization,
and when those two Trade Towers
came down in New York, those were
the Twin World Trade Towers. There is
a message here, and it is a pretty im-
portant one.

For the RECORD, I will be including
information on Qatar’s policy of deny-
ing its own people fundamental rights.
In fact, the government officially pro-
hibits such things as public worship by
non-Muslims. Our own CIA Fact Book
indicates that the people of Qatar do
not even have the right to vote, and
freedom of speech is severely limited. I
could not be giving this speech in
Qatar.

In addition, like the Taliban, the rul-
ers of Qatar oppress women, and
women occupy a strictly subservient
role inside that society.

I think it is fair to say that trade has
failed to bring freedom to Qatar. In
fact, the U.S. State Department calls
oil the cornerstone of Qatar’s economy,
accounting for more than 70 percent of
total government revenue in that coun-
try. Starting in 1973, oil production
there increased dramatically, but free-
dom certainly has not followed.

We are constantly told how freedom
takes root in unfree countries if we
simply trade, whether it is Vietnam,
China or Qatar. That logic is simply
not true. Despite billions upon billions
of dollars worth of engagement be-
tween Western commercial interests
and Qatar, the people of Qatar have no
freedom of speech, no freedom of as-
sembly, no freedom of religion, no free-
dom of association.

Mr. Speaker, I would ask the Bush
and Cheney administration to seriously
review the decision that they have
made to send a delegation to Qatar and
to find a location that is safer in view
of these very troubled times.

The material previously referred to is
as follows:

(From the Financial Times, Oct. 31, 2001]
CHENEY DISREGARDED FEARS OVER WTO

VENUE

VICE-PRESIDENT PLEDGED US PARTICIPATION
DESPITE EFFORTS TO MOVE MIDEAST MEETING

(By Guy de Jonquieres in London and
Edward Alden in Washington)

Dick Cheney, the US vice-president, dis-
regarded security concerns among top US
trade officials this month by committing
Washington to sending a delegation to next
month’s ministerial meeting of the World
Trade Organisation in Doha, Qatar.

Mr. Cheney pledged US participation even
though US intelligence officials are seriously
concerned that its delegation—due to include
Robert Zoellick, the US trade representa-
tive, Don Evans, commerce secretary, and
Ann Veneman, agriculture secretary—cannot
be protected adequately in Doha, according
to congressional and business representa-
tives who have been briefed by the adminis-
tration on security plans.

Intensive efforts are being made to launch
a global trade round at the five-day WTO
meeting, which starts on November 9. The
Gulf state was the only WTO member to
offer to host the talks, after riots marred the
last meeting, in Seattle, two years ago.

US government security experts on Friday
warned business lobbyists planning to ac-
company the delegation that there were
‘‘substantial risks’’ in attending the meeting
in the small Gulf state.

Mr. Cheney gave his assurances by tele-
phone 10 days ago to the emir of Qatar, de-
spite efforts by Mr. Zoellick to persuade
other countries to move the meeting to
Singapore, according to accounts by dip-
lomats from several countries that were not
contradicted by US officials.

The vice-president’s intervention came
after strong diplomatic pressure from Qatar,
which told the US and other WTO members
that shifting the meeting would offend Is-
lamic countries that have supported the US-
led anti-terrorism coalition.

‘‘I think this is a momentously bad call
based on what we have learnt about security
risks there,’’ said one US delegation mem-
ber. Mr. Cheney’s office did not return tele-
phone calls seeking comment yesterday.

The US team in Doha was originally due to
include about 30 congressmen. But Wash-
ington has decided to cut its delegation by
more than half.

Mr. Zoellick said he was keeping his dele-
gation ‘‘as small as possible for their safe-
ty’’, adding that the situation in Doha ‘‘is
not exactly the happiest in terms of overall
security’’. He said that while every effort
was being made to ensure a safe meeting
‘‘there is undoubtedly risk’’.

The US is worried that Islamic extremists
or others with ties to al-Qaeda, the
organisation headed by Osama bin Laden,
may have penetrated Qatar’s security.

STATE DEPARTMENT CONDEMNS QATAR; USTR
IGNORES HUMAN RIGHTS ABUSES

Qatar would be a poor example of the argu-
ment that ‘‘trade brings freedom.’’ However,
the United State Trade Representative has
continued to push for the next World Trade
Organization (WTO) trade ministerial to be
held in Qatar.

FACT NO. 1. QATAR DENIES ITS PEOPLE
FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS

The people of Qatar don’t even have the
right to vote. According to the CIA
Factbook, the government of Qatar has
granted its people suffrage for municipal
elections only (which likely indicates that

municipal offices lack any real power). The
people of Qatar do not enjoy any of the free-
doms that we espouse. Moreover, Human
Rights Watch has criticized the selection of
Qatar as the venue for the next WTO meet-
ing because the government does not recog-
nize a right to freedom of assembly.

The U.S. State Department has formally
noted severe restrictions on the freedom of
speech, assembly and association. Although
Qatar is the home of the free-wheeling al-
Jazeera satellite television station that
Osama bin Laden frequently uses as a loud-
speaker to the global village, otherwise free-
dom of speech is severely limited.

The government has banned political dem-
onstrations. The government does not allow
political parties, or membership in inter-
national professional organizations that
might be critical of the government (or any
other Arab government). Private social,
sports, trade, professional and cultural soci-
eties must be registered with the govern-
ment, and government security forces mon-
itor the activities of such groups.

The government officially prohibits public
worship by non-Muslims. So if our trade ne-
gotiators go there next month, they won’t be
able to attend church, go to Mass or syna-
gogue or participate in any other form of
worship unless they are Muslim.
FACT NO. 2. LIKE THE TALIBAN, THE RULERS OF

QATAR OPPRESS WOMEN

As in Taliban-controlled Afghanistan,
women occupy a strictly subservient role in
Qatar. This is taken from the U.S. State De-
partment Country Reports on Human Rights:

‘‘The activities of women are restricted
closely both by law and tradition. For exam-
ple, a woman is prohibited from applying for
a driver’s license unless she has permission
from a male guardian. This restriction does
not apply to noncitizen women. The Govern-
ment adheres to Shari’a in matters of inher-
itance and child custody. While Muslim
wives have the right to inherit from their
husbands, non-Muslim wives do not, unless a
special exemption is arranged. In cases of di-
vorce, Shari’a prevails; younger children re-
main with the mother and older children
with the father. Both parents retain perma-
nent rights of visitation. However, local au-
thorities do not allow a noncitizen parent to
take his or her child out of the country with-
out permission of the citizen parent. There
has been a steady increase in the number and
severity of complaints of spousal abuse by
the foreign wives of local and foreign men.
Women may attend court proceedings but
generally are represented by a male relative;
however, women may represent themselves.

Women largely are relegated to the roles of
mother and homemaker, but some women
are now finding jobs in education, medicine,
and the news media. Women appear to re-
ceive equal pay for equal work; however,
they often do not receive equal allowances.
These allowances generally cover transpor-
tation and housing costs. Increasingly,
women are receiving government scholar-
ships to pursue degrees at universities over-
seas. The Amir has entrusted his second
wife, who is the mother of the Heir Appar-
ent, with the high-profile task of estab-
lishing a university in Doha. In 1996 the Gov-
ernment appointed its first female undersec-
retary, in the Ministry of Education. Al-
though women legally are able to travel
abroad alone, tradition and social pressures
cause most to travel with male escorts.
There also have been complaints that Qatari
husbands take their foreign spouses’ pass-
ports and, without prior approval, turn them
in for Qatari citizenship documents. The hus-
bands then inform their wives that the wives
have lost their former citizenship. In other
cases, foreign wives report being forbidden
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by their Qatari husbands or in-laws to visit
or to contact foreign embassies.

There is no independent women’s rights or-
ganization, nor has the Government per-
mitted the establishment of one.’’

FACT NO. 3. TRADE HAS FAILED TO BRING
FREEDOM TO QATAR

The U.S. State Department calls oil ‘‘the
cornerstone of Qatar’s economy,’’ accounting
for more than 70 percent of total government
revenue. Starting in 1973, oil production in-
creased dramatically, bringing Qatar out of
the ranks of the world’s poorest countries
and providing it one of the world’s highest
per-capita incomes. But freedom did not fol-
low.

Accordingly to the State Department,
‘‘Qatar’s heavy industrial projects . . . in-
clude a refinery with 50,000 barrels-per-day
capacity, a fertilizer plant for urea and am-
monia, a steel plant, and a petrochemical
plant. All these industries use gas for fuel.
Most are joint ventures between European
and Japanese firms and the state-owned
Qatar General Petroleum Corporation. The
U.S. is the major equipment supplier for
Qatar’s oil and gas industry, and U.S. compa-
nies are playing a major role in North Field
gas development.’’ So here we see Qatar’s
commercial sector and government-con-
trolled oil industry directly engaged with
outside interests—the European Union,
Japan and the United States.

We are constantly told this is how freedom
takes root in unfree countries—whether it’s
China, or Vietnam, or Qatar. It is not true.
Despite billions upon billions of dollars
worth of engagement between Western com-
mercial interests and Qatar, the people in
Qatar have no freedom of speech, no freedom
of assembly, no freedom of religion, no free-
dom of association. And women are still sub-
jected.

f

OCTOBER MARKS DOMESTIC
VIOLENCE AWARENESS MONTH

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

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, October
marks Domestic Violence Awareness
Month, and I would like to thank the
gentlewoman from Illinois (Mrs.
BIGGERT) for arranging Members to
come to the floor and remind my col-
leagues about October as Domestic Vi-
olence Awareness Month.

This is a time of heightened aware-
ness of the problem, and a time to dis-
cuss what our society and local com-
munities can do to help. I would like at
this time to talk briefly about the Call
to Protect program. As a participant in
this program, my offices have collected
thousands of phones from around the
country to donate to victims of domes-
tic violence.

Call to Protect is a domestic violence
prevention project. It provides those in
danger with instant access to help in
the form of a wireless phone. Donated
phones are programmed so that victims
can reach emergency personnel with a
click of the button. This gives victims
the power to protect themselves rather
than live in fear.

This program has helped thousands
of women. One success story is particu-
larly close to me as it happened in my
district. Brandon Pope, a 5-year-old

boy, used a donated phone to save his
mother’s life in Centralia, Illinois.
Brandon’s mother, Sandra, was a vic-
tim of systemic abuse from her hus-
band. She sought assistance from a do-
mestic abuse help center, and received
an emergency wireless phone through
the Call to Protect program.

Unfortunately, the physical effects of
the domestic abuse caused Sandra to
have occasional seizures. In February,
Sandra suffered a particular strong sei-
zure that caused her to fall and lose
consciousness. Having learned about 9–
1–1 in his Head Start class, Brandon
used his mom’s wireless phone to call
for help. Paramedics arrived on the
scene and quickly administered treat-
ment. The wireless phone donated to
Sandra was the family’s only means of
communication.

This is only one story of many where
ordinary citizens and community orga-
nizations come to the aid of a victim of
domestic abuse.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to espe-
cially thank the Cellular Tele-
communications Industry Association,
CTIA, who run the Call to Protect pro-
gram; and Motorola who refurbishes all
of the donated phones so victims have
access to emergency numbers. Due to
the services of these companies, this
program truly saves lives.

f

NO RED LINE THAT TERRORISTS
WILL NOT CROSS

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

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, the Cold
War is over, and the world is a more
dangerous place. September 11 and the
carnage that followed proved to us that
there is no red line. There is no line
that terrorists will not cross. There is
no limit to what they might and in fact
will do.

We are in a race with terrorists to
prevent them from getting a better de-
livery system for chemical and biologi-
cal agents, to get nuclear waste mate-
rial to explode in a bomb, a conven-
tional bomb, or even to get a nuclear
weapon. They will use all of those
weapons because there is no red line to
them.

It is not a question of if we will face
a chemical or biological attack. As we
are finding out, it is a question of
when, where and of what magnitude.
Not every attack will be the thousand-
year storm or the hundred-year storm,
and we are not going to wait on our
roofs with an umbrella over our heads
in anticipation of that. We are going to
get on with our lives, but we need to
know that we are truly in a race.

We are at war. This war requires us
to do what three commissions have
told us: The Gilmore Commission, the
Bremer Commission, and the Hart-Rud-
man Commission. They said we need to
have a proper assessment of the ter-
rorist threat, we need to have a strat-
egy to face this terrorist threat, and

we need to organize our government to
be more effective.

Tom Ridge and his Office of Home-
land Security is going to have to work
overtime in understanding what we
face, making the assessment of the ter-
rorist threat with others who will be
helping him, and develop that strategy
and then organize the government to
respond.

One of the issues that we will be de-
bating tomorrow is airport security. I
am amazed with the amount of time
and effort that is being spent dis-
cussing whether they be Federal em-
ployees or not Federal employees. That
is not the issue. The issue is safety.
They could be Federal employees and
provide very good service to the coun-
try, and they could not be and provide
very good service to the country. The
key is that they be professionals, that
they view this as a job that they want
to develop an expertise in, and that
they gain knowledge and provide tre-
mendous energy in carrying out their
duties.

My biggest concern with airport se-
curity is obviously safety. It is safety
in making sure that we do not have
bombs in the belly of aircraft. As
things stand now, we do not check the
luggage when it is put in the plane, and
I am grateful that the majority party
has looked to address this issue, that
they are putting in the manager’s
amendment an amendment that will
require that by the end of the year 2003,
that all baggage will be checked that
goes in the belly of an airplane to
make sure that we do not have Pan Am
103 and others like it in the years to
come.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to say that
the Special Order by the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT) about
the Lutjens and its respect for our
American sailors touched my heart as
well, and I am happy the gentleman
talked about it today.

f

AIRLINE SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. SHADEGG) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, the
topic I want to talk about tonight, and
I am pleased very much to be joined by
several of my colleagues, including the
gentleman from New Hampshire (Mr.
BASS), the gentleman from South Da-
kota (Mr. THUNE), the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK), and the gentle-
woman from Pennsylvania (Ms. HART),
is the topic that we will be debating on
the floor tomorrow, and it is a topic of
great concern for every single Amer-
ican, and that is the security of our
airline system and our air travel sys-
tem here in this country.

Tomorrow we will debate airline se-
curity legislation, and it is very impor-
tant that we do that because we are
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being urged by some to rush to judg-
ment and pass the bill that the Senate
has already passed.

b 1830

I do not think it is appropriate to
ever rush to judgment when you are
legislating. Legislation becomes per-
manent, it becomes the law of the land,
and it is binding and cannot be changed
until the Congress meets again to
change it. And so I think we have a
duty to do that conscientiously and
thoughtfully.

I want to begin by talking about
what this debate is really about and
what it is not about. First of all and
most importantly, for the people of
America, for American families who
vacation by taking an airplane some-
place and for American businesswomen
and businessmen who have to travel on
our Nation’s airlines to do the business
of this Nation, the issue is, how do we
create the absolute safest, most secure
airline system and air passenger sys-
tem in the world?

As is sadly often the case in these de-
bates on the floor, a lot of people try to
hide the ball and not focus on what
really is the issue. I think it is very,
very important to understand that
both sides in this debate believe pas-
sionately that we need to create the
safest system. One side says, the Sen-
ate bill has already done that; the
other side is saying, ‘‘No, wait a
minute, let’s take a look at that legis-
lation.’’

But I want it understood that, al-
though people may have heard that
this is a partisan debate, I and my col-
leagues who will speak tonight on this
issue do not believe that this is a par-
tisan issue. We believe that this is an
issue solely about the safety of our air-
line system, aviation safety in America
and how to create the best possible sys-
tem and the safest possible system.
There is not a Republican way to do
that or a Democrat way to do that, and
this is not about somebody’s motives.
This is about how do we do it best, how
do we create the best and the safest
system.

Those of us who will be arguing for
the House bill tomorrow and arguing it
for tonight genuinely believe that it is
a better piece of legislation, that it
will go further and do more to protect
the American people, and that there
are serious problems with the Senate
bill. I do not question the motives of
the Senators who wrote the Senate
bill. I do not question that they in-
tended to make some mistakes in that
bill; they did not intend to make mis-
takes. But as this discussion tonight, I
think, will illustrate, there are some
serious flaws in that legislation that
deserve to be debated and scrutinized
and analyzed; and if, in fact, they are
flaws, then they ought to be corrected
in the process. That is what we are try-
ing to do.

Secondly, having said that this is
about creating the safest aviation sys-
tem in the world, I want to make it

very, very clear that this is not about
the current system. I want to put up a
chart here that shows that system.

A few moments ago on this floor, one
of my colleagues stood up and said that
the proponents of the House bill want
to, and this is a direct quote, he said,
perpetuate that system, referring to
the current system of aviation secu-
rity; and he said they wanted to do
that because it is profitable for the
companies, and he said we want to
keep the same companies that are cur-
rently doing the job.

I want it understood in the clearest
possible terms that every one of my
colleagues in this Congress and every
American can download the House bill
and can discover for themselves what I
am about to tell you, and that is that
those statements that the House bill
perpetuate the current system, that we
are doing so because it is profitable for
those companies and that we would
keep the same companies are abso-
lutely, totally, abjectly false and no
honest debate can go forward on un-
truthful information.

The current system in America
which that Member of Congress was re-
ferring to requires the airlines of
America, American Airlines in my
home State, America West, United, you
pick it, to hire the guards that perform
the screening of passengers as they
board airplanes. They are hired by the
airlines and they are private compa-
nies. I want to refer to this chart over
here. Under the current system, the
airlines hire private companies and
there is absolutely no Federal super-
vision, no Federal law enforcement su-
pervision of the personnel that do
those jobs.

Let me make this point clear; I want
to drive it home over and over again in
this debate. No one is proposing that
we keep that system. No one is pro-
posing that we continue to rely on the
existing airlines to hire the current
private companies. So all the anecdotal
information that you heard here on the
floor about those companies are being
indicted, those companies have hired
felons, those companies underpay,
those companies have perhaps even lied
or perjured themselves, none of that is
relevant to this debate because the cur-
rent system is gone. It is absolutely,
totally gone.

The airlines, following the effective
date of this legislation, will not hire or
be responsible for hiring or paying for
the individuals who do the screening.
Under the House committee bill, the
Transportation Committee bill, the bill
that I believe is a more thoughtful and
better product, responsibility for air-
line security, aviation security, is
handed over to the Federal Govern-
ment and it is performed by Federal
law enforcement personnel at every
single site. Let me just put up a little
chart that shows that.

This is a schematic of the system
that would be in existence following
the passage of this legislation. If you
see this little green man down here, he

is a passenger. When they come on
board, that passenger’s baggage, carry-
on baggage is screened, right here. Fed-
eral personnel are at that gate, are at
that checkpoint to screen that carry-
on baggage. His checked baggage goes
through, and as the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) was just ex-
plaining, that checked baggage will be
screened by personnel who are either
Federal employees or who are being
currently supervised at that site, at
that moment, by Federal employees.

You go on through the system and
there are other personnel, there is cam-
era surveillance, there are Federal
marshals. Every little blue man that
you see on this screen is Federal Gov-
ernment law enforcement personnel or
is somebody trained and currently
being supervised right on site, at that
location, by a Federal Government em-
ployee who is a law enforcement offi-
cer.

The difference, and we will go into
this in greater detail as we continue
this discussion, between the House bill
and the Senate bill, which I believe is
flawed, and we will walk through the
flaws in the Senate bill, is that they
say in the Senate bill, every single em-
ployee on this screen, indeed perhaps
the food handlers, perhaps the people
who clean the planes, perhaps the me-
chanics, would have to be a Federal
employee or at least they would have
to be screened by a Federal employee;
and we say it can be a mix. We support
that mix because that is in fact the
system that is used throughout Europe
and in Israel by El Al, the airline that
is the most targeted of any airline in
the world.

I just want to make this point one
more time. You are going to hear all
day tomorrow that this is terrible. I
just want to read these points again be-
cause they are so important. The gen-
tleman actually accused Members on
this side of the aisle and some of the
leadership on this side of the aisle of
wanting to perpetuate the current sys-
tem because it is profitable to the cur-
rent companies, and they want to keep
those same companies.

That is abjectly false. The current
system is gone. No longer will airlines
hire the screening personnel, no longer
will they be the employees of
Argenbright or the other companies,
they will in fact be private contractors,
contracted to the Federal Government
and overseen by Federal Government
employees on site, law enforcement
personnel.

I want to turn to one more point be-
fore I defer to some of my colleagues.
We talked a little bit about the Senate
bill, and I want to just lay the ground-
work for the key problems with that
Senate bill which we are being urged to
just adopt, go ahead and adopt it, and
tomorrow it will be here on the floor as
either a substitute or it will be here on
the floor as a motion to recommit. Let
us talk about some of the problems
with that Senate bill just in outline
form before I turn to some of my col-
leagues.
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Number one, one of the most critical

problems on September 11 was that
some of the terrorists penetrated our
system, although there is no evidence
that there was a failure by the screen-
ing personnel at any airport because
the weapons they carried on board were
legal at the time, but they penetrated
the system by going to small airports
and flying from those small airports to
bigger airports. At least it is clear they
tried to do it in that fashion.

One of the incredible things about
the Senate bill is, it treats small air-
ports and big airports differently. It as-
signs the responsibility for large air-
ports to the Attorney General and says
that will be Federal. But it says, on the
other hand, if it is a small airport,
well, he, the Attorney General, can de-
cide to hand that responsibility over to
local law enforcement.

I would suggest that if local law en-
forcement is good enough for small air-
ports, it is good enough for large air-
ports, and if it is not good enough for
large airports, it is not good enough for
small airports. We cannot have a sepa-
rate standard.

In my State of Arizona, we have a
couple of very, very large airports. If
you go through those, you would go
through one standard. But if you get on
at one of the smaller airports in a
small town like Yuma or Flagstaff or
Prescott or Page, when you land in
Phoenix, you are inside the security
perimeter. You do not get checked
again.

Why in the world would we have an
unequal standard, an unequal set of re-
sponsibilities, for those different size
airports under this legislation? I think
it is a serious flaw. I do not think the
drafters of the Senate bill intended it,
but it is there.

There is another problem with regard
to that, and that is the fairness of the
fees. The Senate legislation says, if you
are lucky enough to fly from a big air-
port to another big airport, you are
going to pay one fee. If you are not
lucky enough to do that, because you
live in a small State or in a small town
and you have to fly a small commuter
plane from your small town to a big
city, you pay at least double the fee of
anyone who lives in a large city. That
seems to me to be unfair.

Another issue in the Senate bill, and
I just want to touch on these briefly in
outline form and we can go into great-
er detail later, there is a clear question
about the accountability of the Federal
employees that are mandated in this
Senate bill, which creates a strait-
jacket and says every single employee
must be a Federal employee because by
getting their paycheck from the Fed-
eral Government, somehow that would
make the airlines safe.

The problem with that language is
detailed, and I will go into it later, but
fundamentally it is not clear that
those employees do not have civil serv-
ice protection. Nowhere in the bill does
it say that they do not have the civil
service protection created by title 5. It

does not say that they are at-will em-
ployees, though I know that some of
the sponsors of the Senate bill believe
they are at-will employees, and it does
not exempt them from civil service in
the same fashion as we have done in
the past.

I want to touch briefly on the House
bill, just to make sure that everybody
understands that legislation and under-
stands it clearly, as contrasted with
the current system which is a flawed
system and which, although my col-
league attacked it earlier and said that
is what we were trying to have, that is
not at all what we are trying to have.

The current House bill, created by
the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure, the bill of the gen-
tleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) and
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA)
says, number one, there will be Federal
supervision of screening personnel at
every single security gate, at every sin-
gle baggage check location. You will
all be screened at a location where
there are federally trained people
present, including law enforcement of-
ficers or military personnel, with the
capability and the ability to question
someone trying to board a plane and, if
necessary, to make an arrest of that
person.

Second, it says that there will be
Federal personnel at every checkpoint.

Third, it sets Federal standards.
And, fourth, it requires that they be

either Federal law enforcement per-
sonnel or, as is happening in the case
right now, military personnel. I could
go on talking about these issues, but I
know there are many of my colleagues
that would like to get in on this discus-
sion.

Let me first start with the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire (Mr.
BASS).

b 1845

Mr. BASS. I thank the gentleman for
yielding to me. I was glad to yield to
my friend from New York to make it
possible to bring this important piece
of legislation to the floor tomorrow. It
is important. It is important because
Americans demand, expect and will get
aviation safety with the passage of the
bill we are going to consider tomorrow.

My good friend from Arizona has
talked at some length about the dif-
ferences between the Senate and the
House bill, and they are significant,
and they are important, and it is crit-
ical that this body adopt the Mica-
Young version of the bill, because it
does what it needs to do, it does it
quickly, and it does it effectively.

There are four aspects of this bill
that are important to understand.

Number one, the Republican bill pro-
vides for real safety. It has enhanced
security screening by creating Federal
standards, Federal control, Federal su-
pervision, but it does it quickly and it
does it without months and possibly
years of training that it would take to
get personnel in place under the bill
passed by the Senate.

It also provides for accountability. It
provides for a zero tolerance policy for
every federally certified baggage
screener.

It provides for quality, incorporating
the very best manager practices by hir-
ing qualified baggage screeners and
going through thorough background
checks and investigation. We have
heard a lot of rhetoric about how the
status quo will continue under the Re-
publican plan. Well, my friend from Ar-
izona from the very beginning has
pointed out the system will be dif-
ferent, the system will be reliable, and
the system we are proposing will work.

Let me give Members some observa-
tions about where I see airport security
at this point. As one who myself, and I
think almost everybody else in this
body, we are frequent fliers and we fly
back and forth to our districts every
week. The reality of it is that airport
security today, in my opinion, is dys-
functional. You have huge lines for
checking bags, and little or no baggage
screening. You have enormous lines in
some concourses for security screening.

I was up at an airport in the area the
other day, I paced it off, there was a
1,000-foot line to get through two secu-
rity screening areas. There were three
available, but only two were running.

The airlines need to get the business
customer back. Otherwise, this body
and this government is going to be sub-
sidizing the airline industry indefi-
nitely. If we want exactly what we
have to do, 1,000-foot lines, dysfunc-
tional airports, vote for the substitute
motion, vote for the Senate bill, be-
cause what it does is it institutes a
system which is totally federally em-
ployed that will not be flexible, will
not be able to reflect the realities of
having to provide efficient, quick, but
effective safety procedures at airports,
and we will have what we have today
indefinitely. We will wait for 4 or 5
years for new rules to come to make
minor changes that will make airline
systems run better.

Under the Republican plan, or under
the plan that I support, there is Fed-
eral supervision, Federal rule making,
Federal standards, but the airport au-
thorities can adjust the system to re-
flect for the size of the airport or the
type of system or the way the building
is constructed. The employees can be
trained where they qualify from the ex-
isting workforce, and it happens quick-
ly.

But what is most important about
this is that the airlines will have some
input in being able to attract the busi-
ness customer back by offering innova-
tive ways for frequent fliers to get
from one side of the airport to the
other.

Let me give an example. If you fly
two or three times a week and you are
willing to undergo a complete back-
ground check, maybe a retinal scan
and other things, maybe you can get to
your gate more quickly than somebody
who does not fly very much at all or
somebody that does not want to di-
vulge any personal information.
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This kind of a concept, which could

easily be implemented under the Re-
publican plan, is unlikely to be prac-
tical under the Senate plan because the
Senate plan is a one-size-fits-all ap-
proach to a problem that differs in
every single airport.

I hope that Americans understand
that Democrats, Republicans, the Sen-
ate, the House, liberals, conservatives,
we all share the same objective, and
that objective is moving forward in a
productive manner to provide real, se-
rious, effective and quick airport safe-
ty. I would suggest to my friend from
Arizona and to the Speaker that our
plan will do it, and it will do it right.

Mr. SHADEGG. I thank the gen-
tleman for his participation. I know he
has thoughtfully studied this legisla-
tion and cares very much, as we all do,
about airline security, about making
sure we have the safest system, and not
about doing a quick and easy fix of just
saying well, if we make them Federal
employees, that will solve the problem.

There are serious problems with the
Senate bill, beginning with this issue
of should we have a different set of re-
sponsibilities for small airports and
should people who live in small towns
pay a different price?

The gentleman is from New Hamp-
shire. I wonder if he has given the ques-
tion any thought of why should we
have different responsibility at those
smaller airports than we have at the
larger airports and how fair is it to say
to people who live in small towns, you
are going to pay more than people who
live in large towns?

Mr. BASS. If the gentleman will
yield further briefly, when you have a
system that applies a block standard at
this point and a block standard at that
point, you tend to get situations that
do not work in some instances.

Let me give one example. I note with
some dismay that airport parking lots
now that are within 300 yards, I be-
lieve, of the terminal, are blocked off.
In some instances, in the Manchester
Airport in New Hampshire, that means
that two-thirds of the entire parking
area is blocked off and cannot be used
and you cannot go around. I can go
through the details.

But the fact is that if we continue
with the system that has been imple-
mented now, these airports are going
to continue to be dysfunctional. We
need to have a system that applies the
same standards to all the airports, big
or small, so we do not have the situa-
tion discussed earlier where we do not
have people properly checked getting
into a properly screened area, but, sec-
ondly, these airport authorities need to
get waivers and be able to make the
airports work.

Mr. SHADEGG. We are joined by my
colleague the gentleman from South
Dakota (Mr. THUNE). I know he has
concerns about this disparate treat-
ment of small versus large airports.

Mr. THUNE. I thank the gentleman
from Arizona for yielding, and I would
simply echo some of what my colleague

from New Hampshire said, that those
of us who represent more rural areas of
the country, this creates enormous
problems.

I again would harken back to what
the gentleman from Arizona said in his
opening remarks, and that is the over-
riding concern here ought to be safety.
We have got a lot of discussion and de-
bate that will go on the floor tomor-
row, there already has been in the
buildup to this debate, and there has
been a lot of talk about who ought to
do this checking, and there has been
some argument whether it ought to be
Federal employees, whether it ought to
be private contractors.

I think the bottom line is, it ought to
be the best system put in place that
will enable us to provide the highest
level of security and safety for people
who travel.

Frankly, the bill that we will debate
tomorrow, the Mica-Young bill that
came out of the committee, and I serve
on the Subcommittee on Aviation of
the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure, does not in fact pre-
clude the use of Federal employees. In
fact, it steps up Federal standards,
Federal supervision, Federal enforce-
ment, and in many cases there will be
Federal employees who are employed
for the specific purpose of providing se-
curity and safety to air travelers as
they travel through the airports in this
country and get from their origin to
their destination.

But the bottom line, again, Mr.
Speaker, and I would say harkening
back to what the gentleman said ear-
lier, is this really is about safety. What
is the best system? How do we achieve
the objective of making sure that peo-
ple in this country who travel are pro-
tected and are safe and secure until
they get to their destination, without
respect to the argument about whether
or not they should be or should not be
Federal employees. That is an issue
which, frankly, the discretion is pro-
vided to the administration. The Presi-
dent has asked for this authority in
this particular legislation for him to
decide, for the FAA, the DOT, the Jus-
tice Department, to decide if in fact
these ought to be Federal employees.

Now, there are circumstances in
which it might make sense to come up
with another practice which would
achieve the same level of safety, be
more efficient and more cost-effective,
and that is a decision that, frankly,
our legislation allows, that basically
puts it under the auspices of the ad-
ministration. That is what the Presi-
dent has requested, and it gives him
the flexibility and the discretion, and I
think that is an approach that makes a
lot of sense.

Now, let me speak specifically, if I
might, again, to the points raised ear-
lier about the impact of the Senate leg-
islation, if it becomes the final law of
the land, on smaller, more rural air-
ports.

I come from a state that has 77,000
square miles and 730,000 people. Under

the Senate legislation, as I read it, as
I understand it, there is only one air-
port of the seven in my State of South
Dakota that would be covered under
the 142 airport standard in the Senate
bill, which essentially relegates the
other six airports in South Dakota to
the status of second class airports.

We are going to have different stand-
ards of safety and security for people
who travel and board airplanes in Wa-
tertown and Aberdeen and Huron and
Pierre and Rapid City than those who
board planes in L.A. and San Francisco
and Chicago and Boston and places like
that.

So I do not think, Mr. Speaker, that
that makes a lot of sense. I do not
think we want to create a two-tiered
system, a two-class system, in effect,
which will essentially treat travelers
in rural areas of the country better
than those who board airplanes at the
more populated areas in the urban
areas of this country.

The second thing that has already
been noted is not only does it provide
or apply a different level of safety and
security to people who board at rural
airports, it also assesses them a higher
fee. They are going to in effect sub-
sidize people who fly from larger air-
ports for levels of safety and security
that they are not going to have the
same level set for rural airports.

So I think for a lot of reasons, one, it
applies a different level, a different
standard, to people who board at air-
ports in smaller rural airports in this
country, and secondly, it charges pas-
sengers a higher fee, because it imposes
the fee on each leg of the flight.

I can tell you, there are no places in
South Dakota that get direct service.
There are no direct flights from Wash-
ington, D.C. to any destinations in
South Dakota. We always connect
through Minneapolis, through Chicago
or St. Louis, and we think we are fortu-
nate to have the air service that we
have in my area of the country. But,
nevertheless, we do not believe we
ought to pay more for that service
than people in other parts of the coun-
try, and that is in effect what the Sen-
ate bill does.

For that reason, it is inherently un-
fair. I think if one looks at the legisla-
tion that we are going to consider to-
morrow and how that treats people all
around the country, again, it empha-
sizes and puts in specific priority on
making sure that we have a new sys-
tem in place.

I think the gentleman from Arizona
noted in his opening remarks as well
that there is not anything about this
legislation that accepts as a premise
that anything in the current system
will stay in place. It is just flatly not
true.

We have had our colleagues on the
other side of the aisle get up and say
that the Republicans want to lock in
and their leadership wants to lock in
the failed system that we have today.
That is patently, flatly untrue, because
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the system we have today, as the gen-
tleman from Arizona noted, is the air-
lines who hire those companies. This
requires new Federal standards, new
Federal supervision, new enforcement.
It creates a new, entirely new, system.

So trying to make this a debate
about whether we retain the old sys-
tem is irrelevant. It is not a valid part
of this debate. It ought to be discarded.
People who are listening to this debate
should just tune it out. But that is
what we will hear tomorrow.

I also think that the whole issue of
whether or not it ought to be Federal
employees or not Federal employees,
as politically controversial as that
may be in the course of the debate, is
not the fundamental issue. The funda-
mental issue is how can we put the
safest system in place in the most effi-
cient and cost-effective way that serves
the traveling public in this country
and treats passengers all across the
United States in an equal and fair way?

My concern, as I come to this debate
and I look at the legislation that came
out of the Senate, is it does create a
two-class system. It does create a sys-
tem that treats unequally people who
board from airports in more rural areas
of this country, smaller airports, and
those in the more populated urban
areas, and it also penalizes them by
forcing them to pay a higher fee. I find
that to be incredibly unfair. I do not
think it makes sense.

I think, frankly, that the legislation
that we will act on here tomorrow,
that the Young-Mica bill puts those
safeguards in place, air marshals,
strengthens our cockpits, makes sure
we have highly screened carry-on and
checked baggage through the highest
of inspection equipment, well-posi-
tioned, multilayered security forces at
all the points throughout the airport,
and again we are not excluding or say-
ing that they these should not be Fed-
eral employees. We are simply saying
that the experts who understand this
ought to be making the decisions and
that they have a different idea about
what works in Rapid City, South Da-
kota, than what works in Buffalo New
York, and that that ought to be a deci-
sion they have the flexibility to make.

That is what the President has re-
quested, I think it makes sense, and as
we are going to have this discussion to-
morrow, it is important that we de-
bunk all the myths that will be put out
by the other side who really want to
convert this into a political debate
rather than a debate about the safety
of the traveling public.

So I appreciate the gentleman taking
time this evening to discuss this issue.
I yield back to him.

Mr. SHADEGG. I thank the gen-
tleman. Let me comment. I want to
thank the gentleman for bringing out
some of the points that I think are so
important to this debate.

As the chart here shows, the current
system, which is what was attacked by
our colleagues on the other side yester-
day and today, just before we started,

no doubt if there is an hour special
order after ours it will be attacked
later, that the current system does not
work and that the companies operating
it are corrupt.

That system is gone, and I appreciate
the gentleman pointing out that the
House bill is very, very difficult dif-
ferent from that.

I also think it is important that the
gentleman has brought out the fine
point, and it is an important distinc-
tion, that the House bill, the House
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure bill that some of us be-
lieve is the more thoughtful legisla-
tion, is being supported by editorials
by the Wall Street Journal, the New
York Times, the L.A. Times, USA
Today, the Chicago Tribune, the Wash-
ington Times, the Arizona Republic
and USA Today. That legislation im-
portantly does not say that they can-
not be Federal employees or that they
must be Federal employees.

b 1900

What it says, as the gentleman accu-
rately points out, is that that is the
kind of technical decision on the im-
plementation of the legislation that
should not be made by Federal man-
date, should not be proscribed and com-
manded by the Congress as saying, we
want the safest skies, but the only way
to get there is this way.

I think the gentleman made an excel-
lent point in saying that the Secretary
of Transportation under the House bill
could, in fact, choose to make them all
Federal employees, make some of them
Federal employees. Many of them will
be Federal employees, but the discre-
tion is left there.

I would quote from the Washington
Post in its editorial. They said, refer-
ring to this issue of all-Federal or a
mix of Federal and private that ‘‘Secu-
rity could work either way, as long as
there is a government agency in charge
dedicated to safety only and insisting
on overseeing high standards in hiring
and training.’’ That is in the House
bill. That is what we have. It goes on to
point out that a number of European
countries and Israel use a mix of pri-
vate and public.

But I think the gentleman dealt very
well with this issue in pointing out
that in the House bill, we simply
choose not to create a straightjacket
saying we want a safe air system and
oh, by the way, we, the Congress, know
how to do that. Rather, we just say, we
want a safe air system; you figure out
the right mix and the right way to do
that.

I thank the gentleman for his com-
ments. I particularly appreciate his
comments about the idiocy of charging
people in small towns who have to fly
multiple segments more money for the
system and having, quite frankly, a dif-
ferent set of responsibilities for those.

If the gentleman wants to add any-
thing further, please do.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, I could not
agree more. I think the gentleman is

exactly right in his assessment in how
this impacts different people in dif-
ferent parts of the country. Again, the
debate will be shifted tomorrow, as the
gentleman has noted, by the other side
to try and make this about somehow
codifying a failed system that is cur-
rently in place. That is absolutely un-
true.

This is a system which creates the
strongest standards, but I do not think,
again, the gentleman made the point,
that we as a Congress ought to be mak-
ing that determination. Frankly, there
are people who are a lot better
equipped to make those decisions than
we are.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, let me yield to the
gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I know
the gentleman has a lot of transpor-
tation experts here, and unfortunately,
I have an engagement I want to go to.
But one of the central questions here
is, do we want to support the President
of the United States or not. It is that
basic.

It amazes me, as I watch television
on Sundays, that every week across the
aisle, there is a new Senator born who
is an expert on security. Yet, I do not
recall them being named to any key se-
curity committee. They are not in
charge on the homeland security. They
have not been the foremost experts on
terrorism. Yet, suddenly, there are 100
experts on terrorism in the United
States Senate, and they want to sec-
ond-guess the President’s team.

I think at this time it is important
for us to be supportive of the President
and his team of experts, and non-
partisan because this is a nonpartisan
issue. I am just appalled that every
week there is a new Senator who seems
to think he has a lock on all of the in-
telligence that we need to fight ter-
rorism.

I feel real strongly that this House
bill gives the President and future
presidents, Democrat or Republican,
the flexibility they need to secure not
just the airways, but all modes of
transportation in America. I thank the
gentleman.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for participating. I
think he makes an excellent point.

The President has said that the Sen-
ate bill has problems in it, and we have
been talking about some of those prob-
lems. One of the problems is, it says
there is just one way to do this. The
President has said, no, he thinks there
are multiple ways to do it. No less than
the Washington Post, not exactly an
arch right-wing organization, has said,
yes, the House bill is a reasonable bill
and it would do the job. We just need to
get it passed.

I also commend the gentleman for
pointing out that as sad as the debate
tomorrow will be on the issue of par-
tisanship and one side attacking the
other side, saying that because we do
not support the Senate bill it is be-
cause we are partisan or we are Repub-
lican or we love the companies that are
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currently doing the job, which is rather
ridiculous, this really is not a partisan
issue. This is about how we make our
skies as safe as possible.

On that point, one of the arguments
that has been made over here is that
we really cannot ever delegate this
kind of responsibility to anything
other than Federal law enforcement
personnel. Well, I came to the United
States Congress having in a past life
been a member of the Arizona attorney
general’s office. I spent my life in law
enforcement, and my dad was a deputy
sheriff before that.

I will tell my colleagues that I do not
know many law enforcement personnel
who believe standing in front of a
screen looking at whether the image
inside there reflects a knife or a gun or
something is necessarily a law enforce-
ment function, and certainly they do
not think that as law enforcement offi-
cers, they want to spend their days
saying, would you please empty your
pockets of change and will you take
your laptop out of your briefcase and
put it on the shelf, the notion that
every person at a checkpoint who says
to you, will you please take out your
laptop or the change out of your pock-
ets has to be a law enforcement officer.

But on this point of whether or not
some of these functions could be per-
formed by a mix of law enforcement
personnel and contract personnel who
are not Federal law enforcement per-
sonnel, I think there is some prece-
dence. I am glad we are joined by the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. KIRK), and
I would like to yield to him to address
that specific issue.

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman. I would also like to thank
the gentleman from South Dakota (Mr.
THUNE) for pointing out the difference
between the House bill and the Senate
bill in treating airports differently.

I represent a district which largely
uses O’Hare. We are going to have the
highest technical level of security. But
we are a feeder airport, and if pas-
sengers arriving at O’Hare are coming
from rural airports that are not pro-
tected, then we are not protected. So
his point is exactly right, that the Sen-
ate bill does not offer the level of pro-
tection that the House bill does.

We want to federalize airport secu-
rity, but not rigidly nationalize the
system. I must note that all 19 hijack-
ers of the September 11 attack were ad-
mitted to the United States by Federal
workers. While most Federal workers
are hard-working, idealistic Ameri-
cans, their status as civil servants does
not guarantee safety in our skies. We
must do better. We need an airport se-
curity bill in this Congress; we cannot
accept the current status quo.

I would note that 90 percent of the
screeners at Dulles Airport were not
American citizens. Some of the screen-
ers in our country who let terrorists
aboard were illegal aliens.

Our bill would replace those screen-
ers with American citizens, and we
stand for the basic principle that U.S.

citizens should protect U.S. citizens at
U.S. airports.

Our bill also requires that all screen-
ers be deputized, Federal transpor-
tation security agents. They will have
a common uniform, badge, and arrest
powers. Their mission will be clear: As
Federal transportation security agents,
they will ensure that when we fly, we
fly safe.

We want these agents to have arrest
powers under rules in which they are
highly paid and trained. Our models for
such security arrangements are two:
Israel’s El Al Airlines and the U.S.
Marshals’ Court Security Officer Pro-
gram.

With regard to El Al, El Al Airlines
has operated under a 30-year threat
from terrorism. The combined El Al
team has defeated attempts by the
PLO, the PFLB, Black September and
Hezbollah to hijack Israeli airlines. El
Al has evolved into a public-private
partnership, and its partners in the
Israeli Government, as well as its con-
tractors, Israeli Security Agency and
Mossad, have formed a team that has
defeated all terrorist attacks in the
past. I will note that Mossad regularly
tries to screen weapons and explosives
aboard Israeli aircraft to test the
screeners, and if those screeners fail,
they are discharged.

Similarly, let us look at a U.S. pro-
gram, the U.S. Marshals’ Court Secu-
rity Officer Program. This program
started in 1983 and currently employs
over 3,000 court security officers. They
are privately contracted employees,
but they are recruited exclusively with
3 years’ minimum police experience.
Unlike the current airport screeners
that failed us, these court security offi-
cers are paid $16 to $24 an hour. Their
mission is to protect judges, witnesses,
juries, prosecutors, and courthouses.

In the courtrooms they face a
daunting security threat, a much high-
er threat, I would note, than what
screeners face at airports, and we can
think of who would come to a Federal
courtroom: mobsters, terrorists, drug
gangs, mass murderers. But these court
security officers perform their function
and perform it well with one key dif-
ference between them and civil serv-
ants. Court security officers can be dis-
charged immediately for allowing
weapons and explosives into a court-
room.

We provide for all screeners in our
bill to be U.S. citizens and to be depu-
tized Federal transportation security
agents. We give them standards, super-
vision, and training, but we do not pro-
tect them from their own criminal ac-
tivity or incompetence. Worse than
having no screener is a screener who
has job protection that would allow
him to permit weapons to kill more
Americans aboard an aircraft.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman would yield, I wanted to in-
sert into his remarks actually a direct
quote from Frank Durinckx, the direc-
tor of the Belgium Aviation Inspec-
torate, and he is the guy in Belgium

who oversees their security. He says,
‘‘It is harder to do quality control on
our own government people.’’ And the
reason he said that is, government
agencies do not like to criticize them-
selves or one another, and civil serv-
ants are hard to get rid of if they are
not performing.

He goes on to say, ‘‘If we give the
work to a private contractor, we have
control over them. If we are not
pleased with the screener, we can with-
draw his license. If we are not pleased
with a company, we can get rid of a
company.’’

That is exactly what the gentleman
is saying. It gives the United States far
more flexibility, and this is security we
are talking about. This is not politics,
this is not creating jobs; this is a secu-
rity program.

So I appreciate the gentleman for
letting me stick that into his com-
ments, but I thought it was very rel-
evant.

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman.

I will note that European security of-
ficials have started out exclusively
with public employees, but they have
modified their structure into a public-
private partnership, so that now 31 of
35 European airports are this public-
private partnership, to ensure the qual-
ity of the screening personnel. This
was a mixture that allowed them to de-
feat terrorist threats from the Bader-
Meinhof Gang, the Red Brigades, the
ELP and the IRA, and it has been a
very effective tool used by both our Eu-
ropean and Israeli allies.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield further, what is so
relevant to this is that we are not
alone in this. We do not have to go out
and invent something, we just need to
follow the model in Europe and in
Israel and in Ireland, because they
have been living with terrorist threats
for 20, maybe, years, or even 30 years.
So we have a tried and true method. It
is not speculation. They do know be-
cause they have experimented.

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman. I will note that it has been
25 years since an Israeli aircraft has
been successfully attacked.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time just a moment, if I
might, maybe the gentleman would
want to refer to these charts, because
they make the point he is making.

This is the private-public partnership
that is in place in Europe. If we look at
this chart, we will see that it shows the
countries that have switched to, in-
stead of a 100 percent government em-
ployee operation, to a mix of govern-
ment supervision and training, but
with some private-sector employees ac-
tually doing some of the work. It began
in, I believe, 1982, and if we look at the
dates on here, it shows the dates on
which all of these countries switched
to that private-public partnership.

This is a second chart that kind of
follows on to that, and it shows the
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mix of what we have. That is, for exam-
ple, this is the number of private-sec-
tor employees and the number of pub-
lic-sector employees in each of those
locations. So we look at this and we
see that in Norway necessity has 150
private-sector employees supervised by
20 public-sector employees, and in var-
ious other countries, across the map we
can look at that in Brussels, it is 700
private-sector employees supervised by
50 public-sector employees. It illus-
trates precisely the points that the
gentleman has been making.

Then I think he was just about to
talk about what the effect of that was
going to be. This shows the trend be-
ginning in 1982 of how they went to this
private mix, and I think the last point,
maybe I will let the gentleman discuss
this chart, which I hope he has seen,
which shows what is happening. The
gentleman was about to say it has been
quite some time since there has been a
hijacking in Israel which uses this kind
of mix.

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, it is. I was
very honored to be able to contact
Israel’s Ambassador David Ivry who
dispatched a team from Israel to brief
the Congress and the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure in
particular on this.

b 1915
We had six to nine Members there,

about 70 staffers. We looked at not just
the screening problem, but they took
the airport security problem as layers
of an onion. Each layer had to work.
Transportation security, El Al, had to
be able to task Mossad with tasks to
collect foreign intelligence. We had to
take care of the tarmac, the ramp, the
gates, and then the aircraft itself.

Mr. Speaker, this is a life or death
function. We need to be able to dis-
charge screeners who allow weapons
aboard the aircraft. We have the mod-
els. We have looked at El Al. We looked
at the Marshal Court Security Officer
Program, and we have learned the les-
sons of security that have worked well
against Hezbollah, the PFLP, the El
Rukin drug gangs and the Mafia.

Our bill ensures highly trained pro-
fessionals with a badge will protect us,
but also that their supervisor will have
the power to be able to replace screen-
ers who fail us in this life or death mis-
sion.

I will also note that our bill makes
one other change. In the chairman’s
amendment we have a deadline that by
December, 2003, all baggage will be
screened. The Secretary of Transpor-
tation has focused particular attention
on the government’s deployment of the
CTx 550 machines that will enable us to
reach our goal of having all the bag-
gage entering not just the passenger
compartment but also the cargo hold
to be screened for weapons and explo-
sives. That gives us the critical edge in
security that this bill would provide.

I thank the gentleman for organizing
this special order.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, let me
just ask the gentleman a couple dif-

ferent points to make sure I under-
stand this.

This screening requirement for bag-
gage says all baggage must be screened
by December 2003. That is currently
not being done. I heard our colleagues
on the other side railing about the fact
that that is not currently being done,
but if I am not correct, and I would
yield to the gentleman to answer this,
that requirement that 100 percent be
screened by December 2003 is nowhere
in the Senate bill whatsoever, is it?

Mr. KIRK. Correct. In fact, this bill
will give us a security system that is
even stronger than Israel’s. Even El Al
at this time does not screen all bag-
gage that enters the cargo hold for
weapons and explosives. But under the
House Republican bill, we have a dead-
line of December 2003 that, when using
the CTx 550 and other technologies, all
bags will be screened. That will give us
the world’s highest level of security
standard.

Mr. SHADEGG. That requirement is
not in the Senate bill, which we are
going to be urged to pass?

Mr. KIRK. It is not.
Mr. SHADEGG. The gentleman re-

ferred to the requirement that all
screeners be U.S. citizens. Is that in
the Senate bill we are going to be
asked to pass tomorrow?

Mr. KIRK. That is, but that is a crit-
ical difference from the current status
quo, which we are against. Over half of
all the screeners in the United States
are not American citizens. Over 90 per-
cent of the screeners at Dulles were not
American citizens. In fact, prior to the
September 11 attack, the Department
of Transportation Inspector General
was leading an investigation of illegal
aliens who were serving as airport
screeners.

All of this will come to a stop under
our bill.

Mr. SHADEGG. So when somebody
attacks the current system in the de-
bate later tonight or tomorrow and
says, well, the other side, our side, the
House Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure majority side wants
to retain the current system, on that
point they would be dead wrong and
that argument would be unfair, would
it not?

Mr. KIRK. No. Well over half of the
20,000 screeners, by the terms of our
bill, would automatically be discharged
from their duties because they are not
American citizens. We would have to
upgrade to the new system under regu-
lations and supervision by the Depart-
ment of Transportation under the Sec-
retary for Security, and these people
would be badged Federal transpor-
tation security officers with full arrest
powers at the screening site.

Mr. SHADEGG. My understanding is
that also there is no requirement in
the Senate bill that they have to speak
English. Is that correct?

Mr. KIRK. That is correct, as well.
We stand for a key principle: that U.S.
citizens should protect U.S. citizens at
U.S. airports.

There is a critical danger here in the
war on terrorism which will take quite
some time. The al-Qaeda organization,
with its vast network and resources, is
able to put sleeper agents into coun-
tries who could then take jobs as air-
port security agents. But I will note of
the hijackers, none were American
citizens. We would give the flying pub-
lic that extra level of security by mak-
ing sure that only people with a U.S.
passport can even apply for these jobs.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman made an interesting point. He
said none of the hijackers were U.S.
citizens. That means that all of the
people who got here made it through
some government employee, through
some government process to get here in
the first place. And if mistakes were
made, those mistakes were made by
government employees.

Now I am a fan of government em-
ployees. I have a lot of great govern-
ment employees who are personal
friends. I do not think because one
works for the government one is better
or worse. I do not think if one’s pay-
check comes from the government, as
mine does, one is somehow bestowed
with special powers or less than special
powers. I think we are all human
beings.

But the notion that government em-
ployees cannot make mistakes is kind
of belied by the fact that a number of
the hijackers were here in violation of
their visas or had obtained visas false-
ly, or had otherwise slipped through a
system run by government employees
already.

Everybody makes mistakes; I cer-
tainly do. That is why I think the re-
quirement that we just say, oh, well,
everything must be done by a govern-
ment employee and that is the sine qua
non really kind of misses the boat.

To that point, I just want to reem-
phasize something the gentleman said.
This Marshals Court Service or Court
Security Program, those individuals
are in fact private sector employees; is
that what I understand the gentleman
to say?

Mr. KIRK. Yes. They are badged, uni-
formed, armed deputized U.S. Mar-
shals.

Mr. SHADEGG. So the notion that
we have never delegated this kind of
authority to anyone other than a Fed-
eral employee is simply wrong?

Mr. KIRK. Correct. And there is an-
other thing. In the current airport se-
curity program, turnover can reach 400
percent, but in the U.S. Marshal Court
Security Officer Program, turnover is
less than any normal civilian, 4 per-
cent. So we have a stable, highly-
trained force with law enforcement ex-
perience that protects that critical
Federal courtroom where many crimi-
nals are asked to come. That is dele-
gated to deputized Federal agents.

Mr. SHADEGG. An even perhaps
more dangerous environment than oth-
erwise.

We are joined by our colleague, the
gentlewoman from Pennsylvania (Ms.
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HART). I would hope she would join in
this debate and express her concerns on
this issue.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Pennsylvania (Ms. HART).

Ms. HART. I thank the gentleman for
yielding to me. It is an honor to be
here.

I want to add something that the
gentleman from Illinois had said re-
garding the issue of technology. The
fact that currently not all baggage is
screened is a serious problem, but it is
the way it is now. The fact that the
House bill would require all baggage to
be screened by a date certain is ex-
tremely important.

But beyond that, one of the reasons
that I think it is important that we
maintain this mix of public and private
involvement in the actual security is
that we will encourage competition
among those firms that wish to partici-
pate.

I had a discussion in my district just
last week with a gentleman who is the
chairman of a company that produces
high-technology optical devices and x-
ray devices. I had spoken with him
about what they use those x-ray de-
vices for now. He said that some of it is
comparable to the kinds of things we
will need in baggage screening down
the road.

The more advanced optics of a com-
pany like this, every time we have
competition and opportunity for a bet-
ter product, it is going to only make us
safer and everyone who flies safer.

So I am pleased to join in the discus-
sion with my colleagues, and I am
pleased that the gentleman allowed me
some time.

I did want to shed some light on
some of the issue of really why we are
here in the first place. I am from Pitts-
burgh. The area that I represent is a
hub. We have a lot of people who not
only work for the airlines, but who live
there because they fly often as a mat-
ter of their daily life, for their living,
to support their families.

This issue is, yes, about the things
we have been discussing tonight. It is
about why our plan is better. But the
ultimate concern and what we are
looking to address is the safety of the
American public.

Our interest, and the reason that we
have spent this hour with America to-
night, is to explain why what we are
doing is better. It would certainly be
much easier for us to take the path of
least resistance and to support the bill
that passed the Senate, but we know it
is not the best we can do.

That is why we are here. It has to do
with safety, it has to do with concern
for those people who fly every day as a
matter of their living, for their fami-
lies; and those people who want to take
a vacation and fly on a plane; and also
those on the ground who, as we saw on
September 11, could all too easily be
harmed or killed as a result of bad
screening and bad safety precautions.

Mr. Speaker, one of the things I want
to talk about regarding that that is so

much superior in the bill that the
House has produced is the mobilization
of the new security system. We all
know as Federal Government employ-
ees how long it takes to get a new sys-
tem up and running. If the Federal
Government wants to start a new sys-
tem that is completely federalized, it
will take a while.

Our goal is efficiency. Our goal is de-
livering that safety, conveying that
safety to the public as soon as possible
and have it be as safe as possible.

Having a new Federal bureaucracy
put into place and forcing that whole
thing, with every employee to be a
Federal employee, will take much
longer than mobilizing a brand new
system, yes, a brand new system, but
with people who are highly trained, a
combination of Federal, law enforce-
ment people, Federal security people,
and people in the private sector who do
this, who compete with each other to
do the best job. Otherwise they will not
get the contract. That can be put into
place much more quickly.

In my opinion, the mobilization of
the system is paramount, and we need
to support the House bill, because it
will get us there sooner.

The House bill is also very organized.
The way the system will work is so
much better. It creates a new Trans-
portation Security Administration
within the Department of Transpor-
tation, because this is all about trans-
portation. It is not just airplanes, it is
also trains, it is other public modes of
transportation that we need to keep
safe.

So there will be within the Federal
Government under our bill, but not
under the Senate bill, this center, this
brain center of security. It is impor-
tant for us to have that, because that
will provide for us someone to go to,
the accountability that we need to be
secure that we will be safe.

Mr. SHADEGG. Reclaiming my time
for just a moment on that point, Mr.
Speaker, as I am sure the gentlewoman
is aware, the Senate bill is very con-
fusing on that issue. It says that over-
all transportation safety goes to a Dep-
uty Secretary of Transportation, but
says that airline safety or airline secu-
rity goes to the Attorney General, and
it fails to sort out who has the ulti-
mate authority.

It seems to me that is a serious prob-
lem with the Senate bill, and I think
the gentlewoman has said it quite well,
that the Senate bill, although a good
bill and well-intended with some good
provisions, is not the best we can do.
We can improve upon it in this body.

I would be happy to continue to
yield.

Ms. HART. I think that is why we
have a bicameral legislature. The Sen-
ate did a very good job and did it first,
and usually, doing it first, you take a
risk that someone will look at the bill
and find things that can be done better.
That is what we have done.

The gentleman’s point about the De-
partment of Justice having some au-

thority and the Department of Trans-
portation having some authority is ac-
tually extremely important, because if
we do not know who to go to to be ulti-
mately accountable for the security on
our transportation system, on our
planes, on our trains, then we will not
be able to enforce it, and enforcement
is going to be extremely important.

The other issue I wanted to touch on
quickly was that we do get the best of
both worlds by having a system. I men-
tioned earlier about competition. When
we have the opportunity to bring in
specialists from the private sector and
have them offer their professionalism
to us as a Federal agency, I think we
will get the best of both worlds.

Again, as I said, our concern is ulti-
mately the safety of every passenger.
In order to get that, I think we need to
bring in a mix of the finest we have to
offer: Federal agents and private spe-
cialists.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentlewoman for partici-
pating. We are about down to the last
minute-and-a-half. I would kind of like
to summarize.

I think she makes the point very,
very well. The reality, as the gentle-
woman said, is that at the end of the
day this is not a partisan debate. This
is not Republican and it is not Demo-
crat. There is not a Republican or
Democrat way to make our skies safe.

But it is a very, very serious debate.
I think the gentlewoman has said it
well, and I appreciate her and all of my
other colleagues who have joined us to-
night. Our number one concern and the
challenge before us in this debate is to
create the safest and most secure avia-
tion system in the world, and we can
do that.

There are many, many good things in
the Senate bill. It has many good
pieces, and I commend the people who
wrote it. I think they did a great job,
and much of it is in the House bill. If
we go to conference, much of it can be
put into the House bill.

But the question tomorrow is, should
we just pass the Senate bill, or should
we look at where it is flawed? And
sadly, I am afraid that the debate to-
morrow is going to sink into some par-
tisanship, with some people saying,
well, it is just House leaders that do
not want a new system.

As we said earlier, and we began this
debate and I want to end this debate by
making this point, the demagoguery
and the rhetoric we will hear on this
debate on the floor here tomorrow say-
ing that the current system is what we
are trying to perpetuate could not be
further from wrong. It is absolutely
wrong.

Under that current system, airlines
hire private companies to do the job.
Under the House bill, the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure
bill, that authority is given to the Fed-
eral Government, to Federal law en-
forcement officials who are at every
single gate and every single checkpoint
and who have total responsibility.
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But there are serious, very, very seri-
ous flaws in the Senate bill. It gives
different responsibilities to two dif-
ferent airports and says we are going
to treat the big and the small dif-
ferently. It has vague language on ac-
countability.

We owe it to the American people to
conscientiously legislate and to create
the best possible legislation. That is
what we will be arguing for here to-
morrow.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 3150, SECURE TRANSPOR-
TATION FOR AMERICA ACT OF
2001

Mr. REYNOLDS (during special order
of Mr. SHADEGG) from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 107–264) on the resolution (H.
Res. 274) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 3150) to improve aviation
security, and for other purposes, which
was referred to the House Calendar and
ordered to be printed.

f

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE AWARENESS
MONTH

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SIM-
MONS). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. CAPPS) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to be able to join in extension
of remarks that were made earlier this
evening by many in the Women’s Cau-
cus to stand to speak out this evening
against domestic violence and I am
graciously thanking my colleague, the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE) for yielding time for me to
enter into this dialogue with my other
colleagues earlier this evening. I thank
the gentleman for yielding that time to
me as well.

October is Domestic Violence Aware-
ness Month. This is the last day of that
month. It is a time when battered
women’s advocates, policy makers and
grassroots activists across this Nation
focus the public’s attention on the in-
sidious epidemic of domestic violence.
Of course, we can call attention to this
fact and these matters in October. The
challenge is before us every single day
of the year.

In the United States alone, nearly
one-third of American women report
being physically or sexually abused by
a husband or a boyfriend at some point
in their lives. For this reason I am in-
troducing legislation which would pro-
vide women of all ages and back-
grounds with preventive services such
as domestic violence screening and
treatment. With a simple screening
test that can be administered by any
health care provider such as a personal
health provider, a doctor, a clinic, an
emergency room provider, red flags and
signals can be given and referrals can

be made which can pick up more in-
stances and get people into prevention
and treatment much earlier.

I believe that it is vital that we begin
to educate young women and men in an
effort to prevent the incidence of do-
mestic violence and to curb its dev-
astating effects.

Not surprisingly, current Depart-
ment of Justice statistics indicate that
women in their high school years to
their mid-twenties are nearly three
times as vulnerable to attack by hus-
band or boyfriend or former partner as
those in any other age group. So we
must keep in mind that domestic vio-
lence has ramifications for more than
just those parties who are involved. It
affects every family, every workplace
and every community.

For these reasons it is essential that
we all play a role in combatting the
prevalence of this epidemic. If we can
take responsibility and action, we can
prevent this criminal act from occur-
ring. Action can be as simple as con-
tributing money or clothing to a local
battered women’s shelter, volunteering
time to a program that aids victims of
abuse, talking to a child or to a class-
room about relationship violence, post-
ing awareness materials in public
places.

I stand here this evening in recogni-
tion and to honor the many people in
my community on the central coast of
California who work diligently each
day staffing shelters, raising funds to
keep the shelters going, working to de-
velop materials within nonprofit
groups that serve young women, Girl
Scouts and Girls Clubs and Boys Clubs
entering our school places and working
with classroom teachers to create a cli-
mate of awareness and acceptance and
referral possibilities.

This is diligent work that goes on
day in and day out in my community
and across this Nation. This is the way
we will get to the heart of the matter
and the way we can hope for raising a
generation of young people who can
speak out against violence, can learn
alternative ways of conflict resolution
and protecting themselves and their
friend and others, and that we can hope
for a time when domestic violence will
be a thing of the past.

At the close of this month, we must
remember that each citizen has a duty
to help end domestic violence, not only
nationally but also globally, and we
think and are mindful of the Afghan
women who are now subjected to the
Taliban regime for whom this is an
ever-present part of their lives.

But our work does not stop today on
the last day of October. We must con-
tinue to work diligently every day,
every hour and every minute to put an
end to domestic violence and all vio-
lence against women.

f

VIOLENCE AGAINST AFGHAN
WOMEN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-

woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE) for yielding.

This morning a very important devel-
opment occurred in the work of the
world to build toward a post-Taliban
regime in Afghanistan that will be
democratic. A group of Afghan women
asked to be included in talks con-
cerning a new democratic government
in Afghanistan.

Women are the oppressed people of
Afghanistan. There can be no freedom
there if the United Nations and the
United States do not yield to this plea
of Afghan women.

I believe I know what segregation,
racial segregation is because I grew up
in the segregated District of Columbia.
I believe I know what racial apartheid
was in South Africa. I was one of the
first four people to go into the embassy
which led to many people being ar-
rested and finally sanctions and the
end of apartheid.

But what we are seeing in Afghani-
stan is something I have never seen up
close before. It is gender apartheid.
That is very different from gender in-
equality which is, of course, universal.
Gender apartheid as we are seeing in
Afghanistan is much like the stig-
matization we saw in Nazi Germany or
to slavery. Indeed, the women in Af-
ghanistan have been essentially con-
verted into slaves. All the elements of
slavery are there. They cannot work.
They cannot go to school. They cannot
go to universities. They cannot even
leave home except in the company of a
man. It has become shameful to be a
woman. You are covered from head to
toe, not just your face and head as so
many religions require, but every part
of you. It is shameful to be seen as a
woman.

All the physical aspects of slavery
are there, public flogging, selling into
prostitution, women taken by com-
manders as wives, killing, indeed, for
those who violate Taliban decrees.

What makes this especially tragic in
Afghanistan is that pre-Taliban, in
some way, Afghan women were more
advanced than women in most ad-
vanced countries. Half of the univer-
sity students were women, 40 percent
of the doctors, half the health care
workers, 70 percent of the teachers. All
that is gone. That is all merit and hard
work brought down.

The Afghan Constitution guaranteed
freedom and equality to women, as our
Constitution does not explicitly. That
was suspended in 1992. Now, 75 percent
of the refugees are women and chil-
dren.

I am not surprised that a regime
propped by people who use planes as
missiles to take down innocent people
would treat their own women as chat-
tel. I would be surprised, I would be
very disappointed and I do not believe
we can let happen if our government
does not insist that the liberation of
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Afghanistan must include the libera-
tion of its women. Any future govern-
ment talks must have the women of Af-
ghanistan at the table.

f

AVIATION SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the mi-
nority leader.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I may
be joined by other colleagues. I am not
sure at this point. This evening I want-
ed to talk about the issue of aviation
security in the aftermath of the trage-
dies of September 11, and I must say
that in many ways I would like to start
out by responding to the special order
given by some of my Republican col-
leagues just a few minutes ago.

I want to express my disappointment
in what they said, and basically almost
emotionally if I could explain why I am
so disappointed in the statements that
were made by some of my Republican
colleagues just a few minutes ago.

In my district in New Jersey, I rep-
resent right now two counties. We had
about 150 victims of the World Trade
Center who died. We have been to a lot
of funerals. We have been to a lot of
vigils. We have been to a lot of services
over the last 2 months or so. I have to
say my constituents really have lost
patience. They no longer believe that
this House of Representatives is going
to do anything effectively on the issue
of airport security. They wonder why
we are even debating this issue tonight
and why this issue was not disposed of
within a week or two of those trage-
dies.

It is now October 31, about a month
and a half since September 11. In fact,
it is about 2 or 3 weeks I believe since
the Senate took action on the bill that
my Republican colleagues have been
criticizing, and I would ask initially
this evening as I begin, why have we
waited? If they do not like the Senate
bill, why did not they bring up a bill in
the House the next day, 2 or 3 weeks
ago, to address this problem? Why have
they waited for a month and a half to
even address the issue? I sincerely
doubt their willingness to address the
issue of airport security.

I believe that what they are doing
now, what the House Republican lead-
ership is doing now in bringing up this
bill tomorrow is nothing but a ruse. I
do not think that they want to change
the status quo at all. I believe that
they like the status quo, and I believe
that the reason they are not bringing
up the Senate bill tomorrow and they
are bringing up a new House Repub-
lican bill is because they hope that
they can pass that bill on a partisan
vote, send it to conference, and because
it disagrees significantly from the Sen-
ate bill, they will simply kill any legis-
lative initiative to try to address the
airport security issue, and as a con-
sequence, those corporate interests,

those airline interests that do not want
to see any changes in the status quo
will triumph. That is what is going on
here.

No one can tell me that this House of
Representatives cannot act quickly in
the aftermath of the type of tragedy
that we had on September 11. No one
can tell me that if the Senate bill
passed 2 or 3 weeks ago that we could
not have passed a bill within a few days
of that.

What is happening now is that the
momentum is building in my State and
around the country where people are
outraged over the fact that we have
not taken action on this measure, and
the Republican leadership knows that
the public wants something like what
passed in the other body, like the Sen-
ate bill, and that they want a Federal
workforce and that they do not like
the status quo.

So now the Republican leadership in
the House feels that they have to bring
up something, even a fig leaf. So they
will schedule a vote tomorrow and they
will start a debate, knowing full well
that once that bill passes, it will go to
conference and nothing will happen and
the status quo will continue.

I heard some of my Republican col-
leagues talk about the fact that they
do not like Federal workforces. I do
not really care whether they like or do
not like Federal workforces. I mean
they can stand up here and they can
talk about whether they like the Post-
al Service or they think it should be
privatized, whether they like the Bor-
der Patrol or they think it should be
privatized, whether they like the Cus-
toms Service or they think it should be
privatized. The bottom line is that we
know that whatever system, and in
this case a private corporate system
that was in place on September 11,
failed, and it failed miserably.

The fact of the matter is that it has
not changed. I have my constituents
come to my town meetings. Because I
am not very far from Newark airport,
we are maybe half an hour away, if not
maybe less, and they tell me when they
go to the airport nothing really has
changed. Their baggage is not being
screened. They are able to get through
with devices to bypass the screening
machines, and they are very, very dis-
appointed in the quality of the work-
force.

I heard my colleagues say that they
do not like the existing workforce.
Well, the existing workforce is a pri-
vate workforce that is put in place by
the airlines, and there is no way in the
world that we are going to create com-
petition and create some sort of pri-
vate enterprise system that is going to
correct it. There is no money available.

I heard one of my colleagues say,
well, maybe they should be paid $16 an
hour, they are only being paid min-
imum wage, maybe they should be paid
$16 an hour. Is he going to mandate in
the legislation that they get paid $16
an hour? The problem we have now is
that the airlines, many of them, are

bankrupt. Many are in very bad shape.
They have no incentive to go out and
hire people and pay them a living wage.
They have no incentive to do the type
of training that would be effective.

b 1945

And the people who are manning
these screening devices do not have
any esprit de corps. They do not have
pride in what they do.

If my colleagues were to go to New-
ark Airport, they could go to the
screening device and look a few feet
away and see some of the fast food res-
taurants. Some of the people working
in the fast food restaurants are being
paid more than the people manning the
screening devices. Why should they
have any more pride in what they do if
they are not getting properly paid and
they have no benefits? They are not
going to have pride in what they do.

One of my Republican colleagues
said, well, 80 or 90 percent of them are
not even U.S. citizens. What do my col-
leagues expect? Should we expect that
U.S. citizens are going to take min-
imum wage jobs under the conditions
they have to work with these screening
machines? Of course not.

The only way that we can do any-
thing is if we make a radical change.
And I say ‘‘radical’’ because I under-
stand that putting together a Federal
work force something like the Customs
Service or the Post Office or the Border
Patrol, I understand that is a radical
change from what we have now, but I
do not have a problem with it. Not be-
cause ideologically I think a Federal
work force is superior, but just because
I know the current system does not
work and we cannot just tweak it.

One of my Republican colleagues
said, well, we will make sure that at
every entrance to the airport there is a
Federal employee, but I do not want
the people manning the screening de-
vices to be Federal employees. What
are we afraid of? Is it some sort of ideo-
logical nonsense or something in my
colleagues’ minds that somehow this is
socialism or communism or some-
thing? I just do not understand it. I
just think that this is a practical prob-
lem that needs a practical solution and
that we cannot wait for some tweaking
of the system when we know that we
have to do something dramatic to
change it because the status quo is cur-
rently not working.

I just wanted to mention, if I could,
a few talking points about the Senate
bill. I call it the House Democratic
Aviation Security Bill, which I under-
stand will be the alternative tomorrow,
the substitute, that hopefully we will
be allowed to vote on in lieu of this
House Republican bill.

If I could just talk about this bill,
first of all, understand that this passed
the Senate, the other body, 100 to noth-
ing. In the other body they were not
being partisan. There were a lot of peo-
ple in the other body, in the Senate,
who are very right-wing ideologically,
but they were willing to join together,
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Democrat and Republican, 100 to noth-
ing, unanimously, to say that we need
to make some major changes, we need
to have a Federal work force, we need
to create a new body of people that are
going to screen and do the security and
who will take pride in what they do.

I do not understand why if the other
body, the Senate, could eliminate all
the ideology and do something on a bi-
partisan basis, why the House Repub-
lican leadership cannot do the same
here.

The Senate bill, and now the House
Democratic alternative, ensures that
Federal security personnel screen and
check all individuals and baggage be-
fore boarding a plane. Specifically, the
bill federalizes all security screening
functions at the 140 busiest airports to
ensure a professional, well-trained and
well-qualified air security law enforce-
ment force.

Now, some of my Republican col-
leagues said, well, why are we only
dealing with 140 of the busiest airports?
For over 250 smaller airports the legis-
lation would allow the Justice Depart-
ment the flexibility to use Federal law
enforcement personnel or State and
local law enforcement under strict
Federal oversight as screeners. My col-
leagues said, that is not fair, we have
different systems, different standards
for the larger airports than the smaller
airports. I think the reason is basically
recognizing the fact that the smaller
airports do not have, maybe, the same
responsibilities.

But if my colleagues on the Repub-
lican side do not like the two-tiered
system, then let us federalize everyone.
Let us not say that because the Senate
bill does not allow the smaller airports
to have a Federal corps of employees
that we should not have them for any
of them. I think the answer is, if there
is strong objection to a two-tiered sys-
tem, make them have Federal law en-
forcement officers at all of the air-
ports, small and large combined.

What we are trying to do, and I want
everyone to understand this, what we
are trying to do with this Federal secu-
rity screening work force is to ensure
that the security screeners are more
highly paid, rather than continuing the
practice of private contractors hiring
personnel at minimum wage basically.
Experts, including the General Ac-
counting Office, the Federal Aviation
Administration, the Transportation
Department have all indicated that low
wages and high turnover are the major
problems in aviation security.

Under the bill, under the Democratic
alternative, the Senate bill, screener
applicants would be required to pass a
rigorous selection examination and
complete classroom and on-the-job
training. It also gives the government
flexibility to suspend or terminate
underperforming employees.

Under the Democratic alternative,
there is a mandate that all checked
baggage be screened by explosive detec-
tion equipment. We require screening
of all persons, vehicles and other equip-

ment entering secure areas, including
catering and other companies with ac-
cess to secure areas. All current air
carrier, airport and screening per-
sonnel have to submit to background
checks and criminal history record
checks.

There are many other things that we
do, and I would like to go into some of
them, but I see that one of my col-
leagues is here, and I know that he is
very interested and has been involved
in this issue, so I would like to yield
now to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. I thank my col-
league for yielding to me and for being
here tonight. I know it is late tonight
and the gentleman is working out here
making things happen for our commu-
nities, and I know this issue is a key
issue.

Aviation security is a national secu-
rity issue, and it is something that we
need to take a look at from that per-
spective. The current system is broken,
and we do have a lot of problems with
it and we need to begin to do a lot of
things. This bill brings it in that direc-
tion, begins to open it up, begins to
look at one of the key problems that
we have, and that is that we have in
the past privatized some of the inspec-
tion efforts.

As the gentleman well knows, some
of the companies have not done a good
job of hiring people. They have not
been doing background checks, and
their turnover rates in some cases are
over 400 percent because of the fact
that they pay very low wages. So there
is a real need for us to get professionals
there. Just like in law enforcement, we
want people that are well-educated,
that are professionals, and we should
have nothing less to make sure that we
secure the airports.

When we look at the security of our
President and the security of our Na-
tion, we would not even consider
privatizing that. So when we look at
securing our airports and the public,
we should consider nothing less than
the most important thing, and that is
to make sure we provide the best in se-
curity.

When we talk about privatization,
yes, sometimes things are improved
upon. Private companies might do a lot
of things a lot better. But with time,
one of the basic principles about that
system is that it is a for-profit system,
so sometimes they will start cutting
corners to make a profit. So when we
look at that issue, I think it is impor-
tant that we federalize our screeners
and we make them part of the system.

We have great professionals at Cus-
toms; these people check baggage, and
I can share a couple of incidents. We
caught a terrorist on the Mexican bor-
der because, as they were crossing back
into Mexico, one of the persons was
just asked where he was headed, and
the individual hesitated in terms of re-
sponding. That was a clue that there
was something wrong. These people
that are professionals are able to catch
them, and that is what we need to do.

We are hoping that we do not politi-
cize this bill, that we do the right
thing on behalf of all the people in
America, which would be to federalize
those workers. I know that the Senate,
100 percent of them, voted for it. I
know Senator HUTCHINSON, Senator
GRAMM from Texas, both Republicans,
supported it, and I am hoping that we
can pass it out of the House.

It has been almost 7 weeks since Sep-
tember 11. We need to move forward on
this and hopefully make this happen,
because we have a lot of work, as the
gentleman well knows, that we still
need to do in a lot of other areas where
we still feel very uncomfortable.

And I just want to thank the entire
Nation as a whole, because I know we
have come together after this incident.
This is a war that we have to win and
this is a war that we have no other
choice but to go forward with and
make sure that we pull it off. I know
that we can, but we have to continue to
work together; and one of the first
things we have to do, as we all know, is
secure our borders. We need to secure
our borders. Airport security is part of
that effort.

There still are a lot of other efforts.
I know we filed, as Democrats, other
pieces of legislation on bioterrorism
that talk about making sure that we
have those first response teams also.
That is also extremely critical.
Throughout this country a lot of our
towns and cities and communities are
having a lot of difficulty. Some might
not have as many qualified as they
should to do that first response, but
that will be very important, that we
provide those resources.

So we need to look at that piece of
legislation that is very comprehensive,
that looks at our borders and at a lot
of our agencies.

As we move forward, there will be a
variety of other pieces of legislation,
and I want to thank the constituents
out there because they have been pro-
viding us with ideas as to what we need
to do and not do. Most of these ideas
have come from back home, our con-
stituents, who have the answers to a
lot of these questions.

As we move forward, we are hoping
that we can come to grips with this.
Yes, a lot of it is trial and error. We
have never been in this kind of situa-
tion before. But I know that we can
begin to solve these problems and,
working together, we can make some
good things happen.

I am looking forward to pushing for-
ward on this particular piece of legisla-
tion on aviation, on national security
at our airports, because this will be one
bill that would allow that sense of se-
curity. We still have a lot more, but it
is definitely going to be helpful in mov-
ing in that direction.

We also need to do a lot when it
comes to our infrastructure. I know
the GAO just came out with a major
report talking about our bases
throughout this country and the fact
that a lot of them are vulnerable. We
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have started in that area. We need a lot
of resources to make sure from an in-
frastructure perspective there are safe-
guards at all our bases, not to mention
our facilities and where people meet.

There have been a lot of comments
from people as to, what can I do, what
is the best thing that we can do; and I
would just say, educate yourself. Let
us continue to move forward. It has
been an educational process for all of
us. I think that we need to learn how
to act and be able to react appro-
priately to certain crises and certain
things that occur. Part of that is doing
the right thing, and the right thing is
making sure that we have good, quali-
fied people and that we just do not go
to the lowest bid when it comes to our
security people in the airports. So I am
hoping that we will be able to pass that
legislation.

And once again I want to thank the
gentleman for allowing me to be here
with him tonight.

Mr. PALLONE. I thank my colleague
from Texas.

When the gentleman started off and
he was talking about the federalization
of the work force, he made me think
about my Republican colleagues that
were here for the first hour tonight. I
was wondering, if we proposed that the
Capitol Police, for example, if they
should be privatized, whether they
would support that.

It is sort of ironic, because here we
are and we are protected by a Capitol
Police force. They are not contracted
out. We know that there is a certain
pride that we see with the Capitol Po-
lice officers. My colleagues have no
problem with the force here that is fed-
eralized, but they do not want to see it
for the average person at the airports.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. I apologize for in-
terrupting, but our leadership here is
also protected by Federal workers. Our
President is protected by the Secret
Service that are Federal workers. We
should not expect any less when it
comes to our airports. It is a national
security issue. It should require Fed-
eral workers that are well-trained,
well-equipped and well-paid to make
sure they do the right thing.

And I was told, well, what about if
they make a mistake; we are not going
to fire them. We have made some stipu-
lations on that. If they are not doing
their work, they are going to get fired.
So it is important for us to move for-
ward on that versus what we have right
now, which is a shambles, a 400 percent
turnover.

And by the way, 82 percent of the
people, based on what the Washington
Post says, say that they want Federal
workers there making sure they check
our baggage and making sure they
check on people as they move forward.

So I think if we expect that for our
President, and we should expect the
best, then we should expect it for our
public and for our airports throughout
this country. So I am hoping we can
make that happen. And I am optimistic
that we will get a lot of Republicans

like we have on the Senate side where
we got over 49 Republicans to vote with
us.

Mr. PALLONE. I want to thank the
gentleman again for his comments, and
I want to now yield to the gentle-
woman from Florida.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. First of all, I
want to commend the gentleman for
his leadership on this matter. I really
stand with my colleague and all of the
people from his area, all those families,
who after 9–11 their lives will never be
the same.

I hope the gentleman will take a look
that I have on black and orange for
Halloween. This is October 31. But, my
colleague, we might be in for another
trick tomorrow. Tomorrow, the House
leadership may not bring up the avia-
tion security bill after all.
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Would that not be a horrible trick on
the people of the United States?

After September 11 we all pulled to-
gether to stand by this country and to
make sure that we moved forward to-
gether with one voice. I cannot believe
that 7 weeks after September 11 we
have not had an opportunity to vote on
an aviation bill. When we were passing
the airline bailout bill, I told my col-
leagues then that we should have in-
cluded airline security in that bill. We
should have made sure, as the airlines
were getting $15 billion and not a dime
for the workers, and to this date not a
dime for the workers.

In addition to that, I have not heard
anything about those schools that
train pilots. As we speak here on the
floor, there are aviation schools train-
ing pilots today, terrorists, today. Mr.
Speaker, I cannot believe that people
can walk into a school and give $25,000
cash, and they will train pilots; for
what? It is ironic that one of the planes
that went down in Pennsylvania on
September 11, that the people on that
plane pulled together. They took a vote
and they voted that they were going to
stop this plane and those people. They
are heroes.

Here we are in the House of Rep-
resentatives, the people’s House, 7
weeks after September 11, and we have
not had a vote. We have not had a dis-
cussion on the floor. The Senate on a
bipartisan vote of 100 to zero passed the
bill. We need to take up that bill and
pass that bill. By tomorrow afternoon
that bill can be on the President’s
desk. He can sign it and we can move
on to other things.

Aviation security is just one area
that we need to work on. We also need
to work on port security, rail security,
bus security. We need to change the
way we do business in this country.
The economic stimulus package which
passed this House, the same old big
dogs were eating. Nothing in there for
all of the areas of security that we
need to address, like the United States
Coast Guard, giving them additional
monies to patrol our ports. The list
goes on and on.

A lot of people during election times
say it does not matter who is in
charge. It does matter because if the
Democrats were in charge, we would
have had an aviation security bill on
this floor, and not one person would be
delaying and delaying and delaying
that bill.

Mr. Speaker, I am outraged that on
October 31 we have not yet discussed or
debated an aviation security bill and
what should be included in the bill. One
of the things that should be included is
cockpit security. The pilot and the
flight attendants all agree that is one
of the things that should be included,
one of the things. In addition, mar-
shals, U.S. Marshals on all of the
planes.

The only question it seems is wheth-
er or not the people that screen the
luggage should be Federal employees.
We have Members here who say they do
not like Federal employees; but more
than that, they might join the union.
They might join the union.

I have something to say, Mr. Speak-
er. We have been honoring some great
Americans, the pilots that went down
on September 11, the flight attendants,
the police and firefighters, every single
one of them were union men and
women who were fighting and died for
this country on September 11. We have
not done one single thing to make sure
that does not happen again. I am very
disappointed in the leadership of this
House. This is the people’s House. We
should have been first in addressing the
needs of the American people.

One of my colleagues said that the
big dogs always eat first. A lot of peo-
ple want to know what do we mean by
the big dogs. I am talking about the
lobbyists with the money. That is what
is driving it. There are some people
that want to make sure that the com-
panies that really failed us on Sep-
tember 11, those are the ones that are
going to continue to have the business
and pay minimum wage. Minimum
wage with no training, what do Mem-
bers expect. America is better than
that.

I am hoping tomorrow we will pass
an aviation security bill, and that to-
morrow evening at this time that bill
will be on the way to the President’s
desk and that we can move forward and
look at other security needs in this
country. It may not be a perfect bill. I
have been here for almost 10 years, and
we have never passed a perfect bill; but
it is a perfect beginning. Let us pass
that Senate bill tomorrow and move
forward for the American people.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman, and if I can comment
on a few things she said.

I am embarrassed when I have town
meetings, and I have had a town meet-
ing almost every weekend, and my dis-
trict is about a half hour from Newark
airport. I talk about aviation security,
and they do not want to laugh, but
some literally laugh when I talk about
what we are going to do. They go to the
airport and they witness the same

VerDate 13-OCT-2001 04:08 Nov 01, 2001 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00046 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K31OC7.112 pfrm02 PsN: H31PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7577October 31, 2001
problems that existed before Sep-
tember 11. They cannot imagine how
the tragedy of September 11 does not
spur us to action.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
some of the changes are just cosmetic.
Unless we agree to screen all of the
luggage, have background checks and
communication between the FBI and
CIA and the airport security, it does
not work. We need to put a system in
place that protects the American peo-
ple. This is not a game. We talk about
bipartisanship. I am for it. I am for it
as far as it goes, but that is not what
we have. It is my way or nothing at all.
That is the rule of the House of Rep-
resentatives. It matters who is in
charge of the House of Representatives.
This is the people’s House. The people
should have an opportunity to put
their issues on the floor and have an
up-or-down vote.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tlewoman points out so well that if
this Senate bill was taken up here to-
morrow, if it passed, if the Republican
leadership did not do whatever they
could to try to prevent it from passing,
it would immediately be signed by the
President. There is no question about
it. Our colleagues this evening were
talking about the conference.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
it was disgusting. They were talking
about why were we rushing. I would
have passed the bill on September 12.
Here we are 7 weeks later and we are
rushing? I am on the House Committee
on Transportation and the Infrastruc-
ture. We have not had a discussion, a
debate. What we passed out should
have been on the floor. But we have the
leadership refusing to take up a bill.
The Senate passed a bill on October 11,
I think.

Mr. PALLONE. It has been several
weeks.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Yes.
Mr. PALLONE. And our Republican

colleagues were talking about the con-
ference. It was a foregone conclusion
that they were going to conference,
which the gentlewoman knows can
take weeks.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. We under-
stand who runs the House. People talk
about we are working together, but the
proof is in the pudding. Let us pass an
aviation security bill for the people of
the United States.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for her comments.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. INSLEE).

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I have
come to the floor tonight because we
are in the cusp of a pivotal vote tomor-
row. The vote will decide whether to
make a full commitment of the United
States to a secure and meaningful air-
line security bill or, at the bidding of
some very well-paid lobbyists for some
companies who have a large financial
stake in this, will adopt a half-baked
half-measure, a low-bid proposal that
will continue the loophole driven,
Swiss cheese, alleged security system
we have at the gates of our airports.

I think the choice is that stark. In
the last decade the United States has
engaged in an experiment. That experi-
ment involved having private compa-
nies who sent in their low bids to air-
lines that were routinely accepted,
that as a result got the cheapest em-
ployees with the least training, with
zero certification under FAA super-
vision, under the supervision of the
Federal Government. That was the ex-
perimental system that we have had
for the last 10 years.

That experimental system failed on
September 11 big time, as someone
said. Yet some of our colleagues, the
leadership in the Republican Party, be-
cause of this fixation of anti-union sen-
timent, want to continue that failed
experiment because the meat and bones
of their proposal is this: Let us con-
tinue to have private companies with
low-bid contracts supervised by the
FAA handle security at airports.

Members have to understand that
they have dressed this up with a few
ribbons, but the proposal is to continue
this failed relationship. The reason it
is a failed relationship is because of
something that is happening tonight as
we speak.

The reason that this system has not
worked is that every single time the
FAA and the U.S. Congress has even
talked about having meaningful train-
ing and standards for these employees,
these employees with million dollar
contracts, and to some degree the air-
lines, have gotten on the phone to the
lobbyists and instructed them to go to
Capitol Hill and tell Members to lay
off. We do not want to spend another
dollar on safety. It is going to cut into
our profits.

As a result, Congress has not acted.
The FAA has not acted, and we have
had low bid, no certification, no train-
ing, no citizens, no speaking English,
felons hired to do this job.

Our friends across the aisle, at least
the leadership, want to continue this
failed experiment. We are going to get
the same result. If we do the same
thing time after time, there is no rea-
son to expect anything to change. To-
night we are seeing that same thing
happen.

On Halloween, Members are going to
hear the kinds of things that one hears
on Halloween, but we are also going to
hear the sound of arms breaking, be-
cause some arm breaking is going on
by the Republican leadership. We have
Federal employees who are our border
guards and our Capitol Hill police, and
there is no reason these airport secu-
rity screeners are not Federal employ-
ees. Lobbyists for these low-bid compa-
nies are so afraid they are going to lose
their contracts they want Members to
back off and adopt this half-a-loaf ap-
proach.

These companies and their lobbyists
who are asking our friends on the other
side of the aisle to vote to continue
their failure, they are afraid that they
are going to lose their contracts, and
they should be. They should lose their

contracts and should be out of busi-
ness. They should be seen as failures.
We should not allow the Republican
Party, at the largess and the request of
their favorite lobbyist, to allow that
continued failure.

b 2015
We should go in there and do what we

ought to do.
I have heard that they have said that

some of the European countries, that
there are some other countries that
have some other systems, that have
some private employees doing their
work. I always kind of thought Amer-
ica was supposed to lead the parade,
not follow it. If they pull this off in
Lithuania or Germany, fine, but in
Germany, apparently the companies
cannot come in and tell the govern-
ment not to enforce safety rules. They
have been effective in doing that here,
in part because of the effectiveness of
their lobby. That is why in this coun-
try we need the same kind of safety we
have with our border guards, to have
government employees to be certified
to do this job.

I will mention one other thing before
I defer. We have been working, many of
us have been working for the last
weeks, to try to convince the majority
party to have an insistence that the
baggage that goes into the belly of an
airplane is screened for bombs, because
as you know, 90, 95 percent of it is not
screened today. Why is it not screened?
It is the same thing we talked about.
They send the lobbyists down to the
FAA and say, we don’t want to spend a
buck to do this and the FAA has
backed off and they have had some of
their friends on the other side of the
aisle back off. The same thing has hap-
pened.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. If the gen-
tleman will yield, is the technology
available to screen the luggage?

Mr. INSLEE. Yes. The good news is
that these machines are built, many of
them are in airports today, but unfor-
tunately the airlines have not turned
them on. They stick them in a corner.
The U.S. Government spent $400 mil-
lion 5 years ago for a technology called
CTX–5000s; they are machines with a
very good success rate of finding explo-
sive devices. Many of the airlines took
them, put them in a corner and did not
even turn them on, literally. We have
finally got them to turn them on, but
the problem is, we do not have enough
of those machines yet; we need to buy
some more and we need to get them
into these airports.

We have finally prevailed on the ma-
jority party to put some at least sugar-
coating language to say they are going
to do this to get these machines into
airports. That is great. We have finally
got them to put some language in there
like that. But if you have people falling
asleep working for these low-bid con-
tractors at the machine, it does not
matter how good your machine is if
you have still got incompetent ex-fel-
ons who cannot read directions on the
machines, how to run them.
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So if we are going to do this, we need

certified people to do it. We also need a
way to pay for it. The Senate bill,
which we are proposing, specifically al-
lows the Airport Improvement Trust
Fund to be used by airports to bring
these airports up to speed. They do not
have any way to pay for it.

I have proposed an appropriation
that was rejected by the Republicans.
The Senate bill allows the Airport
Trust Fund to be used to help airports.
We have got to find a way to pay for
this. So what I am saying is, if we are
going to have a real screening of bags
to keep bombs out of the belly of air-
planes, we have got to pass the Senate
bill.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. I agree with
the gentleman 100 percent. Following
that up, I am just concerned that the
Europeans, he mentioned them, they
talked about their system. But I want
to be clear. Those jobs in Europe and
other places are not minimum wage
jobs.

Mr. INSLEE. That is right. As the
gentlewoman knows, that is exactly
what we have ended up with. And as
has been pointed out, with a 400 per-
cent turnover rate.

Mr. PALLONE. If I could just men-
tion one thing, one of the things that
really irked me tonight was when we
had the conversation among some of
our Republican colleagues about the
value of competition. They were talk-
ing about how, if we have a Federal
work force, we are going to eliminate
competition. All I kept thinking in my
mind is, how can it be competition
when you are paying people minimum
wage, you are not providing them any
benefits, they have no pride in the
work force, you are going to create
competition?

Half of these airlines are bankrupt or
near bankruptcy. There is no incentive
in a competitive process to do any bet-
ter. The whole notion of competition in
this atmosphere where there is not the
money and they are not paying the
wages is just nonsense.

Mr. INSLEE. To me, this is a rel-
atively easy question. We can have ar-
guments about what goes on in Europe
and everything else, but the question
is, are there certain functions that are
so important to Americans’ lives, the
issue is if this job is done well, people
live and if it is done poorly, they die;
and are there certain functions that
are so pivotally important to the con-
tinuation of human life that you make
sure you have the government do it.

We do that in certain cases. Fire-
fighters, we do not privatize fire-
fighters because people die if it is not
done well. Police officers, we do not
privatize police officers; people die if it
is not done well. Capitol Police, the
same thing. Border Patrol, the same
thing.

FBI agents, the nature of this func-
tion is a law enforcement function. It
is not an administrative, baggage han-
dling function; it is a law enforcement
function. These people should be treat-
ed as law enforcement officers.

I will just leave by saying one thing.
It is a well-established American value
that our law enforcement people ought
to work for Uncle Sam. I think that is
the right thing to do. I hope the House
votes in that way.

I thank the gentleman for letting me
join him this evening.

Mr. PALLONE. I appreciate his com-
ments.

I do not like to sound morbid, but as
I started out tonight, people have died.
We had 6,000 people die at the World
Trade Center, many of them my con-
stituents. It is just incredible to me to
think that with all of that happening
that we have not moved on this and
that that does not move the House Re-
publican leadership to take up this bill
that was adopted unanimously, 100-to-
nothing.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Many of us
went to Ground Zero a couple of weeks
ago, over 100 Members of Congress, and
everyone talked about the physical
devastation. What stands out most in
my mind was the number of people
that lost their lives. We cannot put
that back together. How many families
got destroyed? We can rebuild the
buildings, but we need to do what we
can in this House to make sure that
that never happens again.

That was my commitment. I wish it
was everybody’s commitment, in par-
ticular the people on the other side of
the aisle. I do think it is not most of
them; it is just a few people that are
holding up our passing a meaningful
aviation security bill. Shame on them.
Shame on them.

Mr. PALLONE. I want to thank the
gentlewoman. She expresses better
than I do how I feel about this right
now. I really appreciate what you have
said.

I want to yield to my other colleague
from California and stress that this
evening part of the argument that I
have been trying to make is not only
that the Republican House leadership
has refused to bring up an aviation se-
curity bill, but by contrast, they have
instead last week brought up this so-
called economic stimulus package with
all these tax cuts that go primarily to
corporate interests and wealthy people.

I think we estimate that of the
money that is given back in tax breaks
in that Republican economic stimulus
package that was passed last week,
very narrowly, by two votes, I think, of
$100 billion in tax cuts in the next year,
2002, $70.8 billion benefits corporations
and $14.8 billion benefits affluent indi-
viduals.

So here we have where two-thirds, I
guess, of the money that they would
like to allocate with these tax breaks
is going to corporate interests, and
then at the same time they will not
pass a bill on aviation security because
those same corporate interests refuse
to spend the money or make a commit-
ment to do the aviation security. It is
part and parcel of the same thing.
Where are the priorities? The priorities
for the Republicans in trying to get the

economy going again are to give money
to the corporate interests.

I do not see how in the world that
stimulates the economy in the way
that they hope it to be stimulated. I
think just the opposite occurs. Of
course, the Democrats had an alter-
native last week, which did not pass
because we are not in the majority,
that does the opposite. It gives money
back to the displaced workers, it gives
unemployment compensation, it gives
health benefits, it provides for a major
component of funding for security not
only for airlines, but for all other
means of transportation as the gentle-
woman from Florida said. That is the
kind of thing that would create the
economic stimulus and create the jobs
and get people back to work, and they
are not willing to do it.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Just one last
point. Recently, for the past couple of
weeks I have been flying into Orlando.
Orlando aviation has over 30 million
people flying through there. It was
very disturbing that nobody was there.
Why? Because if you want to stimulate
the economy, pass aviation safety so
people will feel confident and secure in
traveling again, so we can get the econ-
omy moving. Let us put the money, the
economic stimulus, into security.

In closing, one of my favorite scrip-
tures is ‘‘To whom God has given
much, much is expected.’’ The people of
this country are expecting a lot from
the Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives. They are expecting us to
put aside partisan bickering and do the
people’s business in the People’s House.

Mr. PALLONE. Well said.
I yield to my colleague from Cali-

fornia.
Mr. SCHIFF. I want to thank the

gentleman from New Jersey for yield-
ing.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to express
my continuing concern over the eco-
nomic stimulus package passed in the
House and to urge my colleagues in the
Senate to put forth a more balanced,
effective stimulus that will stimulate
our economy in the short and long
term and provide help to those who
have been most affected by the events
of September 11. We need a smaller,
more targeted, more temporary and
more bipartisan stimulus package.

Congress should act to restore con-
sumer and investor confidence in the
safety, security and solvency of Amer-
ica. We cannot use the economic pre-
dicament or the war as an opportunity
to merely revisit priorities and agendas
we advocated before September 11, thus
spiraling Congress into budget-busting
deficit spending. This would threaten
the fiscal discipline that prompted
much of the 1990s’ economic boom. Al-
ready, long-term interest rates remain
high despite the Federal Reserve’s cut
in short-term rates because of market
concerns that deficit spending is mak-
ing a comeback.

We must concentrate on boosting the
economy by doing everything possible
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to restore confidence in the manage-
ment of our government, in the pros-
ecution of the war, and in the develop-
ment of a stronger and more secure na-
tion. We should not be providing more
of a tax cut for the wealthiest Ameri-
cans, who have already enjoyed their
fair share of tax cuts this year or for
the Nation’s most powerful corpora-
tions. Renewed fiscal discipline is im-
portant because we must maintain our
standing in the world financial mar-
kets and ensure the solvency of the
stock market.

Further, we do not know yet how
much this war on terrorism will cost.
We must make sure that our military
personnel are well-equipped and well-
trained and, as Secretary Rumsfeld has
stated, this is a marathon, not a sprint.
We need to be prepared to support the
cost of a long war without spending er-
roneously at the outset.

But perhaps most importantly, we
need to stimulate the economy by put-
ting money in the hands of people who
will spend it immediately. This is the
true meaning of an economic stimulus.

We need to focus on ensuring unem-
ployment relief, training and reem-
ployment opportunities for workers
laid off as a result of the terrorist at-
tacks. We also need to help the unem-
ployed maintain their health insurance
and provide relief for laid-off workers
who would otherwise slip through the
cracks in the current unemployment
insurance system. By providing unem-
ployment benefits and health care cov-
erage to those laid-off workers, we will
be targeting those who are most likely
to spend and, thus, most likely to help
in reviving the economy.

If you give financial assistance,
whether it is tax cuts or unemploy-
ment insurance, to people who can put
the money in savings, they are not
going to spend it; it is not going to
stimulate the economy. If you provide
unemployment or health benefits to a
laid-off worker, they are going to spend
it immediately. The rent is not discre-
tionary. Food is not discretionary.
Medicine is not discretionary. This is
an effective economic stimulus.

I have introduced legislation that I
believe can be an essential component
of these efforts to help those affected
by September 11. My bill, the COBRA
Coverage Act of 2001, would provide a
50 percent tax credit toward COBRA
coverage for laid-off workers. We sim-
ply cannot allow so many hard-work-
ing Americans and their families to go
uninsured. We must find a way to make
COBRA coverage more affordable for
the thousands of laid-off workers try-
ing to recover from the September 11
attacks.

This bill does exactly that. The
COBRA Coverage Act of 2001 provides
continuing health care coverage for
laid-off workers at half the price.
Under this legislation, laid-off workers
would be eligible for a tax credit of 50
percent towards the COBRA coverage
premium, receiving an immediate ben-
efit, not having to wait till the end of

the year to claim the tax credit. Nearly
identical legislation has been intro-
duced in the Senate by Senators JEF-
FORDS, LINCOLN, CHAFEE, BAYH and
SNOWE. Our bipartisan effort will en-
sure that American families can afford
to remain insured in case of sickness or
injury.

We must take the lead in ensuring
that the thousands of hardworking
Americans who have fallen victim to
the effects of September 11 are not fur-
ther set back by a lack of health insur-
ance. We must remain diligent in our
efforts to protect the American people,
and that starts right here in the U.S.
Congress.

b 2030
Our commitment to sound, effective

government must be reflected in our
ability to provide relief to laid off
workers and jump start the economy
during our war on terrorism.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
this effort to make COBRA coverage
more affordable for laid off workers
and to offer the people of this country
an economic stimulus package that ac-
tually works.

Mr. PALLONE. Reclaiming my time,
I want to thank the gentleman from
California (Mr. SCHIFF). I do not think
there is any questions that what is
happening with the Republican leader-
ship in terms of this economic stimulus
package is very similar to what is hap-
pening on the aviation security issue.
And that is, nothing is happening.

We know that last week when the Re-
publican leadership put forward this
so-called economic stimulus package,
they knew full well it was not going to
go anywhere. They were barely able to
get the votes. I remember at one point
at the end of votes there were more
votes against it than for it. And we saw
some of the Republican leaders going
around and strong arming their col-
leagues so they could turn around a
few votes. I think it ultimately passed
by one or two votes maybe at the end.

We know the way the procedure
works around here. If a bill passes on
strictly a partisan vote and then it
goes to the other body, the Senate,
where the Democrats are in majority
and totally disagree with this bill be-
cause of the way that is structured,
that nothing is going to happen. There
either never is a conference where the
two Houses get together or if a con-
ference occurs, there is no meeting of
the minds.

So once again, just like with the
issue of aviation security, my major
criticism of the House Republican lead-
ership and my colleagues who spoke
earlier on the Republican side tonight
is that they keep talking about the
need to go to conference, which really
means the need to delay, delay on avia-
tion security, delay on economic stim-
ulus. Meanwhile, the economy does not
get any better and the problems with
aviation security at the various air-
ports continue.

I just think it is very sad. People
want action. Regardless of whether we

agree or disagree they want action and
we are not getting it. We are certainly
not getting it on the part of this lead-
ership on the Republican side of the
aisle.

Mr. Speaker, I know there is only a
few minutes left, but I just want to
point out the contrast which you did so
well on what the Republicans had in
mind with this economic stimulus
package. I mentioned of the $99.5 bil-
lion in tax cuts proposed for the next
year, 2002, $70.8 billion benefits cor-
poration, $14.8 billion benefits affluent
individuals, and only $1.37 billion goes
to workers with lower incomes who did
not get the previous rebate. A lot of it
is even going to finance multi-nation-
als so the money would not even be
spent here, which is incredible to me.
How can you have an economic stim-
ulus package when you have a provi-
sion that allows multi-national cor-
porations to defer U.S. income taxes on
profits from certain offshore activities
so long as they are kept outside of the
country. That is $260 million next year,
$21.3 billion over 10 years.

Now, by contrast what we did, as was
pointed out with our Democratic sub-
stitute, is provide rebates or tax breaks
or unemployment compensation for
displaced workers or money for avia-
tion security and other investments in
public infrastructure. That would be
mean dollars immediately going into
the economy either because the person
who gets the unemployment compensa-
tion would spend it or because we
would be hiring people for these var-
ious public infrastructure necessities
such as the security that we talked
about earlier this evening.

I do not understand. I do not know an
economist on the face of the Earth who
would suggest that what the Repub-
licans tried to pass last week would do
anything significant to benefit the
economy. And I do not know what we
do. I think the only thing we can do is
to simply come here every night as we
are, as Democrats, and demand action,
demand that whether it is a security
issue or an economic issue that the Re-
publican leadership take some action,
work in a bipartisan way so we can ac-
tually accomplish something. Nothing
is being accomplished here. We just
have to continue to demand that some-
thing be accomplished in a bipartisan
way that can achieve some progress in
these areas. But so far we are not get-
ting it.

Mr. Speaker, with that I want to
thank my colleague, the gentleman
from California (Mr. SCHIFF).

f

CIVIL RIGHTS ABUSES UPON
AFGHAN WOMEN

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

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, the subject
I was going to speak on tonight is the
treatment of women in Afghanistan.

In 1996, I had the opportunity with
Senator Brown on the Senate side to
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co-chair a hearing on what was under-
way in Afghanistan and that same year
I organized a hearing on the House side
here as well to call attention to the
civil rights abuses that were occurring
in that country and to call attention to
the fact that Afghanistan was rapidly
becoming a national security threat to
the United States, and this is some-
thing that I have been speaking on
over the years, the fact that in Afghan-
istan the terror and the chaos and the
despair has become worse and worse
year after year.

However, in the wake of September
11 and that terrorist attack on that
day, many Americans are just begin-
ning to learn about the horrific treat-
ment of women in Afghanistan. The
practice there of the Taliban of re-
stricting the rights of women has even
been explained by some as being in line
with traditional practices and I have to
say to the contrary. It is clear that the
Taliban is at odds with Islam and Af-
ghan society, especially in its treat-
ment of women.

Prior to the Soviet invasion of Af-
ghanistan, women there had the right
to vote, along with other liberties en-
joyed by most people around the world.
But when the Taliban swept into power
in 1997 that organization immediately
institutionalized widespread and sys-
temic gender apartheid. A government
mandate made it unlawful for women
and girls to go to work or to go to
school.

This edict was a devastating blow to
the women and to the country. And at
that time women were a vital part of
the Afghan workforce. They made up 70
percent of the school teachers, 40 per-
cent of the doctors, 50 percent of gov-
ernment workers. They were 50 percent
of university students. And with that
edict none of them could continue to
work or go to school.

Women under the Taliban regime
have been subjected to remarkably
harsh restrictions that impede their
ability to move freely, to prevent them
from socializing, to prevent them from
seeking medical treatment. There is in
place a complete ban on women work-
ing or receiving education outside the
home. And to tell you how bad this is,
the reality is that for one of the orga-
nizations that helped teach women how
to read and write in the home, to be a
member of that organization is to face
capital punishment in Afghanistan.

If a woman leaves her home, she is
required to don a head to toe garment
known as a burqa, which has only a
small mesh screen for vision. A des-
ignated close male relative also must
always accompany her wherever she
goes. If so much as an ankle is not cov-
ered she can be whipped in public.

There is a ban on the use of cos-
metics. How is it enforced? Women
with painted nails have had their fin-
gernails pulled out by the Taliban au-
thorities.

Women must paint their windows so
that no one can see inside their home.
Among other restrictions, women are

banned from laughing loudly, from
riding in taxis, from playing sports or
entering a sport center or club, from
riding bicycles or motorcycles, gath-
ering for festive occasions, playing
cards, riding public buses with men and
appearing on the balconies of their
homes. Even owning a kite, flying a
kite or keeping a caged bird can be-
come a criminal offense.

If a woman is accused of disobeying
prohibitions, a severe punishment is
often administered. Women have been
whipped, they have been beaten, they
have been verbally abused in the
streets, but I am afraid there have been
many worse Taliban abuses than that.
Women who have been accused of adul-
tery have been stoned to death. Women
accused of prostitution have been
hanged in public. And I think many of
us have viewed the film of the women
who have defied Taliban edicts who
were taken into the soccer stadium in
Kabul, and before audiences of men
seated there publicly executed in the
stadium.

A few weeks ago on CNN the anchor
was interviewing a Taliban official and
the anchor reporter asked why there is
no more soccer at the sports stadium
which the European Union helped build
before the Taliban’s rise. The official
was so brazen to answer, ‘‘If they build
us another place to hold our execu-
tions, then we will play here.’’

Mr. Speaker, I did want to bring this
condition to the attention of the Chair
and to the Members.

f

AVIATION SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MICA) is recognized for 60 min-
utes.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to come to the floor tonight on the eve
of consideration by the House of Rep-
resentatives of the Aviation and Trans-
portation Security bill, which is sched-
uled for debate and consideration to-
morrow before the House.

Tonight is Halloween. It is a time
when sometimes people are frightened.
It is a time when goblins and ghosts
and images are raised. Unfortunately,
in some of this debate about aviation
and airline security there has been
some scaring on this Halloween eve.

I happened to hear some of my pre-
vious colleagues who spoke about the
aviation security measure. And I want
to say from the Republican side of the
aisle, from the majority side, that each
and every one of us want to pass legis-
lation that will ensure the safety, the
security of every member of the trav-
eling public. We think it is absolutely
essential that we pass the best possible
legislation.

Part of being an American is being
able to go anywhere you want at any
time without any restrictions. And we
want people to feel safe, to be able to
take to the air if they choose and feel
secure anywhere they have takeoff,

whether it is a small airport in a rural
area, in a small state or one of the
metropolitan areas or one of the major
hubs.

As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Aviation of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, I have
tried to work in a bipartisan manner. I
have only had this responsibility for
some 8 or 9 months and, of course, was
thrust into the limelight by the events
of September 11.

I have tried to approach my responsi-
bility in a business-like fashion. Par-
ticularly since I took office, one of my
concerns has been aviation security. I
have gone around and around about
issues of aviation security with FAA
from, I believe, February, when I first
took on this position, and from the be-
ginning I have been concerned that we
have not properly prioritized the risk
that the travelling public has taken. In
fact, I have had communications back
and forth to the Security Director of
FAA, who has now been replaced and
removed, but we went back and forth
in regard to the deployment of equip-
ment that sat idle in regard to setting
priorities, in regard to instituting on a
more expedited basis security meas-
ures.

Unfortunately, some of that was not
done as of September 11. Now it is very
important that this Congress act in a
responsible fashion and craft legisla-
tion that deals with not just the polit-
ical questions that have made the
headlines and have been the center of
some of the debate, screeners and their
role as in any new proposed structure
as either Federal employees or private
sector employees, but looking at the
larger picture of aviation security.

Even going beyond that, one of the
things we have done is sat down, and it
is amazing. When I sat down and
looked at who is responsible for trans-
portation security, under the current
structure it is almost impossible to
pinpoint who has that responsibility in
the Department of Transportation.

b 2045

Then we look at the other modes of
transportation. Of course everyone is
now focused on aviation, but when we
look at highways and hazardous mate-
rials and trucking, we look at pipe-
lines, we look at our ports, we look at
any type of transportation security
and we see that there is no one, if we
look at a chart of organization, in
charge with the specific responsibility
and also the authority to move on
issues of security. So that is one of the
glaring examples that we all found
lacking.

We find actually in the Senate pro-
posed bill that they do create a new
Deputy Under Secretary of Transpor-
tation Security in a measure that will
be before the House tomorrow, and the
House Republican majority proposal
also has that provision. To start out,
when we look at the problems of trans-
portation security and see no one in
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charge, we know that someone specifi-
cally must be in charge of all modes of
transportation security.

We have done that in the House ma-
jority bill. What is better than the Sen-
ate proposal, which was somewhat
hastily crafted and put together, is, we
have given some specific authority. If
we look at the provisions of the Senate
proposal, they create the position of a
Deputy Under Secretary for Transpor-
tation Security, but that individual
can only act when a national emer-
gency is declared.

What is even more lacking in the
Senate proposal, again that was hastily
put together, is there is no ability for
that individual who is charged with
transportation and aviation security to
put in place security rules on an imme-
diate basis. In fact, that is the biggest
flaw of the bill. That is why if that
measure should pass, I would urge the
President to veto the Senate bill.

It was hastily crafted. It is a nice
cosmetic proposal that says we are
going to make baggage screeners Fed-
eral employees and that is going to
solve the problems. But I say to my
colleagues, that is merely a cosmetic
proposal. Whether those employees
were under Federal supervision or all
Federal employees or all private em-
ployees, it does not matter a bit. What
matters is the standards that are put
in place.

Most people, if we stop and just take
a minute and look at what happened on
September 11, baggage screeners were
not at fault. Baggage screeners did not
fail. Baggage screeners actually did
their job according to the rules and
regulations established by Federal em-
ployees and the Federal Government.
The Federal Government was not able,
even after two directives by Congress,
to put in place standards for improving
the quality, the qualifications, the
background checks, and again, gen-
erally improving all of the require-
ments for being a baggage handler for
more than 6 years. And, as of tonight,
on Halloween night, we still do not
have in place strong provisions for
qualifications for baggage handlers.

That is for a very simple reason.
That is because it takes, on average, in
the Department of Transportation 3.8
years to pass a rule; in other words, to
get a regulation to put in place newer
standards. So today, some 6 years after
Congress first directed FAA to get a
rule into place, higher standards and
regulations for baggage screeners and
background checks, those qualifica-
tions are still not in place.

What is absolutely astounding is the
Senate proposal does not even have a
single provision giving the new Deputy
Under Secretary any authority to put
in place rules on an expedited basis, so
that actually, if we pass the Senate
provision, it puts us in a worse position
than we were on September 10. And we
have not learned very much by the ex-
perience, the horrible experience, that
we never want repeated of September
11.

So, first, the Senate bill creates a po-
sition with really no authority, some
limited responsibility, mainly to re-
port to Congress, but the whole crux,
the whole solution to the problem we
face is getting rules into place on an
expedited basis. So, on September 11,
there were no high standards for bag-
gage screeners. On September 11, there
was no requirement, there was no regu-
lation put in place to put in place the
very best equipment we could, the very
best technology. In fact, getting a rule
in place was thwarted.

We have technology, and this will not
show up to all of my colleagues who
are watching, Mr. Speaker. I do not
think my colleagues can see this, but
this is technology that is electro-
magnetic technology. It is not x-ray
technology. X-ray technology and the
machines we see at most airports, that
happens to be equipment from the 1970s
and 1980s; it will detect metal.

On September 11 we believe that hi-
jackers took plastic weapons, possibly
plastic knives, they could have been
ceramic knives, but the x-ray tech-
nology of the 1970s will not detect that.
This shows a body outline and it shows
plastic weapons, plastic guns, plastic
knives and others that we are able to
detect with this latest equipment. This
technology has been tested, but not de-
ployed, because we cannot get a rule
passed to get the latest technology
into place.

We can have a Federal employee, we
can have a Federal employee as we re-
quire who is an American citizen, we
can have a Federal employee super-
vised by a Federal employee, we can
have a Federal employee with a college
degree, we can have a Federal em-
ployee as a screener who has a Ph.D.;
but he or she is only as good as the
equipment that is issued. The Senate
bill has not one word, again, or one
ability for the new Deputy Under Sec-
retary to get this equipment, this new
technology in place on an immediate
basis. So basically, if we pass the Sen-
ate bill, we would be just as bad off as
we were on September 10, the day be-
fore the tragedy; and it will not make
any improvement in the ability of the
screener, be he or she a Federal em-
ployee, a contract employee or who-
ever.

So the Senate bill does not address
the basic problems with the deploy-
ment of technology.

I heard the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. INSLEE) and some others
who were discussing some of the prob-
lems with getting legislation passed,
and let me say again tonight there
were some scary things said, and the
American people should not be fright-
ened to fly. The American people
should understand, first of all, that the
President of the United States acted
immediately, and under his order,
within just a matter of days now, every
large commercial aircraft flying in the
United States will have secure cockpit
doors. The President acted, Secretary
Mineta has informed me by, I believe it

is November 5 or 7, but within a few
days, every commercial airline or large
aircraft, not all of the smaller aircraft,
but the large ones, will have secure
cockpit doors. That is one of the provi-
sions of both the Senate bill and the
House bill. That is a moot point. That
has been done. It is in place and it is
ongoing.

A second provision that is very simi-
lar, and the American people again
should not be scared on Halloween or
any other time, because the President
of the United States has acted with due
speed and he has required that air mar-
shals be on flights.

I can tell my colleagues, as chairman
of the Subcommittee on Aviation and
former chairman of the Subcommittee
on Civil Service, and we will get into
that in just a second, but I can tell my
colleagues as chairman with, again, the
responsibility in the House on the avia-
tion side, that air marshals are being
trained every day, they are being de-
ployed, they are on most of our flights,
that hijackers will not know which
ones; and whether the bill passes or
not, they will be on almost every do-
mestic and international flight. So
that has been done.

I can tell my colleagues that Sec-
retary Mineta acted yesterday, issuing
additional orders for higher security
and improvements and higher stand-
ards. So the administration has acted.
The President has acted. It has never
been safer to fly.

Now, is it impossible, or is it pos-
sible, I should say, to have some other
incident? When we have people who are
willing to give up their lives to destroy
an aircraft, to go into a marketplace
and blow themselves up as they have
done in Israel, there is no place that
can be totally secure. So we put in
place the best provisions humanly pos-
sible.

What is important now is not for the
Congress to rush and act, and everyone
says, oh, the Senate passed this in a
few weeks; and, yes, they did, and the
product shows that it is a product of
haste, it is a product of lack of consid-
eration.

We, on the House side, held 4 weeks
of public hearings, numerous public
hearings. We held several closed hear-
ings. We brought in experts from
around the world and around the
United States to hear what was going
on. I do want to say that there has
been a scare again by some of the pre-
vious speakers about baggage check-
ing, and I can tell my colleagues that
tomorrow, when the House votes on the
package, the final package that the
House majority has put together, it has
the very best provisions for checking
baggage.

Now, as the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. INSLEE) has said, 95 percent
of the checked baggage is not screened.
He was correct in saying that. The
problem we had, and he did attend, I
will give him credit for attending one
of our hearings, which is more than the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. GANSKE),
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who is the prime sponsor, has ever
done. One of the prime sponsors of the
Senate measure and a member of the
majority never bothered to discuss
with me or anyone else any of the pro-
visions of our legislation, but at least
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
INSLEE) did take the time to come to
the hearing. I do not know if he heard
everything that was said at the hearing
about checked baggage; and he did re-
peat tonight on the floor some infor-
mation about explosive detection de-
vices.

What the House of Representatives
cannot do is repeat the mistake they
made in 1996 after the TWA 800 crash,
after Oklahoma City, when all the at-
tention became glued on explosive de-
vices. We went out and we spent $443
million, almost a half a billion dollars,
on buying explosive detection devices.
Some of that sat in warehouses, some
of it is not used. We had testimony to
that effect in the hearings that we had.
Why? Because some of it does not
work, and Congress required the pur-
chase of that.

We also heard from experts, tech-
nology individuals from a broad range
of the sciences, who told us that the
explosive devices, the actual materials,
explosive materials are changing every
3 or 4 years. There are new products
that can be used as explosive devices.
So the last thing we need to do is put
a provision in a law that requires us to
go out, put in place in 3 years, or some
specified time, equipment that will be
outdated by the time that it all gets
deployed.
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It does not matter how we deploy
that equipment, it still will take a
number of years to get it deployed ev-
erywhere.

So in the House measure we have the
tightest and the best provision. We do
not repeat the mistake when we spend
a lot of money, when the equipment is
not used, when new technology is being
developed, and we have spent the
money on old technology, and we get
this in place on an expedited basis.

The other thing that the Democrat
side has lost is that we cannot get that
technology in place without a rule-
making expeditious provision in the
law. The Senate bill has no provision.
If we go through the normal rule-mak-
ing to require this type of equipment,
it could be some 5 to 7 years, as we
have seen in the past, so the public is
left in the lurch. Baggage checking at
the level that should be done is not
complete.

So we do not want to make the mis-
takes of 1996. Everyone says we must
hurry, that this legislation should be
rushed through. It passed the Senate
100 to nothing. The worst thing we
could do is make a mistake tomorrow
and pass bad legislation.

I do not want to be rough on the Sen-
ators, Mr. Speaker, but the Senate
passed legislation, the other body
passed legislation that primarily deals

with the airline screening process. It is
only a small piece of the total trans-
portation security network, a small
piece of the total aviation security net-
work that we should be dealing with.

When they passed their legislation in
haste, they moved it to the Depart-
ment of Justice. The Department of
Justice, let me read what the Depart-
ment of Justice has said about the Sen-
ate provision.

It says: ‘‘We also feel that attempt-
ing to divide the responsibility for
aviation security between two separate
agencies is not the most effective way
to enhance aviation security.’’

They also go on to say that right
now, ‘‘In light of DOT’s strong capa-
bilities and the Department of Jus-
tice’s many responsibilities in fighting
the war on terrorism, we feel that the
resources would be better spent car-
rying out our current mission than de-
veloping a new transportation exper-
tise.’’

Again, that is in opposition to what
the Senate passed. Their focus is on
going after terrorism. Actually, the
most important function, if we wanted
to increase the number of Federal em-
ployees, we only have 11,000 Federal
FBI investigative agents. This bill cre-
ates 28,000, now get this, baggage
screeners, Federal baggage screeners.
Would we not be much better off get-
ting investigative personnel for the
FBI?

If we look at the events of September
11, again, it was not the baggage
screeners that failed. It is nice to make
them the scapegoat, but to tell the
American public everything will be
fine if we just make them Federal em-
ployees, that in fact will not solve the
problem. The problem is that we can-
not get security in place with, again, a
disjointed organization that is created
by the Senate bill.

We have a plea from the Department
of Justice not to send and create a two-
tiered system. What is strange in the
Senate bill, and I went through the
Senate bill, the Senate bill in fact cre-
ates several layers of aviation security.

Now, if the traveling public and
Members of Congress are concerned
about a good aviation security system,
they should read this bill. I would ven-
ture to say that 95 percent of the Sen-
ators did not read this legislation. This
legislation by the Senate was put to-
gether so hastily they left the actual
law enforcement functions, law en-
forcement functions, under the Depart-
ment of Transportation, while transfer-
ring baggage screening to the Depart-
ment of Justice.

Not only did they leave the Depart-
ment of Transportation with the law
enforcement responsibility, and it is
hard to believe, but that is exactly how
it reads. I went back and had the staff
attorneys check this to see if in fact
that is what they did, and it appears
they did it by error.

However, what they did was they also
created several levels of law enforce-
ment. They only require one law en-

forcement officer at each airport
screening location at the 100 largest
airports. There are another 270 airports
for which they exempt security at
small community airports, and they go
on and say that at smaller airports
with scheduled passenger operations,
they should enter into agreements
under which screening of passengers
and property will be carried out by
qualified, trained State or local law en-
forcement personnel.

So we might get in in Portland,
Maine, as some of the hijackers did,
and there would be one level of secu-
rity. Someone might come to Boston
and have a different level of security.
Again, this is a fractured system that
is far worse than what we have now.

Now, trying to make 28,000 baggage
handlers Federal employees in even the
most expedited fashion might take
some 3 years. In the meantime, we
would have created a disaster with
some of the current services that have
already been considered by private ven-
dors.

I am not here to defend any of the
private vendors who have not put in
place already standards. Of course,
FAA, a Federal agency and Federal em-
ployees, did not require the higher
standards. We had no rule in place and
could not get a rule for 6 years, and do
not have a rule tonight. With the Sen-
ate bill, we have no hope of getting a
rule because there is not an expedited
rule-making process.

So again, the bill was hastily crafted
by the Senate, sent over to the House,
and I think that their intent was that
we work on this measure as they have
sent it to us. We have conducted,
again, a much more comprehensive se-
ries of hearings, bringing experts in
and trying to see how this would func-
tion best. A split system between the
Department of Justice for baggage
screeners, for some law enforcement to
be under the Department of Transpor-
tation and for some screening to be
done by State and local officials, is not
the way to go. It is a fractured, dis-
jointed security system.

The bill which we have proposed in
the House is well thought out. It has
one level of responsibility first of all
for transportation and aviation secu-
rity. That is an undersecretary of
transportation level. That Secretary is
responsible for all security measures in
transportation and all in aviation; all
elements, not just a few, not just the
baggage issue.

There are also issues of airport pe-
rimeter security; there are issues of
cargo security; there are issues of ramp
personnel, those who have access to the
airplane; there are issues of those who
maintain the airplane and clean the
airplane; there are issues of the FAA
towers at each of these airports, and
we have heard reports some of those
may be at risk.

The Senate bill does not touch any of
those issues. They only deal with the
most visible, doing a cosmetic job on
the public and convincing people that
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they acted in a hurry and they got the
job done and sent it to the House and
we did not act.

I can tell the Members that nothing
is further from the truth. We acted in
a very reasoned manner. We held hear-
ings. We heard testimony from dozens
and dozens of witnesses, the best ex-
perts. We looked at what was success-
ful in Europe.

Today, there is an article from the
former head of El Al Airlines. We had
that individual come and testify before
us. We said, ‘‘What worked well?’’ Do
Members know, in Israel and Europe
they tried federalization in the 1970s
and 1980s and it did not work. They
went to Federal supervision, Federal
management, Federal oversight, Fed-
eral background checks, and Federal
testing. That has worked. That is the
best model. That is the model that we
bring before the House tomorrow.

We also again go back to the indi-
vidual responsible for all of these ele-
ments of transportation and aviation
security, not only responsible, but with
the authority to put in place security
regulations on an immediate basis.

That is the biggest problem with the
Senate bill. The Senate bill is a ter-
rible measure, again taking us back to
September 10. Have we learned nothing
from the events of September 11?

So while screeners are the most visi-
ble, while we want them under Federal
supervision, now the airlines have that
responsibility. The airlines now are
charged with that responsibility, and
are also paid for airline and airport se-
curity.

The Republican measure, the House
majority measure, takes that responsi-
bility away from the airlines. It makes
it a Federal process. We have made the
Federal Government responsible for
aviation security and transportation
security, but not just making someone
responsible, because we have done that
in government before.

We have passed two measures, one in
1996 on aviation security, in a reaction
to TWA 800, which incidentally turned
out to be a technical malfunction in
the gas tank, the fuel tank of the air-
plane. But we passed that legislation in
1996. We passed legislation a year ago,
in 2000, directing that we have higher
standards for baggage screeners, and it
still is not, as of tonight, in place. So
Members can have someone with the
responsibility, but they must have the
authority.

It is absolutely unbelievable. We
have to take their bill and look at the
bill. The bill has no provision for an ex-
pedited rulemaking, so we cannot get
the rules in place, we cannot get the
new technology in place. The mistakes
of September 11 can be repeated. It
would be years if we could ever get in
place this latest technology that can
scan the body.

Incidentally, we had this tested. We
asked why we would not get this in
place. Basically, they cannot pass a
rule, so they might have the responsi-
bility to get the latest technology in

place, government, but they do not
have the ability through the rule-mak-
ing process, which is delayed or which
people go into court and try to kill or
stymie, to get this technology.

This technology can detect plastics,
ceramics or other materials, and there
will be even a later technology coming
on board. Of course, this technology
also has upset some of the civil lib-
erties union. It is very invasive. It
shows body parts in great detail, but it
will detect materials. It would have, if
it had been in place in Boston Logan,
detected if in fact a plastic weapon was
used on one of those flights.

The Senate bill does nothing to ad-
dress the rule-making process. It again
divides responsibility in an unclear
split between the Department of Jus-
tice and the Department of Transpor-
tation. It leaves law enforcement in
charge, actually under the direction of
the Department of Transportation.
Now, get this: They move baggage
screening to the Department of Jus-
tice, but they leave law enforcement
under the Department of Transpor-
tation.

Mr. Speaker, I said that we must
have rules in place in an expedited
fashion. We do not have the rules for
high standards for baggage screeners in
place. We do not have the technology
in place because we have not had the
ability to put a rule in place. No one
has expedited rule-making ability
under the Senate provision.

I have to repeat that, Mr. Speaker,
because no one seems to hear it. It is
nice to come here and pass legislation,
but legislation that does nothing is a
fraud on the American public. Legisla-
tion that does not enhance security or
put in place security measures on an
expedited basis is a fraud.

At this time it would be an abdica-
tion of our responsibility as Members
of Congress not to put it in place, and
if it takes another day, if it takes an-
other week, if we have to go to con-
ference, but this time to do it right so
that we have a comprehensive trans-
portation and aviation security meas-
ure.

This is not a bipartisan issue. Actu-
ally, we worked very closely the last 4
or 5 weeks with members of both sides
of the aisle. The gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) worked with us.
We crafted most of this legislation
with the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. OBERSTAR), the ranking member
of the Committee on Transportation
and infrastructure. We crafted this leg-
islation with the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. LIPINSKI), my counterpart,
the ranking Democrat member on the
Subcommittee on Aviation. We did this
in a bipartisan fashion, and this is a
good bill.
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One issue deep-sixed the bill that the
Democrats were going to introduce
which was exactly the same as ours
and one word. They said all screeners
shall be Federal employees. We said all

screeners may be Federal employees.
We gave the option because again we
think a public-private partnership can
serve us best.

Let me say, I have no problem with
having Federal employees handling the
supervision. I have no problem with
Federal employees handling the over-
sight. I have no problem with Federal
employees doing the background
checks, the testing, all of the other
management responsibilities of the
screening process, and that is what our
bill proposes. It makes this a Federal
process and then gives the President
and also the DOT security adminis-
trator the option, and we think that is
the best way to go.

One of the problems that has already
arisen with the Senate bill is the lan-
guage, when they passed this bill in
haste, in trying to make it appear that
they were doing something, they
passed this bill in haste, and unfortu-
nately, it has raised some questions
about unionization of the potential
Federal employees. Part of this was
done by some of those who would like
to represent the new Federal employee
group of some 28,000.

A quote taken just the other day
from AFGE, the American Federation
of Government Employees, Legislative
Director Beth Moten said the union
could live with the measure; that is,
the Senate measure, but litigation may
be required to ensure most of the civil
service obligations remain in place.

We were told that this would be a dif-
ferent brand of Federal employee, but
it appears the way the language is
written that every one of the con-
straints now and every one of the obli-
gations that are now provided by law
for a Federal civil servant will be im-
posed on those that may be employed
of this force of 28,000.

My colleagues have to understand
the size of 28,000 Federal employees.
There are five agencies in the Federal
Government, five Cabinet departments,
that do not have 28,000 Federal employ-
ees. This will be larger than the State
Department. It will be larger than the
Department of Labor. It will be larger
than HUD. It will have more employees
than the Department of Energy, more
employees than the Department of
Education, and they will all be baggage
screeners. So we will have a depart-
ment basically of baggage screeners,
taken away from the Department of
Transportation and put into the De-
partment of Justice with the Depart-
ment of Justice saying today that they
have no ability to handle them.

The Department of Justice only has
11,000 FBI agents in the entire agency
and only has between 4- and 5,000 Fed-
eral marshals, but we are going to put
them in charge of baggage screening. It
just is a ludicrous idea. It may sound
good.

What does it do? Here we create Fed-
eral employment with the possibility
of getting into a brawl over the status
of these individuals the way the lan-
guage is poorly written on the Senate
side.
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I implore my colleagues, look at this.

We cannot create a huge bureaucracy,
and having been chairman for 4 years
in the House of the Subcommittee on
Civil Service, I tried on this floor on
numerous occasions over my 4-year
tenure to bring to the floor measures
that would require performance stand-
ards for Federal employees, a perform-
ance-based management system, and I
actually passed it in the House several
times, and it was defeated in the Sen-
ate, and we still have nothing in place.

Let me say out of the 1.9 million Fed-
eral employees, and there are 8- or
900,000 postal employees, there are
some dedicated employees. There are
some great employees who go to work
every day and do an incredible job in
the country, serving their agency.

When I was chairman of Civil Serv-
ice, I met so many of these dedicated
individuals, but if you get these people
aside and you talk to them about what
would improve their agency, they will
tell you what improved their agency is
getting rid of the deadwood, and it is
part of the problem we have with our
Federal bureaucracy and sometimes
government at every level is that we
create an insular system, a system in
which you cannot, as you do in the pri-
vate sector, get rid of the deadwood.

We tried everything, including giving
the employees the right to set up a per-
formance-based system: Reward good
employees and get rid of the bad em-
ployees, but it is almost impossible to
do. In fact, it takes years to get rid of
a Federal employee, and if they want
to fight the system, it takes on average
38 months just to go through the nor-
mal complaint process. That is on aver-
age.

If we want responsiveness in those
screeners that are out there doing a
job, if we want the ability to fire some-
body and get rid of the poor per-
formers, then certainly the Federal
model is not the way to go. I might say
that there are Federal employees that
try to do the best job, and even if they
attempt to do the best job, they make
mistakes, too.

Let me cite an example of a Federal
prison in one of our States. A recent
report said that in a maximum Federal
prison facility, with Federal guards,
Federal employees, Federal oversight,
with strip searches, with body cavity
searches, with searches of the per-
sonnel coming in, with detection
screening equipment, still more than a
hundred weapons entered the Federal
security prison. So it can happen. We
have the possibility of a weapon get-
ting on to a plane, but we also have the
possibility of weapons going into a
Federal maximum secure facility.

What is important here, again, is
when we create this position that we
have someone responsible, who can act
on an immediate basis, not just giving
someone the responsibility but without
the authority, and that is what hap-
pens if tomorrow they pass the other
body’s provision, the Senate’s provi-
sion. They have the responsibility as

they may define a partial responsi-
bility in a new individual but no au-
thority to move forward.

The other thing that we tried to do in
this legislation is find a responsible
manner to pay for aviation security. I
have Republicans who do not like to
impose any taxes. I have Democrats
who can never find a tax high enough
and they are trying to find a com-
promise. It has been a challenge but we
did put a provision that allows up to a
maximum of $2.50 per one-way trip in
our legislation, and this money can
only be used to pay for aviation airline
security. It cannot be used for ads. It
cannot be used for anything else.

We also do not let the airlines off the
hook. Interestingly enough, the air-
lines have been anxious to get rid of
this screening responsibility. They do
not want this. This is a hot potato, but
they also now pay for it, and they pay
about a billion dollars out of their rev-
enues, and heaven knows, we have tried
to help the airlines get back on their
feet. We may even have to do more be-
cause we are so dependent on aviation
as a transportation system in this
country. We felt that it was important
and we asked questions to these airline
representatives: Would you be willing
to pay? They said they would pay.

Of course, they would like to get off
the hook for aviation security respon-
sibility because of the costs, but they
have agreed, and under our legislation,
the airlines can also be assessed part of
the cost. The passenger can be assessed
part of the cost. We tried to do a very
fair measure.

With the Senate provision it basi-
cally lets the airlines off the hook.
They get a billion dollar free ride, and
the taxpayer is going to pay because it
is going to come out of the national
Treasury and the passenger will pay for
the balance.

I think people are willing to pay. I
have never voted for a tax. I do not
consider this a tax. I consider it a user
fee, and we do have specific provisions
in our legislation that says the actual
cost of the screening, passenger screen-
ing must be passed on, and we give an
amount up to, but we also make the
airlines partially responsible, which we
think is very important.

What concerns me is not only the dis-
jointed approach to aviation security
proposed by my colleagues from the
other side of the aisle and rapidly put
together and sent to the House by the
Senate. What concerns me is that we
have this disjointed part of the func-
tions now in the Department of Jus-
tice, who has said publicly today they
have no way of handling 28,000 more
employees. They are not geared to
that. They think it is best in the De-
partment of Transportation.

It also takes out part of the Trans-
portation function, one part of it, and
leaves all the rest sort of to hang by
itself, again leaving the public at risk.
Who knows what is going on in the air-
port perimeter? Who knows what is
going on with ramp personnel? Who

knows what is going on with mainte-
nance people? Who knows what is going
on with the mechanics? Who is pro-
tecting the FAA tower?

So they do sort of a half-baked job
with a split, undefined responsibility,
having screeners in the Department of
Justice, 28,000 of them, leave law en-
forcement under the Department of
Transportation, which is just beyond
me, having a different level of law en-
forcement for the hundred top airports.
The smaller airports, well, they sort of
fend for themselves, and we will take
State or local offerings, and again, we
do not believe that that is the way to
go.

We need Federal standards across the
board. We need someone with responsi-
bility and someone with authority,
which again is lacking in the measure
that will be presented by the other side
tomorrow.

The worst thing that we could do is
have several levels of security at our
airports. We have another measure in
the bill for screening. Some of the
screening at the smaller airports may
or may not be done according to having
Federal standards and Federal regula-
tions in place that are even and across
the board for small airports and for
larger airports, and that is important.
There must be a seamless security and
comprehensive security plan or we are
just fooling the American public and
that would be a shame.

Most of what is being done by the
Senate bill is cosmetic. Most of it was
done in haste. There was a hundred to
nothing vote on it to get it over here.
The Senate has voted a hundred to
nothing before. They voted unani-
mously, after the British burnt the
Capitol in history, if you look this up,
to move from Washington, and it was
saved by a few votes in the House of
Representatives. The House votes
unanimously every day on issues. We
had several votes today. I think that
we were unanimous. Everything is done
by unanimous consent and they unani-
mously tossed the ball into our court,
and we tried to be responsible.

We held continuous hearings, both
open and closed. We brought in the best
experts, and we tried to put together
the very best provisions possible.

One of the other provisions of the
legislation that sort of surprised me,
and I have the Senate bill here, and
again I would venture to say very few
Members have taken the opportunity
to read this legislation, and that is the
frightening part because they will
wake up if they pass the wrong meas-
ure and see that we do not have in
place the very best provisions for air-
line security, but one of the interesting
things is that the Senate bill brings to-
gether all of the different intelligence
agencies’ and enforcement agencies’ in-
formation, but the Senate measure
does not have any way to distribute in-
formation about the bad guys. We do
provide that that information be avail-
able to the airlines.
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The airlines are the only ones that
have the passenger lists. We have a re-
quirement that every airline that flies
into the United States must provide us
with a passenger list.

If we want to avoid the mistakes of
September 11, we need to at least allow
the airlines to have some information
about who the suspected terrorists are.
The Senate bill puts together a com-
mittee, but has no requirement. It does
not require that every airline coming
into the United States provide us with
a list.

So the very least we can do is learn
by the mistakes of September 11, see
that they are not repeated. The very
least we can do is not make the same
mistakes we made in 1996, when we
passed knee-jerk legislation, and we
bought billions of dollars’ worth of
equipment, made all kinds of changes,
and addressed explosive devices. We ac-
quired explosive devices, and we have
unused explosive devices because we do
not have rules to get in place the prop-
er explosive devices.

The worst thing we can do is repeat
the mistakes of 1996, so we do not want
to do that.

Then again in 2000, when we saw we
still did not have in place rules for bag-
gage handlers, we passed another law
directing the agency to do it. As of to-
night, they still have not done this. So
while the Senate bill, I think, was well-
intended, they tried to pass something
in a hurry and get it to us, but it was
done in haste.

We need to proceed with caution. We
need to proceed in an expeditious fash-
ion, but also take the very best from
others who have put into place the
tightest possible security systems, to
put people in place who have both the
responsibility and, most importantly,
the authority.

If there is no other reason to defeat
the Senate proposal, it is because it
lacks the ability to put rules in place
relating to security on an expedited
basis, and this brings us back to Sep-
tember 10, not learning one single
thing, using airline screening employ-
ees as the scapegoats. Airline screening
employees on September 11 did not fail;
it was the lack of Federal standards
put in place to check even their back-
ground. It was the lack of Federal
agencies to do their jobs.

If we want to put more personnel
someplace, we should put them in our
visa department. I checked to see how
many people work issuing visas around
the entire world, and it is somewhere
in the neighborhood of 5,000. Here we
are creating a bureaucracy of 28,000
baggage screeners and what we may
need are people who can identify a po-
tential terrorist, a hijacker, a poten-
tial murderer who may be let legally
into the United States.

Most of the terrorists used our border
as a swinging door with a visa, with a
permit. We can do all the checks, we
can send the National Guard to do a
check at the screening area, we can

have a Federal employee or a contract
employee, we can have the airline em-
ployees all become Federal employees
and they can check the IDs. But if Mr.
Adda comes to the counter, and they
check him, and he has an ID and a visa,
they let him go; and he goes next to
the airport screener or to a National
Guard person, whoever is checking the
IDs there now, and that person checks
it and say, oh, this is Mr. Adda, go
forth Mr. Adda, you have a visa. A Fed-
eral Government employee has given
him that visa; therefore he goes to the
next stage and he gets on the airplane.
Congratulations, Mr. Adda; welcome,
get on the plane.

So if we are going to put Federal em-
ployees someplace where we need
them, we need to put them at the visa
locations. There are less than 500 INS
inspectors and inspectors along our Ca-
nadian border, and that is where we un-
derstand the terrorists came in. We
have 6,000 or 7,000 down in Mexico, but
these terrorists picked our weakest
point. If we are going to put employees
there at the airports, 28,000, why not
put a few in place to protect our bor-
ders to catch these people as they come
in?

So we need the intelligence, first of
all, about these individuals. We need
someone checking the visas. All the
protections in the world can be put in
place, but they will be useless if we do
not do this.

Again, look at the September 11
events. Plastic weapons were not in
place because we did not have the most
modern equipment in place. We cannot
make the mistakes we have made in
the past.

Tomorrow my colleagues will have
an opportunity to debate this and,
hopefully, we will do the right thing to
ensure a comprehensive transportation
and aviation security plan for the
country. We must do it right. We must
do it in a comprehensive fashion. I
plead with my colleagues not to make
this a partisan issue, but to make it a
public interest issue and pass the very
best legislation. The American people
deserve no less.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FLAKE). Members are reminded to re-
frain from characterizing Senate ac-
tion.

f

ABUSES SUFFERED BY AFGHAN
WOMEN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD)
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD. Mr.
Speaker, once again we have come to
denounce the ongoing abuse of Afghan
women, and we will not stop coming
here each week to highlight the atroc-
ities of this attack on the very funda-

mental human rights of women and
children, especially their girls. I want
to ensure that the plight of Afghan
women and girls is not forgotten, and
in order to do so, we must continue to
bring attention to their status.

The women of this House have con-
stantly taken a stand for Afghan
women, and some of the very sensitive
men as well. Tonight I am joined by
one of my colleagues who has been ex-
tremely sensitive and passionate about
the Afghan women and their plight and
the atrocities that they have had to
withstand. But it is the resolve of the
entire Congress that will help return
civil society to Afghan women and
children.

Women and children in Afghanistan
have been the primary victims of the
Taliban regime. Before the Taliban
took control, women were leaders in
public life and politics. For example, in
Kabul, over 70 percent of teachers were
women. Forty percent of the doctors
and the vast majority of the health
care workers were women. In addition,
over half of the university students
were women. In fact, in 1977, women
made up over 15 percent of Afghani-
stan’s highest legislative branch. Now,
that is more than the 14 percent of
women that serve here in the U.S. Con-
gress today.

When the Taliban came to power,
they banned women from working, pro-
hibited women and girls from attend-
ing school, and forbade women from
leaving their homes without being ac-
companied by a close male relative.
Women have been brutally beaten, pub-
licly flogged and killed for violating
the Taliban decrees, decrees no doubt
that the Taliban imposed and no one
else.

Let me cite some of the horrific ex-
amples of the heinous acts of the
Taliban. A woman who defied Taliban
orders by running a home school for
girls was killed in front of her family
and friends. A woman caught trying to
flee Afghanistan with a man not re-
lated to her was stoned to death for
adultery. An elderly woman was bru-
tally beaten with a metal cable until
her leg was broken because her ankle
was accidentally shown from under-
neath her burqa. Women have died of
curable ailments because male doctors
are not allowed to treat them. The two
women who were accused of prostitu-
tion were publicly hung.

Mr. Speaker, these acts are uncon-
scionable and inhumane and members
of the Women’s Caucus here in the
House, of which I serve as co-chair,
have taken on this project, along with
my dear friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROYCE).
Together, we are working to make sure
that the women throughout this Na-
tion and around this world help to em-
power Afghan women. We will continue
to take action until we end this hor-
rendous gender apartheid.

Mr. Speaker, tonight I am joined by
this friend of mine who has been dili-
gent in working to bring attention, to
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shed light, and has been most pas-
sionate about the plight of Afghan
women. The gentleman from California
is no stranger to this issue, as he is no
stranger to the many issues sur-
rounding women in this House. He has
a bill that he has introduced, and I am
one of the original cosponsors, which is
the Radio Free Afghanistan Act. He is
here tonight to share with me this hour
to talk about the women of Afghani-
stan.

I now would like to yield to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROYCE).

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman from California, and I
very much appreciate all the effort she
has put into calling attention to the
plight of these victims.

The gentlewoman is right to say that
women were leaders in Afghanistan. I
think many people today, when they
look at the situation there, they do not
understand how that culture was hi-
jacked, how the Afghan culture was hi-
jacked by the Taliban and the con-
sequences to that society. When we
think about the fact that, as the gen-
tlewoman correctly pointed out, the
majority of the people in the work
force were women, we should ask why
that was. It was because so many men
had lost their lives in the battles when
the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan.
So women were typically the heads of
household.

Because women had played a role in
Afghan society, women had the right
to vote. Women were in the work force,
as the gentlewoman said. They were
such a large percentage of the profes-
sionals, I think 40 percent of the doc-
tors. So many university students were
women, over half the student body.

Imagine for a society like that what
a shock it was, since these were the
majority of the people who were heads
of household, bringing home a pay-
check to feed children in an economy
that was already in trouble, the day
that edict came down that said women
could no longer work in the work force.
This was a death knell for many fami-
lies. Starvation followed. People were
subjected to unbelievable deprivation.

One of the things we wanted to do
with Radio Free Afghanistan, and we
have been working for some time to try
to get some other voice into that soci-
ety other than Radio Taliban. Radio
Taliban comes on at night and tells
people only what the government
wants them to hear, and comes up with
these proclamations, one after another,
about what is to be interpreted as ille-
gal under Taliban law. And as that list
grows, so many of these restrictions
are on women, I just thought I would
share some of the restrictions that the
Taliban have placed on society.

Women are not to laugh loudly; that
is against the law. Women are not to
ride in taxis or play sports or enter a
sports center or ride bicycles or motor-
cycles or gather for festive occasions or
play cards. Riding public buses with
men is against the law. Appearing on
the balconies of their home is against

the law. When they are in the home,
they are to paint the windows so that
no one can see in.

But far more serious than these dic-
tates are the costs paid in human lives
for those women brave and bold enough
to defy these laws and to go into homes
and try to home school a new genera-
tion of young Afghan girls so that they
will have the ability to read and write,
so that they will have the capacity in
life, someday, hopefully, if this iron
control that the Taliban has over soci-
ety lets up, so that they will have
hope.

b 2145

Those brave women are often put to
death.

I mentioned earlier the response by
the Taliban official that soccer is a
game enjoyed for years in Afghanistan.
There was a question put by a rep-
resentative of the European Union
about soccer returning to Afghanistan.
The response by the leader of the
Taliban was, if the European Union
will build us another stadium, then we
can have soccer; but we need this sta-
dium for our public executions. I think
all of us have seen photographs of the
women brought into the stadium, the
Taliban men filling the bleachers,
brought down and publicly executed for
not following the rules of the Taliban.

Since women are not allowed to work
to support themselves in Afghanistan,
thousands of Afghan war widows have
reluctantly become beggars in that so-
ciety. Because male doctors may not
examine women, women are banned
from working, Afghan women have no
access to health care.

One example, one day while filling a
woman’s tooth, Taliban police stormed
the office of a male dentist and began
whipping the women present because
they were not accompanied by male
relatives. The dentist was jailed and
his office was closed for 2 days.

To cope with the overwhelming
stress living under Taliban control like
this, large numbers of women are turn-
ing to drugs. From 1995 to the year
2000, there was a 75 percent increase in
drug addicts with no health care to
support their addiction, to get them off
of drugs. It is not surprising that the
suicide rate for women in Afghanistan
has escalated. Many women choose to
take their own lives rather than live
the life that the Talibans dictate that
they live.

One female Afghan refugee told a re-
porter, ‘‘Because of the Taliban, Af-
ghanistan has become a jail for women.
We do not have any human rights. We
do not have the right to go outside and
look after our children. We do not even
have the right to go to the doctor. We
always need permission.’’ Those are the
words of an Afghan woman.

The Taliban denial of women to have
a job has created a flood of unemploy-
ment. These unemployed women face
serious financial problems; and as a
natural consequence, what happens to
the children? The children suffer from

hunger, from malnutrition and a
chronic state of poverty. Most of them
have lost their last recourse to income.
They have sold most of their posses-
sions to buy food. Those who could af-
ford leaving the country, have already
sold their assets to do so. Those who
could not are making up the bulk of
the beggars in Afghanistan today. Here
we are with Afghanistan’s brutal win-
ter approaching.

A large number of these beggars are
ex-teachers. A large number are ex-
civil servants. This is the horror of
what has been happening in Afghani-
stan. A false assumption by some is
that Afghans in general back these
practices. While the Taliban maybe by
some was originally seen as a force for
stability, and we have war-weary Af-
ghans after years of fighting, they
heard on Radio Taliban that a force for
stability is coming. But that force for
stability that those people thought
might be stability soon wore out its
welcome. Faced with a few years of
this abuse, it is no surprise that Af-
ghans now want to overthrow the
Taliban.

In a recent poll conducted by Physi-
cians for Human Rights, that poll
found 90 percent of Afghan men and
women rejected the Taliban’s restric-
tions that exclude women from partici-
pating in education, employment, and
other aspects of civilian life. 94 percent
of women in the Taliban-controlled
area said that the Taliban has made
their lives much worse, and attributed
their declining physical and mental
health to Taliban policies.

Muslims at large do not support the
Taliban’s fanatical practices. Moderate
Muslim governments oppose the
Taliban’s treatment of women and its
false interpretation of Islam. The
Taliban is a repressive political regime
whose aim is to monopolize power in
Afghanistan; and to do that, it prac-
tices pure terror.

President Bush recognized this in his
speech to the Joint Session of Congress
which we heard here on the floor when
he said, ‘‘The United States respects
the people of Afghanistan, but we con-
demn the Taliban regime.’’ The
Taliban has demonstrated a blatant
disregard for the well-being of Afghans,
and by harboring terrorists, it has
demonstrated a blatant disregard for
human life, both within and outside
the Afghanistan borders.

The U.S. is right, therefore, to seek
to overthrow the Taliban government.
This will rid the world of an evil re-
gime and will improve the livelihood of
the Afghan people and will put a stop
to the violations of women’s rights
which in Afghanistan today is a more
dire situation for women than any-
where else on this planet.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD) for organizing
an ongoing effort to call attention to
the plight of these women. My hope is
that the world community becomes
more involved and understands better
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why it is we have to make certain that
this Taliban regime is replaced, and
that the women of Afghanistan are
again given a voice and basic human
rights. I thank the gentlewoman for
yielding to me.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman. I am
certain that we will continue this each
week and will not stop until we see the
improvements on women and children
in Afghanistan.

We have been joined by another
member of the women’s caucus who has
spoken out passionately about the
women of Afghanistan, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs.
MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I want the gentleman to know
that there are many women who appre-
ciate his leadership on this issue and
appreciate the gentleman coming to
the floor and speaking out for the
women in Afghanistan.

I also want to bring to the attention
of my colleagues in Congress and oth-
ers the leadership of the gentleman on
the Voice of America, the voice for Af-
ghanistan, to bring the truth to the
people about what our country is try-
ing to accomplish. The fact that we are
also supplying humanitarian aid and
that we are attacking terrorists, not
Afghanistan and the people there, but
the Taliban and the terrorists.

I would like the gentleman to explain
his bill which I think is an extremely
important one, which I support. Even
though it is not the purpose of this
Special Order, I think it is an impor-
tant issue and one that should be high-
lighted.

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman for this opportunity to
explain what we have in mind with re-
spect to Radio Free Afghanistan.

Basically the people of Afghanistan,
and through this region, have not had
the opportunity to hear information
that contradicts the ongoing propa-
ganda from the government in a way
which was intended to explain the lies
and to explain to the people what was
actually happening inside the country.

So the concept behind Radio Free Af-
ghanistan is to do what was done with
Radio Free Europe in Poland or
Czechoslovakia. When we talk with
leaders of Poland or the Czech Repub-
lic, they say that the hearts and minds
of those people in those countries were
turned by the opportunity to listen
daily to a radio broadcast which ex-
plained what was actually happening
inside their society. These broadcasts
which were done by ex-pat Czechs and
Poles, and so forth, was able to explain
and put in context what they would be
hearing from the Soviet broadcasts.

Over time we know, from those lead-
ers that we have talked to, that this
was the most effective single thing
that changed the attitudes of the aver-
age person in Eastern Europe, so much
so that we all recall what happened
with the Berlin Wall. We recall what
happened in Poland with the solidarity

movement, and part of this was be-
cause they had access to information.

What we are trying to do with Radio
Free Afghanistan is to explain to the
people of Afghanistan what exactly the
Taliban is telling them and why it is
false. Why is that important? Because
the broadcasts in Afghanistan say this:
They say bin Laden is innocent of any
attack on the World Trade Center
bombing. The assertion is on their in-
formation system that there were 4,000
Jewish workers who were absent that
day from work because the Israeli gov-
ernment had told them that they were
going to bomb the World Trade Center.
Of course that is not true because we
know how many people lost their lives
and how many Jewish employees lost
their lives. It is a lie, but it is a lie
that is repeated over and over and over
again, not just on that radio station,
but on newspapers in this part of the
world.

So the opportunity to explain the
facts are essential. The opportunity to
remind people that the Taliban has hi-
jacked that Afghan culture is essential,
reminding people that women used to
have the right to vote and used to have
the right to work and to learn to read
and write.

Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD. If the
gentleman will yield, I really do think
that the gentleman’s bill is so crucial
now given the fact that the Taliban is
telling the people that the humani-
tarian efforts that we, led by our Presi-
dent is doing for that region, the food
is poisonous and what they are saying
now and putting out that type of prop-
aganda, trying to influence and bring a
type of stalemate or trying to keep the
folks from knowing that the United
States is in there to help them as op-
posed to hurting them.

It is very clear that we need to have
that bill passed so that we can get ra-
dios into the people of Afghanistan, es-
pecially the women, so they can under-
stand what the real issue is and not be
blind-sided by the Taliban and their
barbaric regime.

I know that the gentlewoman wants
to speak on this issue, and I yield to
the gentlewoman.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman for
organizing this Special Order tonight
that really focuses on the plight of the
women in Afghanistan.

Mr. Speaker, 2 weeks ago I came to
the House floor to condemn the
Taliban’s appalling treatment of
women. I relayed the tragic story of a
16-year-old girl who was stoned to
death for going out in public with a
man who was not her family member;
and for a woman, for the crime of
teaching girls in her home, was also
stoned to death in front of her hus-
band, children and students.

b 2200
Sadly, these terrible acts are real,

and they continue under the Taliban
regime.

But tonight I want to highlight who
the Afghan women are and how we

must support them when Afghanistan
rebuilds. Afghan women are neither
weak nor helpless. They are merely
being imprisoned by an oppressive and
brutal regime. Many of those women
behind the burqas are strong, capable
women who once played a major role in
Afghan society.

Women’s rights in Afghanistan have
fluctuated greatly over the years.
Women have bravely fought the forces
of extremism at various points in the
country’s turbulent history. At one
time, women comprised 70 percent of
the school teachers, 50 percent of the
civilian government workers, 40 per-
cent of the doctors, and 50 percent of
the students in universities. They were
scientists and professors. They led cor-
porations, nonprofit organizations, and
were very active in their local commu-
nities.

Extremist forces in the early 1990s,
some of the same groups that are being
proposed as potential leaders of a new
government in Afghanistan, began to
curtail women’s freedoms. But when
the Taliban came to power in 1996, it
banned women from all public life.
Working itself became a crime. Today,
women who were once diplomats and
judges can be beaten for improper
dress. Women who were once army gen-
erals can be shot for leaving their
homes without a male escort, even to
receive medical care. The Taliban con-
done rape as an effective means of pun-
ishing women and rewarding soldiers.

Mr. Speaker, one of these days, we do
not know how long it will be, but it
will happen, we will end the Taliban re-
gime for its support of terrorism; and
we will be in a position to help Afghan
women forge a better future for them-
selves and their families. We must
begin to discuss the future of women in
Afghanistan. It is crucial that any coa-
lition that is assembled to run Afghan-
istan fully restore the rights of women.
We will not need to construct a new,
novel idea of equality between men and
women. Instead, we can help recon-
struct an old and better way of life.

Afghan women are proven leaders
among their people. They can once
again rise as thoughtful, powerful com-
munity leaders. Women in Afghanistan
were guaranteed equality in their con-
stitution, which they helped write in
1964. Women represent the majority of
the Afghan people. We need to ensure
that their voices are heard and their
impact is felt.

Eliminating the Taliban will not
automatically end the struggle for
women’s rights in Afghanistan. There
are no angels waiting in the wings to
deliver Afghanistan from all the evils
of its checkered past. When the U.S.
liberates Afghanistan from the
Taliban, we must use our moral au-
thority to ensure that power does not
fall into the hands of a new regime
with extremist views on women’s
rights. Any regime will surely be bet-
ter than the Taliban, but our standard
must be much higher than that.
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President Bush has done our country

proud in our war on terrorism and
against the Taliban. I urge him to be
mindful of this issue and vocal about it
as he begins to lay the diplomatic
groundwork for a new Afghanistan.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. I
thank the gentlewoman from New
York. We know how strong she has
been and how outspoken she has been
on the issue of empowering Afghani-
stan’s women. We want her to come
each week as we come to this floor to
talk about this plight, to ensure that
not only the American women, but
women around this world and across
this Nation take part in helping us to
fight until these women have gotten
their rightful fundamental rights,
human rights restored back to them.

We do know that millions of people
in Afghanistan are experiencing the
most desperate poverty imaginable. In
addition to the Taliban’s barbaric rule,
the region is suffering under the most
severe drought in decades and military
incursions continue to displace hun-
dreds of thousands of Afghans. Sev-
enty-five percent of refugees are
women and children; the conditions in
which they fight to survive are hor-
rific. According to some estimates,
every 30 minutes a woman dies in
childbirth and one in four children die
before 5 years of age.

During these uncertain times, women
and families need safe havens. We must
do everything within our power to
guarantee humanitarian efforts and aid
benefits for the women and children of
Afghanistan who are suffering in this
region. A significant increase in food,
shelter, education and health care serv-
ices is necessary to ward off starvation,
disease and death and to prevent fur-
ther regional instability that breeds
terrorism.

You might recall, Mr. Speaker, for
the past 6 years, Afghan women and
girls have pleaded with the world to
free them from the grip of the brutal
Taliban militia and have warned that
the Taliban’s threat to humanity
would extend beyond the borders of Af-
ghanistan. In the wake of September
11, we have come to see the realization
of their warnings.

Mr. Speaker, again I applaud the ad-
ministration’s commitment to $320
million in humanitarian aid and sup-
port, a dramatic increase in the United
States’ efforts to provide long-term hu-
manitarian assistance. More impor-
tantly, I stand in full support of pro-
viding direct funding to Afghan
women-led organizations like the Rev-
olutionary Association of the Women
of Afghanistan, known as RAWA, to en-
sure that the primary beneficiaries are
women and children. As we cannot for-
get the tragic events of September 11,
we must not forget the Afghan women
and girls and children, the first victims
of the Taliban.

I want to engage again my colleagues
on some of those things that the Af-
ghan women have been very prominent
in, like in 1924, they had the first wom-

en’s magazine and published that about
Afghan women. In 1964, women were
appointed to the advisory constitu-
tional drafting committee. In 1977, Af-
ghan women participated in the draft-
ing committee of the constitution of
Afghanistan.

As you can see, women were very
much into the whole fabric of Afghani-
stan, and as my friend, the gentleman
from California (Mr. ROYCE) was say-
ing, and he certainly knows this his-
tory of the Afghan women, we must
again fight to ensure and restore
women in these pivotal positions, such
as publishing magazines, advisory com-
mittees on the constitution, because
we know that the constitution in 1923
guaranteed equal rights to all citizens
of Afghanistan.

The Congressman from California
knows this history better than I, but
these were the absolute, entrenched
women of Afghanistan doing these
types of things that during those eras
really a lot of women from other coun-
tries, including ours, did not have the
ability to do.

So you might want to expound again
on some of those things that I have
outlined here.

Mr. ROYCE. Let me respond.
What is astounding here is the fact

that, as the gentlewoman says, you had
a culture in which women played such
a pivotal role, especially in education,
in the professions, in governance; and
suddenly, because of the civil war, first
the war to repel the Soviet invasion
and then the country in turmoil, in de-
spair, you had the Taliban appear on
the scene that, through a ruthless ef-
fort, grabbed control, not only of the
government, but grabbed control of the
ability to communicate through radio
to the people. What was unique about
Afghanistan is that most people got
their information from radio, 85 per-
cent of the Afghan people.

Once the Taliban forces had seized
the radio stations, the broadcasting
stations, they were able to begin a
disinformation campaign, a propa-
ganda campaign, to direct the people
with misinformation in order to try to
have them follow the Taliban.

In 1997, I had suggested to the former
Under Secretary for South Asia that
we support in the United States a
Radio Free Afghanistan at that time.
Why? Because the Taliban were sweep-
ing across the country and, with propa-
ganda, the fact that they controlled
the information system in much the
way that Goebbels in Germany con-
trolled the information system, they
were propagandizing on a daily basis.

I said at the time, if we could get a
Radio Free Afghanistan up in that so-
ciety, we would be able to give people
true information about what was actu-
ally happening, and probably it would
head off this Taliban movement, be-
cause they thrive through the lies that
they spread.

What we found was that once they
got control of most of the country, of
course they have never been able to

take all of it, but once they got control
of the lion’s share of Afghanistan, they
then, in addition to propagandizing,
began to eliminate dissenters, began
the process of rounding up and elimi-
nating anyone who tried to disagree
with them.

So how do you get information into a
society like that? What you do, in my
view, is recognize the fact television is
already illegal, the Taliban passed a
prohibition, it is a criminal act to own
a television, so no one owns televisions
any longer in the country. The thing
you can do to reach these people, in my
view, is a constant message on the air
to tell them what has actually hap-
pened to them, why it has happened,
who has done it to them, and why the
United States is finally responding to
Osama bin Laden. It took an attack on
the United States to get us to finally
act.

My hope is that we can commit our-
selves, as the gentlewoman has cor-
rectly pointed out and as the gentle-
woman from New York pointed out,
not just to ending this cruel operation
of al Qaeda and bin Laden, but also
making certain that some measure of
justice is done here to eliminate that
Taliban control and to take the coun-
try to a position that it once had with
a constitution, with rights.

There is such a dangerous precedent
for human rights and for the rights of
women especially, in terms of what the
Taliban has been able to do, it demands
the international community stepping
in and making certain that a constitu-
tion and the rule of law come back to
that country.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. It is
amazing you would say the inter-
national community, because what we
are trying to do as members of the
Women’s Caucus is to engage women
around the world, ambassadors of var-
ious countries, NGOs, nongovern-
mental organizations, women organiza-
tions, to help us in this plight.

We applaud RAWA, because RAWA is
right there in Afghanistan trying to
bring about the type of human rights,
the type of democracy and to bring em-
powerment back to women. We know
that is a plight in and of itself, because
the Taliban is quickly trying to de-
nounce anyone who tends to want to
give freedom and democracy to the
people who are so distraught and who
are in the throes of their very barbaric
actions.

And so the bill, Radio Free Afghani-
stan, will really help to bring the type
of information where the women, those
others who are trying to do their level
best to bring some sanity and some
type of democracy back, will be more
informed of what we are trying to do,
what people around the world, this
international community, is trying to
do; and hopefully will help us to re-
store that type of democracy. Once
that is done, I think we must ensure
that women have a rightful place in
any type of negotiations, any type of
legislation.
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Indeed, there should be types of elec-

tions where they are elected back into
office and they get the education that
they need so that they can be promi-
nent in the whole fabric of that soci-
ety.

We cannot stop once we restore the
empowerment to women, and we will
indeed continue that until we do that.
But we must ensure that they continue
to have their place and their seat at
the table. In fact, we are asking here
that Members of Congress include in
all proposed legislation on the future of
Afghanistan any language that assures
the inclusion of women and women or-
ganizations in reconstruction of the
country at every level of planning, de-
cision-making and implementation.

b 2215

We must do that. We have seen
through the ages through the history
of Afghanistan that women have
played a very pivotal role. I think
about in 1919 when Afghanistan women
got their right to vote. In fact, that
was a year before we were given the
right to vote. A progressive king en-
couraged women to take part in the po-
litical process.

This is what we are doing here in
America. This is what we must do with
the women there and must ensure that
the constitution that has been passed
in that country be restored or be done
in terms of ensuring that women get
their equal rights back. It was written
in 1923. We must allow that to be the
sole document that encourages women
to know that they have an equal right
as a citizen of Afghanistan, and that
this constitution that was deemed
written and adopted in 1923 will en-
courage women to know that they have
a right, a fundamental right and,
therefore, should be given the restora-
tion of their democracy and their free-
dom.

Mr. ROYCE. If the gentlewoman
would yield, I would just like to second
your observation that a return to the
constitution and the rule of law in this
part of the world is absolutely essen-
tial along with the development of a
broad-based inclusive government in
Afghanistan. We have to commit our-
selves to that.

We have had an opportunity to see
the terror that can result when rule of
law, when Democratic principles are
subverted, and that terror has given
rise to an ability of Osama bin Laden
and al-Qaeda to use a network of ter-
rorist training camps across that coun-
try.

Now, if there had been a Democratic
regime or if there had been a broad-
based government there, there is no
way that these types of terrorist train-
ing camps could be used in order to
wage war ultimately on the United
States.

Terrorists have a difficult time when
they are on the run. But when they
have a state, as the Taliban in Afghani-
stan presented as a state, the oppor-
tunity for terrorists to come and train

and plan and prepare and be financed
and to rehearse and not just rehearse
attacks but to use gas and chemicals.
All of this was offered to bin Laden and
al-Qaeda by the Taliban. This is why it
is important to us in the United States
in terms of our own lives. Not only
should we care about the human beings
in the rest of the world that live under
this type of tyranny, and tonight we
have talked a great deal about just how
bereft people are in Afghanistan of any
fundamental rights and how women are
treated worse there than under any
other regimes in the world, but we
should also recognize that when the
world community and when the United
States ignores this type of evil, it even-
tually, I think, catches up with us as
well.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr.
Speaker, I could not agree with the
gentleman more. And this is why the
bill authorizes, the gentleman’s bill
that he will be bringing to this floor,
authorizes the funds that will allow a
new transmitter that will roughly have
12 hours a day of broadcasting so that
they can and in their local language
where the Afghan people can really get
the true meaning of what we are trying
to do, get the type of information that
will help to empower them, to get the
type of support and to know about the
support that it is not only inside
RAWA, but on the outside with the
international community, then this
will help hopefully to further and to
make the task a bit easier for us.

But we must ensure that the legisla-
tion that the gentleman is pushing,
and I am the original co-sponsor of
that with him, that we bring this about
because we can ill afford to allow the
truth not to be told to the people, espe-
cially the women of Afghanistan.

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, we will be
bringing that bill before the Com-
mittee on International Relations. We
will be passing it out on Thursday. But
after that the gentlewoman and I will
be working to bring it to the House
floor as soon as possible because I be-
lieve that time is of the essence.

We want the people of Afghanistan to
understand why the United States is
involved in this military action against
the Taliban and against bin Laden. We
want them to understand so that they
will be our allies in this effort. And my
belief is that their response, once they
hear the truth, will be the same as the
response by the people of Poland, the
people of the former Czechoslovakia,
the people of Hungary when they had
that opportunity to listen to those
Radio Free Europe broadcasts and
when the people went to the street and
said enough. It is time for tyranny to
end. It is time for us to have our free-
dom.

Well, it is time for the people of Af-
ghanistan to have their freedom and it
is the time for the women of Afghani-
stan to have their human rights back.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr.
Speaker, that is the empowerment that
we are trying to do.

As we looked on yesterday with Mi-
chael Jordan returning to basketball, I
am reminded of the Afghan women who
in 1961 had women basketball players
win the national championship in Af-
ghanistan. This just goes to show you
that they were entrenched throughout
that country and not only in edu-
cation, not only in medicine, not only
in application, as we have said, that
they made up the largest legislative
body than we do now presently in the
U.S. Congress, but they were also in
sports. So they had the freedom to
move about.

We know that a lot of them traveled
to Turkey to seek higher education.
And so given all of this, 1996, the
Taliban came in and they just dis-
rupted the whole lifestyle of a group of
women and children. Of course, we will
continue to denounce this. We will not
allow this type of thing to happen, not
only to women of Afghanistan but to
women around this globe, around this
world, we will not allow that to hap-
pen.

So with men like you, with other
men in this body who are passionate as
we are about the women of Afghani-
stan, they too will help us rise up and
will fight and bring back the dignity
and the democracy that they should
and have enjoyed in Afghanistan.

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I must
again thank the gentlewoman for her
efforts around the country to get the
information out, the truth out about
what has happened and this gross vio-
lation of the rights of women in Af-
ghanistan. I do believe that there are
more and more of our colleagues now
who are committing themselves and
saying we are not just going to try to
attack al-Qaeda and then leave.

My belief is that unless we see this
through and see the Taliban govern-
ment catapulted out of power there, we
risk having this cancer, that the al-
Qaeda network and the Taliban expand
beyond Afghanistan. I think for the
hope of civilization, for the hope of the
next generations, it is very important
that this broad-based coalition that
the President and that our Secretary of
State Colin Powell have put together
in order to wage this effort stay the
course until we see that the Taliban
rule is extinguished, and that we make
certain that the international commu-
nity plays a role in afterwards bringing
peace and restoring fundamental rights
and showing by example why the
United States stands for principles of
human rights, rule of law, the impor-
tance of liberty. We have to follow
through.

I believe we did not do all that we
should have done after the Soviet
Union left Afghanistan. I believe that
the United States at that time instead
of adopting a strategy of benign ne-
glect, which has basically been the
strategy since the Soviet Union was de-
feated finally and pulled out of Afghan-
istan, allowed this outside group to de-
velop this nucleus there and in this
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state of despair and anarchy that ex-
isted, they were allowed to grab con-
trol.

I think there is a lesson in this. We
should have at the time made certain
that people had access to information,
not only inside Afghanistan about
what was going on around the world.
We should have been more attentive to
what was happening. Well, now we
know. There is no longer any excuse
for anyone not to rally to this cause of
bringing justice for the people of Af-
ghanistan.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle-
woman again.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman so
much for being with me tonight. We do
understand that we were encouraged to
stay there once the Soviet Union had
left, had really been defeated in their
purpose, but we did not listen. I think
the old adage of, ‘‘If you do not know
your history, you are doomed to repeat
it,’’ I think at this juncture we will not
do that. Once we have defeated the
Taliban, we will stay there and restore
democracy and give the people the type
of lifestyle they want they want to
know.

We have to recognize that the
Taliban, Mr. Speaker, took control and
that is when women who were leaders
in public life and politics, leaders in
every aspect of that country were then
thrown aside, were not permitted to go
out any more without having this
burqa, really were denied the basic
human rights that they enjoy.

Mr. Speaker, as I opened tonight I
said that we will be here each week.
Well, continue to come here each week
to talk about the Taliban’s barbaric
ruling, how they have destroyed or
think that they have destroyed the
women of Afghanistan, but they have
simply given us the opening and the
opportunity by the attacks of Sep-
tember 11, we have not seen that, the
atrocities in Afghanistan, and we will
not stop until we can eradicate that.

Mr. Speaker, with that I will say that
while the tragic events of September 11
were eye-openers for some, they pre-
sented windows of opportunity into the
lives of the women and children of Af-
ghanistan, and we will not rest until
gender apartheid is nonexistent not
only in Afghanistan but throughout
the world.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. ABERCROMBIE) to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material:)

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. MCKINNEY, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes,

today.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. STUPAK, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mrs. CAPPS, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. MEEK of Flordia, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, for 5 minutes,

today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. SOUDER) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. GUTKNECHT, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PAUL, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at their own

request) to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. SHAYS, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. ROYCE, for 5 minutes, today.

f

BILL PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Jeff Trandahl, Clerk of the House, re-
ports that on October 31, 2001 he pre-
sented to the President of the United
States, for his approval, the following
bill.

H.J. Res. 70. Making further continuing ap-
propriations for the fiscal year 2002, and for
other purposes.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 29 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Thursday, November 1, 2001, at
10 a.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

4453. A letter from the Alternate OSD Fed-
eral Register Liaison Officer, Department of
Defense, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—TRICARE; Civilian Health and Medical
Program of the Uniformed Services
(CHAMPUS); Payments for Professional
Services in Low-Access Locations (RIN: 0720–
AA58) received October 11, 2001, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Armed Services.

4454. A letter from the Liaison Officer, Of-
fice of the Secretary, Department of Defense,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Legal Assistance Matters—received October
11, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Armed Services.

4455. A letter from the Administrator, Drug
Enforcement Administration, Department of
Justice, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Exemption from Control of Certain In-
dustrial Products and Materials Derived
from the Cannabis Plant [DEA–206] (RIN:
1117–AA55) received October 11, 2001, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

4456. A letter from the Administrator, Drug
Enforcement Administration, Department of
Justice, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Interpretation of Listing of

‘‘Tetrahydrocannabinols’’ In Schedule I
[DEA–204] (RIN: 1117–AA55) received October
11, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

4457. A letter from the Administrator, Drug
Enforcement Administration, Department of
Justice, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Clarification of Listing of
‘‘Tetrahydrocannabinols’’ in Schedule I
[DEA–205] (RIN: 1117–AA55) received October
11, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

4458. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Enviromental Pro-
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s
final rule—Interim Final Determination that
the State of California Has Corrected Defi-
ciencies and Stay of Sanctions, Ventura
County Air Pollution Control District [CA
242–0292c; FRL–7067–2] received October 10,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

4459. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Approval and Promulgation
of Implementation Plans and Redesignation
of Areas for Air Quality Planning Purposes;
Kentucky and Indiana; Approval of Revisions
to State Implementation Plan; Kentucky
[KY–117; KY–126; KY–129; KY–132–200202; IN–
121–3; FRL–7082–9] received October 10, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

4460. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Land and Minerals Management, Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Alaska Native Vet-
erans Allotments [WO–350–1410–00–24 1A]
(RIN: 1004–AD34) received October 11, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

4461. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Airbus Model A330
and A340 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 2001–
NM–257–AD; Amendment 39–12385; AD 2001–
16–16] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received October 11,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

4462. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Bell Helicopter Tex-
tron Canada Model 206L–4, 407, and 427 Heli-
copters [Docket No. 2001–SW–29–AD; Amend-
ment 39–12443; AD 2001–13–51] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received October 11, 2001, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4463. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; General Electric Com-
pany (GE) CF34–3A1, –3B, and –3B1 Turbofan
Engines [Docket No. 2001–NE–21–AD; Amend-
ment 39–12441; AD 2001–19–02] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received October 11, 2001, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4464. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—
Flightcrew Compartment Access and Door
Designs [Docket No. FAA–2001–10770; SFAR
92] (RIN: 2120–AH52) received October 11, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4465. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 767–200
and –300 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 2000–
NM–385–AD; Amendment 39–12444; AD 2001–
19–04] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received October 11,
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2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

4466. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Rolls-Royce plc.
RB211 535 Turbofan Engines [Docket No.
2001–NE–22–AD; Amendment 39–12445; AD
2001–19–05] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received October
11, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

4467. A letter from the General Counsel,
National Science Foundation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Conservation of
Antarctic Animals and Plants—received Oc-
tober 11, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Science.

4468. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation, ‘‘To authorize appro-
priations for hazardous material transpor-
tation safety, and for other purposes ’’; joint-
ly to the Committees on Transportation and
Infrastructure, the Judiciary, and Govern-
ment Reform.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of

committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:
[October 31 (legislative day of October 30), 2001]

Mr. SESSIONS: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 272. Resolution waiving
points of order against the conference report
to accompany the bill (H.R. 2311) making ap-
propriations for energy and water develop-
ment for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes (Rept. 107–260).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 273. Resolution waiving
points of order against the conference report
to accompany the bill (H.R. 2647) making ap-
propriations for the Legislative Branch for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes (Rept. 107–261). Referred
to the House Calendar.

[Submitted October 31, 2001]
Mr. BOEHNER: Committee on Education

and the Workforce. H.R. 2269. A bill to amend
title I of the Employee Retirement Income
Security Act of 1974 and the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to promote the provision of
retirement investment advice to workers
managing their retirement income assets;
with an amendment (Rept. 107–262 Pt. 1). Or-
dered to be printed.

Mr. BOEHLERT: Committee on Science.
H.R. 2275. A bill to amend the National Insti-
tute of Standards and Technology Act to en-
sure the usability, accuracy, integrity, and
security of United States voting products
and systems through the development of vol-
untary consensus standards, the provision of
technical assistance, and laboratory accredi-
tation, and for other purposes; with an
amendment (Rept. 107–263). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. REYNOLDS: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 274. Resolution providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 3150) to im-
prove aviation security, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. 107–264). Referred to the House
Calendar.

f

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED
BILL

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XII the
following action was taken by the
Speaker:

H.R. 2269. Referral to the Committee on
Ways and Means extended for a period ending
not later than November 9, 2001.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. HYDE (for himself and Mr. LAN-
TOS):

H.R. 3189. A bill to extend the Export Ad-
ministration Act until April 20, 2002; to the
Committee on International Relations.

By Mr. SCHIFF (for himself, Mr. SIM-
MONS, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mrs. MINK of
Hawaii, Ms. LOFGREN, Ms. HARMAN,
and Mr. FARR of California):

H.R. 3190. A bill to amend title 49, United
States Code, to authorize the Administrator
of the Federal Aviation Administration to
establish a program to permit Federal,
State, and local law enforcement officers to
be trained to participate in the Federal air
marshal program as volunteers, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

By Mrs. ROUKEMA (for herself, Mr.
LAFALCE, Mr. LEACH, and Mr. GREEN
of Wisconsin):

H.R. 3191. A bill to provide home ownership
assistance for public safety officers and
teachers; to the Committee on Financial
Services.

By Mr. GILMAN:
H.R. 3192. A bill to establish an advisory

board to monitor the collection and alloca-
tion of relief funds by charitable organiza-
tions in response to a disaster; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

By Mrs. BIGGERT (for herself, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. QUINN, Mrs.
MORELLA, Mr. STARK, Mrs. CAPITO,
Mr. SHIMKUS, and Mr. THOMPSON of
California):

H.R. 3193. A bill to amend the Violence
Against Women Act of 2000 by expanding the
legal assistance for victims of violence grant
program to include legal assistance for vic-
tims of dating violence; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. CAPUANO:
H.R. 3194. A bill to expand the September

11th Victim Compensation Fund of 2001 to in-
clude individuals diagnosed with anthrax; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CROWLEY (for himself, Mr.
JOHNSON of Illinois, Mr. TOWNS, Mr.
RANGEL, Mr. RAMSTAD, and Mr.
KOLBE):

H.R. 3195. A bill to extend the Medicare
community nursing organization (CNO) dem-
onstration project; to the Committee on
Ways and Means, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. HERGER:
H.R. 3196. A bill to provide compensation

to individuals who are injured by an escaped
prescribed fire and to amend the tort proce-
dure provisions of title 28, United States
Code, relating to claims for such fires, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary, and in addition to the Committees
on Resources, and Agriculture, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Ms. LEE:
H.R. 3197. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on certain machines designed for chil-

dren’s education; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. PUTNAM:
H.R. 3198. A bill to respond to the vulner-

ability of the United States agricultural pro-
duction and food supply system to inter-
national terrorism; to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

By Mr. SMITH of Michigan:
H.R. 3199. A bill to require congressional

approval of proposed rules designated by the
Congress to be significant; to the Committee
on the Judiciary, and in addition to the
Committee on Rules, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey:
H.R. 3200. A bill to require that the United

States Postal Service issue a special com-
memorative postage stamp under section 416
of title 39, United States Code, in order to
provide funding to the United States Postal
Service for mail security enhancements, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

By Mr. TANCREDO:
H.R. 3201. A bill to prohibit any depart-

ment or agency of the United States from
transferring funds to any individual or enti-
ty that prohibits the display of the flag of
the United States; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. VITTER:
H.R. 3202. A bill to amend title 49, United

States Code, to require air carriers to re-
move from a passenger aircraft any baggage
that is checked by a passenger who does not
board the aircraft, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. DAVIS of Illinois (for himself,
Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. BURTON of Indiana,
Mr. RUSH, Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. MORAN
of Virginia, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. HASTINGS
of Florida, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr.
CRAMER, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. CARDIN,
Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. OWENS, Mr. WAX-
MAN, Mr. SHIMKUS, Ms. NORTON, Ms.
WATSON, Mr. HOEFFEL, Ms. CARSON of
Indiana, Mr. SABO, and Mr. SERRANO):

H. Con. Res. 257. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that the
men and women of the United States Postal
Service have done an outstanding job of de-
livering the mail during this time of na-
tional emergency; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

By Mr. FORBES:
H. Res. 275. A resolution honoring the con-

tinuing service and commitment of the
members of the National Guard and Reserve
units activated in support of Operation En-
during Freedom; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania
(for himself, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. GEKAS,
Ms. HART, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. MASCARA,
Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. PLATTS, Mr.
DOYLE, Mr. PITTS, Mr. BRADY of
Pennsylvania, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. BOR-
SKI, Mr. SHERWOOD, Mr. WELDON of
Pennsylvania, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr.
GREENWOOD, Mr. TOOMEY, and Mr.
COYNE):

H. Res. 276. A resolution praising Joseph
Vincent Paterno for his steadfast commit-
ment to academics, service, and citizenship,
and congratulating Joseph Vincent Paterno
for his many coaching accomplishments, in-
cluding his 324th career coaching victory; to
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force.
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MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

200. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the House of Representatives of the State
of Ohio, relative to House Resolution No. 118
memorializing the United States Congress
that the State of Ohio expresses admiration
and support for the President and the United
States Congress, for the Governor of New
York, the Mayor of the City of New York,
and for the law enforcement, firefighters,
and other emergency workers of the City of
New York, Washington, D.C., and other parts
of our nation, all of whom decisively re-
sponded to the terrorist attacks in the City
of New York and Washington, D.C.; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

201. Also, a memorial of the General As-
sembly of the State of Oregon, relative to
House Joint Memorial No. 15 memorializing
the United States Congress to abolish the
Northwest Forest Pass portion of the Rec-
reational Fee Demonstration Program and
permit the citizens of Oregon to enjoy the
national forests in the state without pay-
ment of a fee; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

202. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts, relative to a Resolution memori-
alizing the United States Congress to sup-
port granting of posthumous citizenship to
noncitizen soldiers who sacrificed their lives
on behalf of our nation; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

203. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the Commonwealth of Guam, relative to Res-
olution No. 125 memorializing the United
States Congress that the People of Guam
condemn the hijackings of American com-
mercial passenger airlines by terrorist forces
and wholeheartedly and resolutely support
the promise and determination of the Presi-
dent of the United States; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

204. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Oregon, relative
to House Memorial No. 1 memorializing the
United States Congress to extend the current
Canada-United States Softwood Lumber
Agreement; encourage the end of Canadian
lumber subsidy practices; and enforce United
States trade laws to offset Canadian subsidi-
aries and eliminate injury to the United
States timber industry if the Canadian sub-
sidies are not terminated; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

f

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XII.
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska introduced A bill

(H.R. 3203) to authorize the Secretary of
Transportation to issue a certificate of docu-
mentation with appropriate endorsement for
employment in the coastwise trade for the
vessel Caledonia; which was referred to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 747: Mr. DIAZ-BALART.
H.R. 826: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina.
H.R. 959: Mr. BRADY of Texas.
H.R. 968: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina.
H.R. 1354: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island and

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina.
H.R. 1436: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. HOLT, Mr.

PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. HONDA, and Mr.
MENENDEZ.

H.R. 1475: Mr. MEEKS of New York.
H.R. 1504: Mr. BONIOR.
H.R. 1556: Mr. WATT of North Carolina and

Mr. KANJORSKI.
H.R. 1616: Mr. SHUSTER.
H.R. 1645: Mr. FLETCHER and Mr. FORBES.
H.R. 2063: Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon, Mr.

MORAN of Virginia, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr.
WATT of North Carolina, Mr. MOORE, and Mr.
KUCINICH.

H.R. 2220: Mr. STUMP, Mr. SHUSTER, and
Mr. STRICKLAND.

H.R. 2235: Mr. SHUSTER.
H.R. 2287: Mr. TOWNS, Mr. PALLONE, Mr.

ENGEL, Ms. NORTON, and Ms. SOLIS.
H.R. 2354: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr. ROGERS

of Michigan, and Mr. CONDIT.
H.R. 2357: Mr. FLAKE.
H.R. 2376: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-

fornia.
H.R. 2623: Mr. HARMAN.
H.R. 2709: Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. STUMP, and

Mr. LUTHER.
H.R. 2715: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-

fornia.
H.R. 2783: Mr. CROWLEY and Mr. STARK.
H.R. 2839: Mr. BROWN of Ohio.
H.R. 2874: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin.
H.R. 2896: Mr. BARCIA.
H.R. 2897: Mr. MCGOVERN.
H.R. 2955: Mr. WEINER and Mr. DEFAZIO.
H.R. 2991: Mr. WATT of North Carolina and

Mr. LANGEVIN.
H.R. 2998: Mr. GILLMOR.
H.R. 3029: Mr. FRANK.
H.R. 3035: Mr. MCGOVERN.
H.R. 3058: Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. LANGEVIN,

Mr. BROWN of South Carolina, Ms. VELAZ-
QUEZ, and Ms. PELOSI.

H.R. 3067: Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mr.
TOWNS, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. MEEKS of New
York, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. FARR of California,
Mr. MASCARA, Ms. RIVERS, Mr. WEINER, Ms.
ESHOO, and Mrs. TAUSCHER.

H.R. 3111: Mr. FROST.
H.R. 3143: Mr. GIBBONS, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN,

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, Ms. RIVERS, MS.
ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. BALDACCI, Mr. DAVIS of
Illinois, Mr. CONDIT, Ms. SOLIS, Mrs.
TAUSCHER, Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon, Mr. CROW-
LEY, Mr. ISRAEL, and Ms. VELAZQUEZ.

H.R. 3150: Mr. SIMPSON.
H.R. 3164: Mr. TOWNS and Mrs.

CHRISTENSEN.
H.R. 3166: Mr. MCNULTY and Mr. FROST.
H.R. 3167: Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. LAMPSON, and

Mr. MCINNIS.
H. Con. Res. 162: Mr. HONDA and Mr.

ISRAEL.
H. Con. Res. 197: Mr. TURNER.
H. Con. Res. 232: Mr. WU, Mr. LANGEVIN,

and Mr. RANGEL.
H. Con Res. 254: Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. WELDON

of Pennsylvania, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. MASCARA,
and Mr. GEKAS.

f

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 981: Mr. YOUNG of Florida.

f

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 3 of rule XII, petitions
and papers were laid on the clerk’s
desk and referred as follows:

40. The SPEAKER presented a petition of
Citizens for Lewis and Clark Development
Site #1, Illinois, relative to a Resolution pe-
titioning the United States Congress to sup-
port the development of the Lewis and Clark
Memorial Tower to commemorate the Lewis
and Clark experience in Illinois for genera-
tions to come; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

41. Also, a petition of United City of
Yorkville, Illinois, relative to a Resolution
petitioning the United States Congress that
the United City of Yorkville shall observe a
moment of silence to express respect and
condolences to the families and individuals
who have experienced a loss during this na-
tional crisis; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

42. Also, a petition of the Council of the
City of Kodiak, Alaska, relative to a Resolu-
tion petitioning the United States Congress
to fully fund the United States Coast
Guard’s budget for operational readiness and
recapitalization requirements to ensure the
U.S. Coast Guard bases such as the one in
Kodiak, Alaska, remain ready to protect and
preserve not only the fishing community of
this island community, but the greater na-
tional security and well being; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

43. Also, a petition of Grand Lodge of Mis-
souri, relative to a Resolution petitioning
the United States Congress that all Missouri
Freemasons hereby pledge their loyality, re-
spect, admiration, devotion, and dedication
to the United States of America; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

44. Also, a petition of Gaston County Board
of Commissioners, North Carolina, relative
to a Resolution petitioning the United
States Congress that they unanimously
thrust all of its support to the President of
the United States and Congress as they en-
deavor to seek out the perpetrators of this
heinous crime and bring them to justice;
jointly to the Committees on International
Relations and Government Reform.

f

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 3150

OFFERED BY: MR. TRAFICANT

AMENDMENT NO. 1: Page 15, after line 24, in-
sert the following:

‘‘(7) a requirement that any private secu-
rity firm retained to provide airport security
services be owned and controlled by a citizen
of the United States;

Page 16, line 1, strike ‘‘(7)’’ and insert
‘‘(8)’’.

Page 16, line 3, strike ‘‘(8)’’ and insert
‘‘(9)’’.

VerDate 13-OCT-2001 04:08 Nov 01, 2001 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00062 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\L31OC7.001 pfrm02 PsN: H31PT1


		Superintendent of Documents
	2015-05-27T11:18:56-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




