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bravely risked his own life to save the
life of another.

Mr. Speaker, 15-year-old Tyler
Macemore of Yadkinville, North Caro-
lina, rescued an anonymous 10-year-old
boy caught in a rip tide at Atlanta
Beach, North Carolina last year. One
might wonder what motivated Tyler to
selflessly enter the ocean that day. But
it is clear that his choice was in some
way guided by the lessons and experi-
ences he has learned as a member of
Boy Scout Troop 65 in Yadkinville.

Using only a boogie board, Tyler pad-
dled out to the distressed young boy.
With reassuring words and a confident,
yet calm, demeanor, he placed the boy
on the board and paddled against the
dangerous surf back to safety. That
day, Tyler Macemore became a true
hero. By exhibiting a high level of ma-
turity and bravery, he prevented a
tragedy.

Since the rescue, Tyler has furthered
his accomplishments with the Boy
Scouts of America. He is now a Life
Scout and working on his Eagle Scout.

Ironically, Tyler will be certified in
lifesaving at camp this summer, where
he will also be awarded the coveted
Honor Medal for his courageous act by
the Boy Scouts of America. I am proud
and honored to recognize this out-
standing young citizen.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2601, FOREIGN RELA-
TIONS AUTHORIZATION ACT, FIS-
CAL YEARS 2006 AND 2007

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 365 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 365

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2601) to au-
thorize appropriations for the Department of
State for fiscal years 2006 and 2007, and for
other purposes. The first reading of the bill
shall be dispensed with. All points of order
against consideration of the bill are waived.
General debate shall be confined to the bill
and shall not exceed one hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on International Relations. After general de-
bate the bill shall be considered for amend-
ment under the five-minute rule. It shall be
in order to consider as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment under the five-minute
rule the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Committee on
International Relations now printed in the
bill modified by the amendment printed in
part A of the report of the Committee on
Rules accompanying this resolution. That
amendment in the nature of a substitute
shall be considered as read. All points of
order against that amendment in the nature
of a substitute are waived. Notwithstanding
clause 11 of rule XVIII, no amendment to
that amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute shall be in order except those printed
in part B of the report of the Committee on
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Rules. Each such amendment may be offered
only in the order printed in the report, may
be offered only by a Member designated in
the report, shall be considered as read, shall
be debatable for the time specified in the re-
port equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent, shall not be sub-
ject to amendment, and shall not be subject
to a demand for division of the question in
the House or in the Committee of the Whole.
All points of order against such amendments
are waived. At the conclusion of consider-
ation of the bill for amendment, the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted. Any Member may demand a
separate vote in the House on any amend-
ment adopted in the Committee of the Whole
to the bill or to the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute made in order as original
text. The previous question shall be consid-
ered as ordered on the bill and amendments
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit with
or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). The gentleman from Utah
(Mr. BISHOP) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker,
for the purpose of debate only, I yield
the customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS),
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, the resolution provides
for the consideration of H.R. 2601, the
Foreign Relations Authorization Act
for fiscal years 2006 and 2007. It is a
structured rule with 1 hour of general
debate and provides for the orderly
consideration of 38 separate amend-
ments specified in the text of the reso-
lution. It is important to note that the
rules made in order the majority of the
amendments that were filed, even some
that will be reconsidered here on the
floor, and will provide for a wide-rang-
ing debate on virtually all aspects of
U.S. foreign policy. The rule also en-
sures that the bill fits within the budg-
et resolution, thereby also maintaining
fiscal discipline within this year’s
budget.

H.R. 2601 was reported out of the
Committee on International Relations
with a unanimous vote which is a tes-
tament to the tremendous efforts on
both sides of the aisle which have gone
into this bill. Even though they have
dealt with some of the most controver-
sial issues before us, this bipartisan-
ship demonstrated in the unanimous
vote by the Committee on Inter-
national Relations is all that more re-
markable and a testament to the fair-
ness, the professionalism, and the
statesmanship of both the gentleman
from Illinois (Chairman HYDE), as well
as the ranking member, the gentleman
from California (Mr. LANTOS). We will
also be joining in an en bloc amend-
ment, further illustrating their unique
efforts in this particular matter.

They are to be commended for dem-
onstrating to the rest of us how Mem-
bers can work through differences in a
constructive manner to move legisla-
tion forward for the best interest of our
country. Indeed, the Prime Minister of
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India just a few minutes ago on this
floor said there is much we can do to-
gether, and this committee has illus-
trated they can do that.

That is not to say there will not be
differences of opinions or views on
some of the matters. The rule which we
are considering would provide for ade-
quate as well as a wide-ranging debate
on all sides of different issues.

The bill, H.R. 2601, is a 2-year author-
ization for the U.S. Department of
State, their activities and programs.
Since 1985, or for the past 20 years, the
foreign assistance authorization meas-
ures have been folded into the State
Department authorization legislation.
H.R. 2601 continues this pattern. It au-
thorizes for fiscal year 2006 $10.8 billion
and $10 billion for 2007. Included in that
is $1.5 billion to fortify U.S. embassies
and $690 million to bolster security for
American diplomatic workers abroad.

It was significant that the ranking
member did bring before testimony of
the Committee on Rules that this bill
fully funds the administration request
for worldwide security for our embas-
sies and our personnel working abroad.
As he illustrated in 2003, one of the ter-
rorist extremists attacked the British
consulate and other British interests in
the city of Istanbul. When interro-
gated, he said that he considered the
U.S. consulate, but in his terms, even a
bird cannot fly in there, which means
that our efforts for security since the
tragic bombings in East Africa in 1998
have had some success.
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This continues on with that par-
ticular practice.

$930 million will also be authorized
for border security; $67 million to con-
tinue broadcasts into Cuba. The rank-
ing member also illustrated that once
again there is an initiative to disrupt
the nuclear black markets, that this
initiative will help prevent nuclear
weapons and weapons technology from
getting into the hands of terrorists or
rogue nations which is extremely im-
portant for our national security. The
measure also commits new inter-
national mechanisms to restrict the
trade in missiles and their components.
As the ranking member also pointed
out, Secretary Rice is continuing the
practices of Secretary Powell in trying
to reform the Department of State and
this bill authorizes adequate resources
for a first-class and well-trained diplo-
matic service and diplomatic corps.

These are some of the issues that
were brought forth with a plethora of
amendments that were adopted on both
sides of the aisle during the Inter-
national Relations Committee markup
of this particular bill.

Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 356 provides for
a structured rule and makes in order
the majority of the amendments which
were filed in the Rules Committee.
Once again, it is a fair, comprehensive
and balanced rule. I urge its adoption
as well as the adoption of the under-
lying legislation.
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Utah for yielding me the time, and I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
opposition to this restrictive rule. At a
time when America’s role in inter-
national affairs is greater than it has
been in over 60 years, it is reprehen-
sible that the majority is trying to
block all but a select few from offering
amendments to improve the underlying
bill.

Yesterday afternoon in the Rules

Committee, 70 amendments were
brought to the committee. Seventy
amendments, Mr. Speaker. Predict-

ably, under the rule, barely 50 percent
of those amendments were actually
made in order. And of the 39 amend-
ments made in order under the rule,
only nine of them are Democratic
amendments. In stark contrast, Repub-
lican Members will be permitted to
offer 24 amendments under this rule,
almost three times as many as those
on this side of the aisle will be able to
offer. And of those 24 amendments, two
are downright inflammatory and com-
pletely unnecessary.

For starters, as public support for the
war in Iraq wavers, Republicans are
pulling out every political maneuver
they can to regain the support of the
American people for a war that has not
uncovered any weapons of mass de-
struction in Iraq and certainly not
made us any safer today than we were
3 years ago. Later today, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. RoOS-
LEHTINEN) will offer an amendment in
direct contrast to language that her
committee unanimously included in
the underlying legislation regarding
the war in Iraq. The bill rightfully
urges the President to develop and pro-
vide to Congress a plan for the estab-
lishment of a stable government in
Iraq that will permit a decreased pres-
ence. Three years after this war began
and 1,700 American casualties later, the
Ros-Lehtinen amendment would pro-
vide the President with the same
blank-check, open-ended support that
got us into this mess in the first place.
Have we not learned anything?

Additionally, the rule also fails to
make in order amendments offered by
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
LEE), the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. WATERS), and the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. FOLEY) regarding Haiti.
While I am not 100 percent supportive
of any of their approaches toward
bringing about peace and stability in
Haiti, doing nothing should not be an
option. Congressional silence in im-
proving the lives of Haitians and Hai-
tian refugees is completely unaccept-
able. I am deeply disappointed that the
Republican leadership has blocked the
House from debating the issue today.

Realize, Mr. Speaker, I believe that
the underlying bill is generally a de-
cent bill. As a member of the Helsinki
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Commission and as the president of the
Organization for Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe’s parliamentary assem-
bly, I thank the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. HYDE) and the gentleman
from California (Mr. LANTOS) for the
bill’s commitment to the TUnited
States’ role in the OSCE and the OSCE
sphere, including authorizations for
OSCE religious tolerance and anti-
Semitism awareness programs.

The underlying legislation includes
crackdowns on the trading of nuclear
material on the black market, estab-
lishes the Rangel Fellowship Program
to encourage minority recruitment at
the State Department, reexamines our
export control laws, reaffirms Con-
gress’ position that Jerusalem is the
capital of Israel, and calls for a crack-
down on terrorist activities in the Gaza
strip and West Bank.

Despite all of these positive meas-
ures, Mr. Speaker, I am most con-
cerned about what the bill does not do
regarding the Sudan. The underlying
legislation includes a sense of Congress
that the United States should work
with the International Criminal Court
to bring to justice those accused of
genocide, war crimes, or crimes against
humanity. I support this provision but
am deeply disappointed that nothing
exists in the bill that will actually
bring an end to the genocide in Sudan.
When will the TUnited States say
enough is enough and do the right
thing to end the heinous act of geno-
cide in Darfur? Our inaction in Rwanda
cost the lives of nearly 1 million and
our absence in Darfur has permitted in-
stability to manifest itself into murder
and ethnic cleansing. I ask, at what
point did we decide that the life of an
African is worth less than the life of
anyone else? We must place ending
genocide anywhere in the world above
anything else. Frankly, the ignorance
in the House about this particular
issue is appalling.

Mr. Speaker, when history judges
this Congress and this President, we
will be judged not only by what we do
during these trying times but also by
what we have neglected. America must
act responsibly not only in helping to
facilitate democracy in the world but
also in combating poverty, disease,
famine and hunger in the world’s poor-
est countries. In all of these areas, de-
spite the honest efforts of a few, we are
failing. Blocking Members from offer-
ing amendments that speak to these
and many other issues of critical im-
portance to the United States’ role in
the world today is irresponsible. I urge
my colleagues to reject this restrictive
rule and take into account my con-
cerns throughout consideration of the
underlying legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN) with whom I serve on the
Rules Committee.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in opposition to this rule.

Last night, the Republican leadership
decided to refuse this House the right
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to debate U.S. policy towards Colom-
bia. Out of 70 amendments that were
submitted to the Rules Committee,
only two dealt substantively with U.S.
Colombia policy. I offered an amend-
ment to match language approved by
the Senate that would strengthen the
accountability over U.S. funds for Co-
lombia’s demobilization of right-wing
paramilitary forces. The gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LEE) offered an-
other amendment to ensure that 40 per-
cent of U.S. aid to Colombia would be
used for alternative economic develop-
ment, human rights, rule of law and
strengthening democratic institutions.

Well, Mr. Speaker, when it comes to
strengthening democratic institutions,
the Republican leadership certainly
does not believe in teaching the Colom-
bians by example. At the end of June,
I stood here on the House floor during
debate on military aid to Colombia and
was criticized by Republicans for not
talking about what kind of policy I
stood for. But here we are today taking
up a bill that only comes to the House
floor every 2 years and is one of the
only bills where an amendment on U.S.
Colombia policy can actually be of-
fered, and both the Lee and the McGov-
ern amendments are banned from the
debate.

Mr. Speaker, once again the Repub-
lican leadership has rejected any at-
tempt to bring some kind of account-
ability to our policy on Colombia. Once
again, the Republican Ileadership is
serving as the chief apologist for the
Colombian government. When it comes
to Colombia, the Republican leadership
continues to engage in a policy of see
no evil, hear no evil and speak no evil.
Once again, the House is being asked to
look the other way, to sit down and to
shut up, as Colombia moves towards
carrying out what appears to be a deep-
ly flawed plan for demobilizing the
right-wing paramilitary forces, forces
that are on the State Department’s list
of foreign terrorist organizations. The
State Department estimates it will
cost about $80 million to carry out the
demobilization. Who do you think the
Colombian government is going to ask
to bankroll this process? The American
taxpayer, that is who.

Well, before we spend one more single
solitary U.S. tax dollar on this demobi-
lization process, I for one want to
make sure that my tax dollars are not
paying for some sweetheart deal for Co-
lombian drug lords, terrorists and kill-
ers to escape extradition to the United
States or serve a couple of years under
house arrest at their country estate.
These are the paramilitary master-
minds and commanders who have flood-
ed our streets and our neighborhoods
with cocaine and heroin. Yet on July 1,
President Uribe told the Voice of
America that their extradition war-
rants would have to be suspended. If
Colombia wants to stand in the way of
these drug lords facing U.S. justice,
then that is Colombia’s decision. They
can just do it without U.S. tax dollar
support. I want to make sure that my
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constituents’ hard-earned tax dollars
are not paying for a process that will
allow paramilitary money laundering
and organizational structures to re-
main intact so that they can transform
themselves into Mafia-like political,
social and criminal networks.

The OAS has denounced the Colom-
bian law on the paramilitary demobili-
zation. Human Rights Watch and Am-
nesty International have denounced it.
The TU.N. High Commissioner For
Human Rights in Colombia has raised
grave concerns about it. So why, then,
Mr. Speaker, is it so hard for this
House to even have a debate over hav-
ing some accountability if the Colom-
bian government asks us to fund this
process?

That is all I want, Mr. Speaker, is a
little bit of accountability. Quite
frankly, the majority on the Rules
Committee and the Republican leader-
ship should be ashamed of themselves
for running away from this debate and
for being complicit in a policy that will
very likely end up protecting drug
lords, terrorists, killers and their prof-
its from facing any kind of genuine jus-
tice.

Oppose this rule. Demand that the
House be allowed to debate the Lee and
McGovern amendments on Colombia.

[From the New York Times, July 4, 2005]

COLOMBIA’S CAPITULATION

Colombia has just passed a law to demobi-
lize paramilitary fighters that the govern-
ment calls the ‘““Justice and Peace Law.” It
should be called the ‘“‘Impunity for Mass
Murderers, Terrorists and Major Cocaine
Traffickers Law.”

Colombia’s right-wing paramilitary ar-
mies, one party in a 40-year civil war, have
massacred thousands of people. They control
40 percent of Colombia’s cocaine exports, and
many paramilitary leaders are wanted for
extradition to the United States. The State
Department considers the paramilitaries ter-
rorists.

The new law, which vreflects the
paramilitaries’ considerable political power,
will block the extradition of paramilitary
leaders wanted for trafficking to the United
States and allow them to continue their drug
dealing, extortion, land theft and other
criminal activities undisturbed. Even those
responsible for the most heinous crimes
against humanity may go free because of
strict time limits for prosecutions. The few
who are convicted will likely serve sentences
of only 22 months.

Several members of Colombia’s Congress
proposed a good law that would have given
reduced jail time to paramilitaries who con-
fessed in full, paid reparations, turned over
their illegal assets and provided authorities
with the information necessary to take apart
their criminal gangs. The government op-
posed the bill; it didn’t pass.

The current law will bring neither justice
nor peace. No confession is required to get
the shortened sentences offered by the law.
Paramilitary leaders are supposed to dis-
close their illegal assets and describe their
criminal organizations. But there is no cred-
ible penalty for lying or hiding their wealth.

The Bush administration could have
pushed President Alvaro Uribe to pass a good
bill. Instead, Ambassador William Wood en-
thusiastically backed the new law, giving
Washington’s endorsement to Colombia’s ca-
pitulation to a terrorist mafia.
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IACHR
ADOPTION OF THE
PEACE’’ IN COLOMBIA

The Inter-American Commission on
Human Rights (IACHR) has been advised of
the passing by Congress of the so called
“Law of Justice and Peace’” in the Republic
of Colombia. This legislation, that requires
the presidential signature in order to enter
into force, establishes a legal framework for
the demobilization of members of illegal
armed groups involved in the commission of
serious crimes against the civilian popu-
lation in the context of the armed conflict.

In view of the recent adoption of this bill,
the TACHR makes public its general observa-
tions regarding the contents in light of its
mandate to promote the observance and de-
fense of human rights, as well as the task
delegated to it by the Permanent Council of
the Organization of American States (OAS)
in the sense of ‘‘ensuring that the role of the
OAS be completely in accordance with the
commitments of the member states regard-
ing full compliance with human rights and
international humanitarian law” in the
process of dialogue between the Colombian
government and the paramilitary in Colom-
bia.

In its reports on the general situation of
human rights in the countries of the Hemi-
sphere and on individual cases, the TACHR
has consistently insisted on the states’ obli-
gation to establish adequate mechanisms to
achieve truth, justice and reparation for vic-
tims of human rights violations. Estab-
lishing the truth about what happened dur-
ing the conflict, searching seriously for jus-
tice through the determination of the re-
sponsibility of the perpetrators vis-a-vis the
victims, and the reparation of the damage
cause—far from generating obstacles for the
agreements that can lead to peace building—
constitute basic pillars of its strength.

Regarding the Law of Justice and Peace in
Colombia, the IACHR notes that the deter-
mination of the historical truth regarding
what happened during the last few decades of
the conflict does not appear as an objective.
Nor does the determination of who has spon-
sored paramilitarism or of the degree of in-
volvement of different participants in the
perpetration of crimes against the civilian
population by action, omission, collabora-
tion or acquiescence.

The adopted bill concentrates upon the
mechanisms to establish individual criminal
responsibility in individual cases and in-
volves demobilized members of illegal armed
groups receiving procedural benefits. How-
ever, its provisions fail to establish incen-
tives for a full confession of the truth as to
their responsibility in exchange for the gen-
erous judicial benefits received. Con-
sequently, the established mechanism does
not guarantee that the crimes perpetrated
will be duly clarified, and therefore in many
cases the facts may not be revealed and the
perpetrators will remain unpunished. The
provisions of the law might favor the con-
cealment of other conduct that, once
brought to light at a future date, could ben-
efit from the same alternative penalties.
These procedural benefits not only reach
conduct directly related to the armed con-
flict, but also can be invoked regarding the
commission of ordinary crimes such as drug
trafficking.

The TACHR also observes that the institu-
tional mechanisms created by the law to ad-
minister justice—in particular the Prosecu-
tor’s National Unit for Justice and Peace,
composed of 20 prosecutors—lacks the
strength necessary to undertake effectively
the task of prosecuting thousands of mas-
sacres, selective executions, forced dis-
appearances, Kkidnappings, tortures, forced

ISSUES STATEMENT REGARDING THE
“LAW OF JUSTICE AND
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displacement and usurpation of lands,
amongst other crimes, committed by several
thousand demobilized individuals during the
many years that paramilitary structures
have operated in Colombia. Regarding the
seriousness and complexity of the crimes
perpetrated, the short time limits and proce-
dural stages provided for in the legal mecha-
nisms to investigate and prosecute the de-
mobilized individuals benefiting from the
law also fail to offer a realistic alternative
to establish individual responsibility in full
measure. This circumstance will prevent the
uncovering of what happened to many of the
victims, thus frustrating the reparations
process they are entitled to. The investiga-
tion of serious violations of human rights re-
quires adequate time limits and the oppor-
tunity for necessary procedural activity.

In terms of the reparation of the damage
caused by those responsible for the commis-
sion of heinous crimes, the law places special
emphasis on the restitution of unlawfully ac-
quired property rather than on the mecha-
nisms that might serve the full reparation of
the victims. Particularly, it does not provide
for specific mechanisms to repair the dam-
age caused to the social fabric of the indige-
nous peoples, the afro-descendant commu-
nities, or the displaced women, often heads
of household, who rank among the groups
more vulnerable to violence by the partici-
pants in the armed conflict. The law fails to
provide as part of the reparation owed to the
victims, measures directed to preventing the
repetition of the crimes committed, such as
disqualification or separation from official
functions of state agents involved by action
or omission.

The IACHR acknowledges that, in such a
complex, painful and prolonged situation as
the conflict in Colombia, the deactivation of
the armed participants by means of negotia-
tion is a priority. However, in order to se-
cure a lasting peace, guarantees for non-rep-
etition of crimes of international Ilaw,
human rights violations and serious infrac-
tions of international humanitarian law
must be in place. This requires the clarifica-
tion and reparation of the consequences of
violence through mechanisms which prove to
be adequate to establish the truth of what
has happened, administer justice and provide
reparation for the victims in light of the
American Convention on Human Rights and
the GAS Charter. The TACHR shall continue
to excercise its mandate to promote and pro-
tect human rights in Colombia vis-a-vis the
demobilization process and the interpreta-
tion and application of its legal framework,
both through the adoption of general and
special reports and the consideration and de-
cision of individual cases.—Washington D.C.,
15 July, 2005

HUMAN RIGHTS WATCH,
July 15, 2005.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: We are writing, in
response to a letter dated July 12, 2005, from
Luis Alberto Moreno, Colombian Ambas-
sador to the United States, concerning the
new legal framework that is to govern the
demobilization of Foreign Terrorist Organi-
zations (FTOs) in that country.

The establishment of an effective legal
framework is of great importance for the
prospects for both peace and justice in Co-
lombia. It is essential that demobilizations
be carried out in a manner that accomplishes
the goals of dismantling these mafia-like or-
ganizations and holding accountable those
responsible for serious crimes of drug traf-
ficking, terrorism, and grave violations of
human rights.

Regrettably, the Colombian ambassador’s
letter mischaracterizes key elements of the
new law governing demobilization. To ensure
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that you are fully informed about the proc-
esses established under the law, we address
below some of the most serious factual inac-
curacies in the letter:

1. No confession.

The ambassador’s letter states that ‘“‘com-
batants will come forward . . . and admit to
past crimes. . .. Any crime the individual
intentionally does not confess to can be in-
vestigated and tried ... with no benefits
from the law . . .” In fact, the law discour-
ages confessions. This is because:

The law does not require a full and truth-
ful confession of the FTO member’s own in-
volvement in crimes, his knowledge of oth-
ers’ crimes, or any other information of the
illegal activities of the FTO, as a condition
for members to receive generous sentence re-
ductions. The law only requires that FTO
members give an unsworn statement (a
‘“‘version libre’’), in which there is no obliga-
tion to tell the truth.

To receive sentence reductions, a member
need only ‘accept’—without confessing—
whatever charges are brought against him. If
it is later found that a member did not tell
the whole truth, under the new law he can
avoid additional penalties by simply ‘‘ac-
cepting” any new charges levied against
him. A single reduced sentence applies to the
totality of accepted charges.

Only in the rare case where a court finds
that the defendant intentionally omitted his
involvement in a crime (something very dif-
ficult to prove, because Colombia’s Constitu-
tion presumes good faith), will there be an
increase in the sentence.

2. No incentives or penalties to ensure that
members turn over all illegally acquired as-
sets, release kidnapping victims, and dis-
close information.

The letter states that members of the de-
mobilizing groups must ‘“‘turn in weapons,
release kidnap[ping] victims, and identify
and hand over illegally-gained assets’ as a
condition to receive sentence reductions. But
under the new law, if FTO members fail to do
these things—if they are later found to have
lied to authorities, or if commanders have
hidden their fortunes, they will face no pen-
alties. Once sentence reductions are granted,
they are locked in.

Another problem, not addressed in the let-
ter, is that top commanders can receive ben-
efits even if their group continues commit-
ting terrorist acts, drug trafficking,
kidnappings and atrocities. The law draws no
distinction between leaders and ‘‘members”
of FTOs—they can each receive the same
benefits by demobilizing ‘‘individually’’ (i.e.,
not as part of a larger group) regardless of
whether the troops under their command de-
mobilize or cease their illegal activities.

3. Time limits for investigation are dras-
tically reduced.

The letter states that the law ‘‘does not
grant amnesty for serious crimes committed,
nor does it provide a statute of limitations.”’
This statement obscures the fact that the
law drastically reduces the terms for inves-
tigation:

A team of 20 prosecutors has only 36 hours
after receiving possibly hundreds of mem-
bers’ statements to bring charges against
these members for any crimes in which,
based on their statements or other available
evidence, they may ‘‘reasonably be inferred”’
to have participated.

If the defendant does not ‘‘accept” the
charges, then within a maximum term of 60
days prosecutors must complete their inves-
tigations and bring the cases to trial. In Co-
lombia, investigations of criminal cases rou-
tinely last many months and even years. It
is virtually unheard of for any investiga-
tions—much less investigations of complex
organizations involved in money laundering,
drug trafficking, and extortion—to be com-
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pleted in such a short time. Because of these
drastic reductions, very few FTO members
will likely be charged, and even fewer con-
victed.

4. Sentences can be as low as 2-3 years for
all terrorist acts, narcotrafficking and atroc-
ities.

The letter states that ‘‘if they fulfill all
these conditions, they become eligible for a
reduced sentence of five to eight years. . . .
With no possibility of further reductions in
time served.” This is not accurate. In prac-
tice, reduced sentences could be as low as
two or three years for the totality of their
crimes because:

The law provides that a year and a half of
the time members have spent in a concentra-
tion zone (i.e., negotiating) ‘‘shall be com-
puted as time served;”’ and

Constitutional jurisprudence in Colombia
holds that all prisoners, without exception,
must be allowed to receive generally avail-
able sentence reductions of up to one third
for work and study—a rule that convicted
drug traffickers in Colombia have consist-
ently exploited to their benefit.

5. Extradition can be blocked.

The letter states that ‘‘the question of ex-
tradition is not addressed in the law.”” This
statement obscures the fact that the law
gives FTO members tools to shield them-
selves from extradition through double jeop-
ardy:

The law allows individuals to receive sen-
tence reductions for all the crimes they com-
mitted during their membership in the FTO,
including drug trafficking.

To block extradition, members would only
have to admit, during their statements, the
crimes for which their extradition has been
requested. This admission would trigger a
prosecution in Colombia. They would then be
able to simply accept the charges against
them, and serve reduced sentences.

Once they have served sentences for those
crimes in Colombia, they could assert double
jeopardy and block their extradition to the
United States. Two or three years on an agri-
cultural colony in Colombia is much more
attractive than life in prison in the United
States.

6. Drug lords can benefit under the law.

The letter states that ‘‘no drug traffickers
can receive legal benefits under the law.” In
fact, the law does allow drug traffickers to
receive benefits:

The law provides benefits to all persons
“‘linked to illegal armed groups’ so long as
the group was not ‘‘organized for the traf-
ficking”’ of narcotics. But the government
does not consider paramilitaries or guer-
rillas to have been ‘‘organized for’’ the pur-
pose of drug trafficking. Thus, they will re-
ceive benefits despite the fact that their top
commanders include notorious drug traf-
fickers, who have been requested for extra-
dition to the United States on drug charges.

Moreover, the Colombian government de-
leted a provision in an earlier version of the
law that would have barred individuals from
receiving benefits if they had been involved
in drug trafficking before joining the FTO.
As a result, the law can provide benefits even
to drug lords who joined, or even purchased,
FTO units for the sole purpose of receiving
those benefits.

The law states that benefits will only be
provided for crimes committed during actual
membership in the armed group. But in most
cases, prosecutors will probably have little
evidence of the date of entry in the group
other than the drug lords’ own self-serving
statements.

Under the newly approved law, the govern-
ment will give up all its leverage, including
the threat of extradition, over these FTOs
and their commanders, but it will demand
virtually nothing in exchange. The law does
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not require individuals to do anything more
than admit crimes they have been charged
with. There is no requirement to disclose
anything more about their own or their
groups’ illegal activities, structures, financ-
ing streams, or illegally acquired assets.
Members can easily be replaced through new
recruitment and promises of high pay. In the
event they are convicted of serious crimes,
commanders will be able to serve sentences
little longer than two years, probably on
‘“‘agricultural colonies,” not real prisons.
When they reenter society, their records will
be clean, and their wealth, power, and crimi-
nal networks will likely be intact.

As a result, this law will undermine U.S.
interests in the fight against drugs and ter-
ror. It will impede accountability, and yield
no genuine progress towards peace and the
rule of law in Colombia.

Please let us know if we can provide you
with additional information on the demobili-
zation law or Colombia. We look forward to
continued communication with your office,
and thank you for your interest in this im-
portant matter.

Sincerely,
JOSE MIGUEL VIVANCO,
Ezxecutive Director, Americas Division.
AMNESTY INTERNATIONAL,
July 19, 2005.

DEAR MEMBER OF CONGRESS: In the coming
days you will be debating and voting on the
Foreign Relations Authorization Act of 2006
and 2007. Included in this bill is language au-
thorizing U.S. assistance for ‘“‘demobilization
and disarmament of former members of the
foreign terrorist organizations . . .” specifi-
cally Colombia’s paramilitary forces known
as the United Self-Defense Forces of Colom-
bia (AUC in Spanish). The AUC is considered
a ‘“‘Foreign Terrorist Organization’ by the
Department of State.

While Amnesty International would wel-
come efforts by the government to ensure
that paramilitary groups are truly disman-
tled, Amnesty International believes that
the current process underway in Colombia
neither ensures that paramilitary groups are
effectively dismantled or ensures that their
members are removed from the conflict. The
recently passed law governing the demobili-
zation is wholly inadequate. It threatens to
guarantee the impunity of those responsible
for heinous and widespread human rights
atrocities (See the attached summary of
paramilitary human rights atrocities for fur-
ther background), not only paramilitaries,
but also those who have backed the para-
military such as wealthy landowners, and
government and military officials. The de-
mobilization law is based on the false
premise that there are no links between the
security forces and paramilitary forces. The
law therefore threatens to ensure that para-
military structures can remain intact and
facilitate a process that could allow
paramilitarism to re-emerge under a new
legal guise.

The following is a review of some of the
law’s key provisions and an explanation of
its fatal flaws that will almost certainly
guarantee impunity and undermine the rule
of law in Colombia.

I. Confessions of wrongdoing: The heart of
the demobilization law is the requirement
that potential beneficiaries voluntarily
admit to crimes they committed while part
of the paramilitary or guerrilla forces. Arti-
cle 17 states that an individual can provide
information on offences they have com-
mitted, but there is no loss of benefits if it
is revealed that he or she lied in their origi-
nal statements to judicial authorities unless
it can be proved the combatant ‘inten-
tionally”’ failed to provide such information.
In legal terms it is practically impossible to
prove ‘‘bad faith.”
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Fatal flaws: Full confessions are not guar-
anteed.

The law is structured in such a way that it
will be extremely difficult for the federal
prosecutors to determine whether the confes-
sions offered are full and complete.

1. The law does not require a full judicial
process whereby confessions are submitted
to cross-examination or consideration is
given to statements by witnesses, victims,
survivors or family members familiar with
the case.

2. It is expected that thousands of combat-
ants will come forward seeking to benefit
from the law, but the government of Colom-
bia will only have 20 prosecutors devoted to
investigating these cases. Worse, the pros-
ecutors only have 60 days to verify the con-
fessions and determine whether they are
truthful or complete. It is entirely possible
that paramilitary combatants (and possibly
guerrillas in the future) may provide only
minimal information in their statements
and receive full benefits if prosecutors are
unable to prove they are lying or with-
holding information within 60 days. In other
words the 60-day time limit and the re-
stricted number of prosecutors make it ex-
tremely unlikely that full and impartial in-
vestigations will be carried out into the re-
sponsibility of demobilizing combatants in
human rights abuses or violations. It is ex-
tremely unlikely that prosecutors will un-
cover evidence of other crimes committed by
the combatant other than those to which he
or she freely admits in his or her initial
statements.

3. The law is focused primarily on individ-
uals and does not require beneficiaries to
provide information about their para-
military organization and their illegal ac-
tivities. It is entirely possible that the demo-
bilization law will leave paramilitary organi-
zations intact, and allow them to continue
functioning. The strict time limit on inves-
tigations means that it is unlikely that
criminal investigations would focus on the
nature and structure of the armed group to
which the combatant belonged leaving it
concealed.

II. Inadequacy of penalties: The law pro-
vides for maximum penalties of 5 to 8 years
even for gross human rights violations.

Fatal Flaws: De facto Amnesties.

While the law does not explicitly provide
for an amnesty or pardons for heinous
crimes, it does provide for leniency and some
of its provisions may lead to de facto am-
nesty for many.

1. Sentences imposed may be reduced by
the amount of time (up to 18 months) the
beneficiary spent waiting in the ‘‘concentra-
tion” zone pending the outcome of the demo-
bilization negotiations with the government.
Human rights violators and abusers could
thus receive a reduced sentence of 3.5 years.

2. It is not clear that the sentences will be
served in prison. Article 31 allows the gov-
ernment to decide where sentences will be
served. It has been suggested that sentences
might be served in agricultural communities
(‘“‘colonias agricolas’’), potentially on lands
paramilitary forces illegally confiscated
from indigenous, Afro-Colombian, or peasant
communities. They may therefore be able to
derive profit from lands and other assets
they obtained through war crimes or crimes
against humanity.

3. Provisions in the law allow prosecutors
to close investigations into individual com-
batants if there are not sufficient merits to
submit charges. The danger is that with only
60 days to advance criminal investigations a
decision to drop all charges could be taken
on only superficial evidence. This could con-
stitute a de facto amnesty for many human
rights violators or abusers. It is clear that
this law is designed to bring the minimum
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number of people to trial and only a small
minority will be held to account and then
will only be subject to the extremely limited
and lenient sentences.

III. Extradition will become more difficult:
The law grants political status to the
paramilitaries by defining their activities as
‘“‘sedition.”” Sedition is a political offense in
Colombia.

Fatal Flaw: Political offenses are not ex-
traditable crimes under Colombia’s 1991 Con-
stitution.

1. If sedition is defined as a political of-
fense, and the activities of paramilitaries are
defined as sedition, then it will become ex-
tremely difficult for paramilitary forces to
be extradited.

2. Under the 1991 Colombian Constitution
those responsible for crimes related to sedi-
tion may be eligible for amnesties or par-
dons. Again another door is opened to pro-
tect those who have promoted or helped cre-
ate paramilitary groups who may escape jus-
tice by receiving pardons or amnesties on
the basis that these crimes are defined as
forms of sedition.

IV. Lack of participation by victims: The
law makes no provision for the participation
of victims and their families in any part of
the judicial process, except at the stage of
reparation after the sentencing of an of-
fender.

Fatal Flaws: Those who have suffered the
most from human rights violations will have
almost no role in determining the penalties.

1. Victims and their families will only be
eligible for reparations for offenses for which
a paramilitary is sentenced. If the perpetra-
tor’s confession is incomplete or inaccurate,
there will be no way for families to dispute
the sentence handed down.

2. Only the perpetrator’s illicitly obtained
funds will be subject to reparation, not their
total wealth. Identifying such illicit funds
might prove difficult since money is often
laundered through apparently legal enter-
prises. Some paramilitaries might not even
have illicitly-obtained assets from which to
make reparations. Failure to ensure that de-
mobilizing combatants are subjected to a
full and impartial judicial investigation and
court proceedings means it will be difficult
to identify all the assets the individual or
the armed group (paramilitary or guerilla)
appropriated through its activities including
through human rights abuses. The law could
thereby result in the de facto legitimization
of illicitly obtained land and enable those re-
sponsible for war crimes and crimes against
humanity to profit from the assets they ob-
tained through these heinous acts.

Conclusion: Amnesty International is deep-
ly concerned that the demobilization law
passed by the Colombian Congress will not
rid the country of the scourge of illegal
armed activity and human rights abuses
against the civilian population. In fact, it
may make the situation worse by:

Providing de facto amnesties for
paramilitaries and guerillas responsible for
serious human rights abuses and violations;

Perpetuating impunity for human rights
abusers and violators thereby undermining
the rule of law in Colombia;

Failing to guarantee the effective disman-
tling of paramilitary structures by focusing
solely on individual combatants;

Failing to expose those Colombian security
forces, government officials, and private citi-
zens who have supported and benefited from
the activities of the paramilitary;

Failing to establish a full and independent
judicial process to oversee the demobiliza-
tion process;

Failing to respect the rights of victims of
human rights violations and abuses to truth,
justice and reparation.

AT has urged President Uribe to refrain
from ratifying the demobilization law, and
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we urge the United States Congress to op-
pose the use of U.S. assistance to fund this
demobilization process.

If you have any questions about this or any
other human rights matter in Colombia,
please do not hesitate to contact me via
eolson@aiusa.org.

Sincerely,
ERIC L. OLSON,
Advocacy Director for the Americas.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I appreciate the remarks that have
been given so far by the gentleman
from Florida as well as the gentleman
from Massachusetts. Saying there were
70 amendments proposed happens to be
rounding up the number, but of those
that were not allowed in the process,
six were withdrawn by their sponsors.
The majority of the others were either
duplicative or not germane. And may I
remind this body that why we are talk-
ing in a structured rule is because the
bulk of the issues should have been
done in the hearing and in the com-
mittee level. The committee who did
hear these issues did pass this bill, I re-
mind you once again, unanimously
from both sides of the body. The issues
that have been addressed so far will
have a chance because there is also an-
other amendment that deals with Co-
lombia, so the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts will have a chance once again
to give some dramatic rhetoric one
more time on this particular issue.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY).

Mr. FOLEY. Let me thank the gen-
tleman very, very much for yielding
me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I, too, want to com-
mend the rule. I was somewhat dis-
appointed, as expressed by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS),
on the lack of a couple of amendments
that we were attempting to insert in
the bill dealing with Haiti. Haiti is a
tragedy. There is no other way to de-
scribe it. They are kind, wonderful,
hardworking people who are desperate
for a solution to their ever-growing
controversy. No matter whose side you
believe in, no matter what you thought
of past presidents or future presidents,
the one thing that is abundantly clear
to most of us is that Haiti is drowning
in despair. The people have been rav-
aged not only by political unrest and
upheaval, natural disasters, hurricanes
and other things and what I was trying
to do in the amendment was to provide
a new concept much like a Peace
Corps, taking Haitian citizens who are
now here in the United States who are
learning a free economy, learning to be
teachers, police officers, pharmacists,
to create a structure in the State De-
partment, in cooperation with NGOs,
to use those talents and capabilities to
help bring some stability to Haiti.
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I know we have tried and the White
House both past and present have in-
jected significant amounts of resources
to try to help the island. For whatever
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reason, one side pits the other, the lack
of any clear-cut direction, and I believe
to some degree the Haitian people lack
trust in some of our motives and moti-
vations, which is why I thought of this
concept of bringing people who now
had learned about the free market con-
cepts of America to send them back to
Haiti for a limited time so that they
too could use that talent that they
have learned here in the United States
to help their brothers and sisters in
Haiti try to build an economy, build an
education system, build a health care
dynamic, and try to create a pathway
for their future.

We have seen billions, honestly,
squandered in Haiti from one regime to
the next. None seems to be better than
the last. And at the same time, the
people in Haiti are starved, some are
imprisoned. An election is con-
templated, and I do not know how in
the world we will structure an election
based on the current chaos that is evi-
denced in Haiti. However, many of us,
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. DELAHUNT), many people in the
room, the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
MEEK), the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. CUMMINGS), I am just naming a
couple people. The gentlewoman from
California (Ms. LEE) I know has had a
unique and particular interest in this
area. We may come from different po-
litical parties, but I think our motives
are pure at least on the point of view
that it is about the people of Haiti, not
about whoever is running the country.

So I commend the bill and of course
will support the very important en-
deavors of our Committee on Inter-
national Relations as they work across
the globe to try to bring unity of pur-
pose to a very complicated and con-
voluted and dangerous world. But for
this Member from Florida, my heart
really does truly go out to the Haitian
people. I pray that in the days ahead
we come up with some significant ways
in order to look at the concerns some
members of the Congressional Black
Caucus have relative to our interven-
tion or activities in Haiti and try to
put aside some of our animus towards
recognizing that unless we get our act
together the people of Haiti will still
be starving, they will still be dying of
disease, they will still be cleaning up
after hurricane debris, and they will
still be wondering what is their future
to be like.

So I want to thank all who have par-
ticipated in the debate. I want to
thank Members, both Republicans and
Democrats, who have submitted
amendments yesterday that were not
included in the rule. But I can assure
my colleagues that we will continue to
endeavor to see that our points of view
are brought forward either in this vehi-
cle or future vehicles as we move down
the road.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2%2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. DELAHUNT).

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
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this time, and I would be remiss not to
compliment the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. FoOLEY) for his sincere and
measured remarks.

But I am here today, Mr. Speaker, to
speak of Uzbekistan. President Bush
stated that the United States ‘‘will
persistently clarify the choice before
every ruler and every nation: The
moral choice between oppression,
which is always wrong, and freedom,
which is eternally right. America will
not pretend . . . that any human being
aspires to live at the mercy of bullies.
We will encourage reform in other gov-
ernments by making clear that success
in our relations will require the decent
treatment of their own people.” Cer-
tainly noble words.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DOGGETT) and I offered an amendment
that would have provided real meaning
to those noble words, but the Com-
mittee on Rules did not make our
amendment in order, thereby failing
the democratic aspirations of the peo-
ple of a nation in Central Asia called
Uzbekistan.

One of our partners in the Coalition
of the Willing is a bully. His name is
Islam Karimov, and he is the thug who
rules Uzbekistan. According to our own
State Department, Karimov runs a re-
gime that does not allow freedom of
speech or religion, that makes a mock-
ery of elections, that holds thousands
of political prisoners where security
forces customarily utilize torture.
Some of their victims have literally
been boiled alive, and 2 months ago his
security forces massacred hundreds of
civilians who were simply asking for
liberty and justice. Yet we have given
this thug some $350 million in aid. Our
amendment would have use that lever-
age to push Karimov to democratize, to
respect human rights, and to accept an
independent investigation into that
massacre. As Bill Kristol said in the
Weekly Standard just recently, ‘It
would be unfortunate if the spring of
2005 went down in the history books as
a turning point, in favor of dictators.”

The choice is simple and we have
made the wrong choice today. We are
standing with a thug rather than
standing for democracy, and I urge de-
feat of the rule.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. SMITH), one of the sub-
committee chairmen, one who has
spent a great deal of time working on
this significant piece of legislation.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time.

This legislation that we bring to the
floor is a comprehensive bill, 332 pages
long. It will probably grow signifi-
cantly during the course of the day be-
cause there are a number of amend-
ments that will be offered and I believe
accepted.

As chairman of the Africa, Global
Human Rights, and International Oper-
ations Subcommittee and as author of
H.R. 2601, I am very proud of the way
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we worked in a bipartisan way on
crafting this legislation. I point out to
my colleagues that this legislation has
been crafted over the course of several
months. I chaired eight hearings at
which we looked at various component
parts of this bill and policies related to
this bill, and the full committee met
twice to consider the State Depart-
ment request and the other associated
requests that are contained within this
legislation. I would point out to my
colleagues that I know I have had
amendments in the past that were not
made in order over my last 25 years as
a Member of Congress. It is always dis-
appointing. But there were 10 amend-
ments considered by our sub-
committee. And then when we moved
to full committee, there were 52 addi-
tional amendments considered. Today
we have another 38 that will be consid-
ered as well. So this bill will be sub-
jected to an enormous number of
amendments, and I think that is good
and healthy and very important.

I would point out to my colleagues
that the bill passed the committee 42
to zero. People on the left and on the
right, conservatives, moderates, and
liberals, came together realizing that
we had crafted a truly bipartisan piece
of legislation for our Foreign Relations
Authorization Act.

We often debate money on the floor,
and having the monetary resources
necessary to carry out our foreign pol-
icy tasks are indeed critical. But equal-
ly if not more important, it is how we
spend the money. This authorization
measure contains important new for-
eign policy directives and reflects a
consensus on both sides of the aisle.
Together we have produced a very
strong piece of legislation that pro-
tects our national interests abroad,
robustly funds our public diplomacy ef-
forts, and promotes those values that
we hold dear such as the protection of
human rights, support for democracy,
and assistance to those in crisis or in
need.

H.R. 2601 fully funds the operations of
the Department of State, especially its
diplomatic operations abroad, and
meets the President’s budget request.
It authorizes $22.3 billion over 2 years
plus for the Department of State,
international broadcasting activities,
international assistance programs, and
related agencies.

Again, I hope my colleagues will sup-
port the rule and the bill when it
comes to the floor.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. MENENDEZ), who is the chairman
of the House Democratic Caucus, my
good friend and classmate.

(Mr. MENENDEZ asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the distinguished gentleman for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I am outraged that the
Committee on Rules did not make my
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amendment in order. Our amendment
on global climate change, which passed
both the House and the Senate in a pre-
vious version, simply says that the
United States must lead the world in
the fight against global warming.

In this Chamber of democratic ideals,
the House of Representatives is sup-
posed to be the place where we take a
stand on the issues. If one disagrees,
for example, with my amendments,
fine. Then stand up and vote against
them.

The fact is that global warming ex-
ists and is fully acknowledged by the
scientific community. The fact is that
a report which President Bush himself
commissioned from the National Acad-
emy of Sciences says that human ac-
tivity causes global warming. The
truth is that the United States should
lead on climate change, not avoid it.

Let me be clear. I was not advocating
for the Kyoto Protocol. Other coun-
tries took the lead when we backed
out, and it entered into force earlier
this year. But just because we rejected
Kyoto does not absolve us from work-
ing with other countries on climate
change. Actually, it means that we
have to take the lead, be creative and
find a solution. The G-8 statement on
climate change is a start, by acknowl-
edging that climate change is a serious
challenge that human activities are
contributing to. Unfortunately, the ad-
ministration reportedly exerted a con-
siderable amount of pressure to water
down the G-8 statement and the docu-
ment falls far short of making a call
for strong and immediate action.

The truth is that the world’s future
depends on our actions today. Global
warming could devastate our environ-
ment and our economy. President
Bush’s administration, in a report to
the United Nations, said that global
climate change could mean greater
storm surges on the coasts, reduced
snowpack and water supplies in the
West, declining water levels in the
Great Lakes, stronger hurricanes, more
extreme weather events, and greater
risk of both flooding and drought. If
that is not an incentive for the admin-
istration to act, nothing will be.

Finally, I am also concerned that the
gentleman from Massachusetts’ (Mr.
MCGOVERN) amendment on the demobi-
lization process in Colombia was not
made in order. The current Colombian
demobilization framework, as dis-
cussed in the bill, does not provide
minimal guarantees on at least three
basic points. First, terrorist leaders
who are under standing indictments in
our country for serious crimes can es-
cape extradition to the United States.
Second, the bill does not require that
these terrorists provide complete infor-
mation on their networks so they could
be dismantled. And, lastly, the law
does not build in adequate monitoring
mechanisms to ensure that those who
have forsworn violence do not return to
their terrorist activities.

We must address these issues before
we authorize assistance to a process
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that could cost the U.S. taxpayer an
estimated $80 million over 3 years. The
Colombia and global climate change
amendments should have been made in
order so that Members would have had
the opportunity to debate and vote on
these important issues.

I urge my colleagues, therefore, to
vote ‘“‘no”’ on the rule.

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. CAPUANO).

Mr. CAPUANO. Mr. Speaker, today
we are failing the people of Darfur in
the Sudan.

In July of 2004, this Congress called
what is happening in Sudan a genocide.
In September of 2004, President Bush
said it was a genocide. There is no
place else on the face of the Earth
today that carries such a distinction.
But both the President and the Con-
gress have said there is genocide going
on.

The words we have spoken have not
stopped the government in Khartoum.
Four hundred thousand people have
died. Three and a half million people
are at risk.

Again, everything we have done so
far is words, very little action. We have
supported the African Union Mission,
assisting in the transport of troops and
providing funds, and we have helped
some of that. But it has been over a
year since the African Union began
their mission in Darfur, and nothing
has changed. There are currently only
2,600 troops in a region the size of
France with a plan for another 7,000
odd to be there later on this year. Plus
the mission does not even have a man-
date that includes the protection of ci-
vilians. We need troops there now. We
need the American Government to step
up now.

The U.S. has been generous in its
contributions in support of the AU and
humanitarian aid, but it is not enough.
The regime that runs Sudan is geno-
cidal, as stated by this Congress and
our President.
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We send incredibly mixed messages
to both the people of Sudan and the
people around the world when we say
there is genocide going on, we say it is
terrible, the people of Sudan are in-
flicting tremendous actions on their
own people; yet our own government,
the CIA, sends an executive jet to pick
up the head of the Khartoum intel-
ligence service who is seen by many to
be the architect of the genocide in
Darfur, and we fly him to Washington
for secret talks. What message does
that send?

We are failing the people of Darfur,
who continue to die. We need to stand
up. The amendments that were offered
yesterday should have been allowed so
that this Congress can make the deci-
sion whether to stand up or whether to
sit idly by while millions more die.
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Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 1
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I am very pleased to yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY),
my classmate and good friend.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to this restrictive
rule because it ignores, actually
blocks, the important issues and
amendments that we should be talking
about here and now, including my
amendment ensuring that the United
States lives up to its international
commitment to reduce and eventually
disarm its nuclear weapons stockpiles
and my amendment expressing the
need for a sensible, multilateral Amer-
ican response to terrorism, otherwise
known as SMART security. But most
important of all, this bill fails to in-
clude any Democratic amendments
that address the war in Iraq.

This critical issue should not be ne-
glected by a bill of this magnitude, a
bill that addresses and authorizes our
Nation’s international programs over
the next two fiscal years.

This authorization will not discuss
an amendment that I would have of-
fered calling on the President to de-
velop a plan for the withdrawal of U.S.
military forces from Iraq and to bring
that plan to the Congress. It also cov-
ers our responsibility to assist Iraq,
not through our military, but through
international humanitarian efforts, to
rebuild their war torn economic and
physical infrastructure.

Would the Republican leadership be-
lieve that we can wait two more years
to debate our role in Iraq, to debate
when we will bring our troops home?
We need to declare for the record that
we plan to leave Iraq. Unfortunately,
the rule before us today prevents us
from having this very important de-
bate. That is why I urge my colleagues
to vote against this unfair and restric-
tive rule and to support every effort to
plan to bring our troops home.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, as I said at the intro-
duction of this particular rule, this bill
covers a wide range of issues. As you
can see from the discussion we have
had so far, there are a wide range of
issues that are covered in this par-
ticular bill. That is why it is also re-
markable, one more time, that this
particular bill came through its com-
mittee in a uniquely bipartisan way, in
which there were hearings and then a
markup, over 62 amendments pre-
sented, bipartisan, discussed, and once
again with a bipartisan result were
submitted to us.

The committee process that we have
in the House is of a unique and su-
preme importance. Without trying to
make any Kind of value statement on
what is done on the other side of this
particular Capitol, former Senator
McCarthy of Minnesota once said that
the Senate has rules, but it does not
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matter because no one over there fol-
lows them.

We on the House side though, have an
orderly process in which to discuss
issues and bring them in a timely and
consistent manner, and the specifics of
those are the importance that we put
on the committee, and especially the
hearing process in the committee. It is
the committee process in which issues
of specifics as well as long-range im-
portance should be debated and dis-
cussed and allow that hearing process
to go forward, so that what is brought
to the floor becomes a significantly re-
fined model, and that therefore on the
floor we can narrow our process and
narrow our discussion into those par-
ticular areas and into certain par-
ticular areas.

This bill is still a significant issue. It
is a significant bill. It is a 2-year au-
thorization, and within that authoriza-
tion is a blueprint for the reform of the
State Department. It is significant
that that move forward, because we are
talking about how we fully authorize
and fully purport to have a well-bal-
anced and strong core of diplomatic
personnel representing us in every in-
stitution.

Within this bill are specific and im-
portant issues that fully authorize the
safety and security of that personnel.
Those are significant issues, and
though we may differ with specifics of
what is happening today, we must also
look to the fact that this bill deals
with long-term results, long-term
goals, long-term aspirations of our
State Department and our foreign pol-
icy.

Mr. Speaker, what I am trying to say
is this bill has had significant debate
on a wide variety of issues within the
committee process, and that is the way
the House tries to function, by also au-
thorizing 38, which is a majority of the
resolutions. Once again, the majority
of the amendments not offered were
taken away either from withdrawal or
from redundancy or from germaneness
issues.

But by authorizing 38 and providing a
process for that discussion means that,
once again, we are going to take these
issues in a wide range and a wide vari-
ety and move forward with those with
that type of discussion on the floor. My
only hope at this stage is that as a
floor, we can be as wise as the Com-
mittee on International Relations was
when they came up with a bipartisan
product and a 44-0 vote and presented
it here for our further considerations.

Hopefully we will maintain the same
kind of collegiality and standards that
particular committee did, because I
think it sets a standard and a goal for
us to try and emulate as we go through
with the floor discussion.

I am proud of the underlying bill and
I am proud of the rule because it pro-
vides the fair representation for this
bill as a continuation of the committee
process, but does not supplant the com-
mittee process, which is what we do
here on the House floor for an orderly
discussion of those particular issues.
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I am very tempted by
my friend on the Committee on Rules
that I serve with when he says we fol-
low these rules, this rule says waives
all points of order against consider-
ation of the bill in item 3; five, says
waives all points of order; eight, it says
waives all points of order. There is a
notwithstanding clause.

I want to know what part does the
gentleman see as following the rules.
The simple fact of the matter is we are
not going to be discussing Darfur, we
are not going to be discussing Colom-
bia, we are not going to be discussing
Haiti, and somewhere along the line we
could have done that under the rules.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to yield 3%
minutes to my good friend, the distin-
guished the gentlewoman from Illinois
(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY).

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for his leadership
and for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this restrictive rule. It prevents
the House from discussing our policy
toward the Andean region and Colom-
bia in particular in a serious way. Two
important amendments on these sub-
jects were offered by Democrats in the
Committee on Rules, and the Com-
mittee on Rules, in refusing to make
them in order for debate, has denied
Members the opportunity to address
these critical issues that were raised in
the amendments.

The gentlewoman from California
(Ms. LEE) offered an amendment that
would have required at least 40 percent
of Andean Counterdrug Initiative funds
to be dedicated for alternative eco-
nomic and social development in rural
areas, encouraging human rights and
protecting democratic institutions.

I guess the majority thinks this is
not a worthwhile discussion to have.
Clearly they are not interested in re-
sults or wise investment of our funds in
Colombia. As we know, despite billions
invested in the Andean region over the
last several years in a largely supply
side and military drug eradication pro-
gram, drug cultivation has gone up in
the Andean region and the availability
of cocaine in the United States has
gone virtually unchecked, with prices
low and products more potent than
ever.

The Republican Ileadership must
know this bill is more of the same, in-
stead of a balanced policy that would
provide some real results on the
ground.

The amendment of the gentleman
from Massachusetts’ (Mr. MCGOVERN)
amendment sought to place serious
conditions on any funding that goes
from the United States to the Colom-
bian paramilitary demobilization proc-
ess, just as the Senate did, so that
paramilitary and drug trafficking orga-
nizations are fully dismantled and the
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worst criminals, murderers and terror-
ists face real and tough prison sen-
tences.

By denying Members a chance to de-
bate the McGovern amendment, the
Republican leadership has made it
clear they are not serious about ensur-
ing those terrorists are brought to jus-
tice. Without the McGovern amend-
ment, this bill is toothless. It does
nothing to prevent U.S. dollars from
helping to set Colombia’s worst crimi-
nals free. Colombia’s deceptively
named ‘‘peace and justice law’ fails to
fully dismantle paramilitary organiza-
tions and threatens to let criminals off
the hook, and without more stringent
conditions, U.S. taxpayers should not
support what amounts to an allowance
for individuals implicated in drug traf-
ficking and murder.

The McGovern amendment would re-
place the House’s language, which au-
thorizes funds for the demobilization of
Colombia’s paramilitary organizations,
with the provisions adopted by the
Senate Committee on Appropriations.
Unlike the Senate provision, the House
bill carries with it no accountability to
the U.S. Congress or U.S. taxpayers for
how our money is spent.

We are talking about members of
paramilitary death squads that have
massacred Colombian civilians and
have trafficked drugs to our country. I
do not oppose Colombia’s efforts to ne-
gotiate with armed groups to foster
peace for its people. I want peace and
stability for Colombia. However, I do
object to U.S. dollars being used with
no strings attached in a process that
may lead to known Kkillers and
narcoterrorists going free without ade-
quate punishment.

So I suggest that our colleagues
make the following calculation: Do you
want U.S. taxpayer dollars to fund
drug traffickers and murderers? If not,
oppose the rule and demand a new one
that allows debate on these important
issues.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I
reserve my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I am very pleased to yield 3
minutes to my good friend the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. SLAUGH-
TER), the distinguished ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Rules.

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

Mr. Speaker, last night in the Com-
mittee on Rules I attempted to strike
an amendment that was put into this
bill that I believe does not belong
there. I believe it was inflammatory
and totally unnecessary. It implied
that those Americans who are con-
cerned about the conduct of the war
and talk about withdrawal are unpatri-
otic. Despite 60 percent of the Amer-
ican people being concerned about the
war, the majority refused to remove
this amendment from the bill.

Mr. Speaker, all Americans support
the troops in Iraq. They are our sons
and they are our daughters. We appre-
ciate their commitment, we honor
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their service and we do not need an-
other resolution to demonstrate that
appreciation. What we should do is live
up to our commitment to the troops.

Mr. Speaker, it is the Democrats that
have fought to raise the Veterans Ad-
ministration budget the $2 billion it
needs this year just to take care of the
wounded from Iraq. Think about that
for a moment. For what we spend on
the war a week, $2 billion, we could
take care of our wounded veterans for
a year. We care very much about that,
and that is how we honor our troops.

Mr. Speaker, Democrats in this
House have pushed that debate, and
again unsuccessfully, that our troops
are not well equipped, that we have not
given them the armored vehicles and
things they need to save their lives.
Now this leadership is going to use
rhetoric to try to further divide the
Nation. They would rather do that
than take care of the troops.

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, this rule
and particularly, as I mentioned, the
Ros-Lehtinen amendment is fear poli-
tics at its worst. The underlying mes-
sage the Republican leadership is send-
ing could not be clearer. It is this: If
you disagree with the policies of this
administration, you are un-American.
If you dare to question them, you will
hurt our troops in the field. If you ask
the tough questions, you are helping
the terrorists.

I feel compelled to advise my col-
leagues that this is a democracy. What
we need to do is defeat the previous
question and consider the Ros-
Lehtinen amendment separately as a
freestanding bill. The way it is written
now, there is no possibility even to
amend it. It is either up or down, shut
up or put up.

This is not the way we do things
here, and we are leaving out half the
population of this country who wants
us to debate the war. Once again, we
are attempting to cut out the voice of
the people here, and we will try on the
previous question to remove the Ros-
Lehtinen amendment from the bill and
immediately consider it later as a free-
standing bill, giving Members the op-
portunity to amend it.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I appreciate the debate that we have
heard so far. It has been very riveting
rhetoric that has gone on. Sometimes I
am a little bit surprised at it, as we are
told we cannot debate the things we
are debating.

In specific, if I could mention some-
thing about the Colombia policy,
which, once again, it was said we are
not going to be able to talk about, even
though we have, I think the United
States has a great record in what it has
been doing so far down there. We are
making progress. There is much to do,
but we are making progress.

0O 1245

There is already a 17 percent reduc-
tion in South American purity of her-
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oin that is coming from Colombia. Hos-
pital overdoses from that same issue
are down by one-third.

It is significant that that issue, that
issue that was brought up before was
debated in the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. They debated de-
mobilization of terrorists. They adopt-
ed two resolutions. The gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) presented a
resolution on this same issue that was
adopted that dealt with section 944 on
the issue, and it was about the demobi-
lization of Colombia, and it was passed
with bipartisan support in that par-
ticular committee.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. DELAHUNT) also had an issue that
dealt with Colombian tax policy. What
I am trying to emphasize is, once
again, we have had opportunity to dis-
cuss these issues in the committee
process, which is the appropriate proc-
ess. There will also be other opportuni-
ties to discuss this issue, not only here
but, again, in other areas.

I appreciate what the gentlewoman
from New York just said. On the issue
of Iraq, we have had a defense author-
ization bill as well as defense appro-
priations for 3 days. We have had the
opportunity to debate these particular
issues on the floor. There will also be
one other time to bring those positions
up. Whether the amendment is passed,
either for or against, that opportunity
will still be here.

These issues are before us; but, once
again, what we are trying to do with
this rule is what we are trying to do
with the House process, that is, to do
things in an orderly fashion so that the
bulk of these issues can be heard in the
committee and could go forward in the
committee where the true interaction
takes place in a much, much more spe-
cific way by those people who become
experts in this particular area.

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 15 seconds to the gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN).

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to point out to the gentleman that
when the Committee on International
Relations marked up the provisions on
the Colombia issues, this new law in
Colombia had not been passed yet. This
is since the markup in the committee.
So we are dealing with a new law that
may very well let go terrorists, Killers,
paramilitary leaders who have done
harm not only to Colombian citizens,
but to our citizens. So we need a debate
on Colombia.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I will be asking members to vote
“no”” on the previous question. If the
previous question is defeated, I will
amend the rule to allow the House to
consider the Ros-Lehtinen amendment
on Iraq as a separate, freestanding bill
with an open amendment process in-
stead of just another amendment to
this bill.
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Mr. Speaker, all of us in this House
have very strong opinions on the war in
Iraq. We also have many different
viewpoints on our Nation’s continued
role in that country. But regardless of
our individual positions on this con-
flict, we all support the courageous
men and women who put their lives on
the line every day.

Any vote on Iraq significantly im-
pacts these brave Americans and
should not be taken irresponsibly, and
it should not be taken for blatantly po-
litical purposes. The Ros-Lehtinen
amendment, which came to light only
yesterday when it was submitted to the
Committee on Rules, is a good example
of exploiting the current situation in
Iraq purely for partisan gain. The
original version of this amendment
submitted to the Committee on Rules
accused opponents of the President’s
plan, whatever that is, of supporting a
“cut-and-run” Iraq policy that is a
“‘craven surrender to terrorism.” This
inflammatory language has now been
removed, but it still appears that the
sole intention of this amendment is to
polarize Members of this House on a
crucial question of national security.

Under this rule, Members can only
vote up or down, take it or leave it,
with no opportunity for amendment or
any position except that of the amend-
ment’s author.

If we are going to discuss and vote on
the U.S. presence in Iraq, it deserves a
thorough and respectful debate. We
owe our brave young men and women
more than a divisive and meaningless
sense of Congress resolution.

Members should be aware that a
“no”” vote will not prevent consider-
ation of the Foreign Relations Author-
ization bill, and it will not affect any
of the other amendments that are in
order under this rule.

I urge Members to vote ‘“‘no’’ on the
previous question.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of my amend-
ment immediately prior to the vote on
the previous question.

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

There was no objection.

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

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BISHOP OF UTAH

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 1
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BISHOP of Utah:

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 2. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this resolution, (a) the amendments
by Representative Dreier of California, Rep-
resentative Crowley of New York, Represent-
ative King of Iowa, and Representative Rohr-
abacher of California at the desk at the time
of adoption of this resolution and numbered
3A, 18A, 21A, and 37A, shall be in order in
lieu of the amendments in part B of House
Report 109-175 and numbered 3, 18, 21, and 37,
respectively, and (b) the amendment num-
bered 2 in part B of House Report 109-175
shall be debatable for 20 minutes.
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Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, as
we continue on after the passage of
this rule, I am looking forward to an
hour of general debate, which will be as
riveting as what we have had dis-
cussing this particular rule.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, the rule we are
considering today commits a small but signifi-
cant act of principle over convenience: In addi-
tion to providing for the consideration of the
Foreign Relations bill, it firmly establishes the
precedent that this House will not consider
legislation on the floor if it exceeds the levels
established by the budget resolution. This
choice will not make us heroes; it will not win
us accolades in The Washington Post. But it
does show that we will stick to our budget dis-
ciplines, and | rise to commend Chairman
DREIER and the Rules Committee for this very
important decision.

By way of explanation: As originally reported
by the Committee on International Affairs, the
bill increases mandatory spending by $103
million over 5 years. Specifically, the bill as re-
ported would allow the State Department to
automatically spend leftover funds on other
purposes without further legislative action. Tra-
ditionally these transfers are subject to appro-
priations. But the reported bill eliminated that
requirement. As a result, the bill converted dis-
cretionary spending to mandatory at a time
when we are trying to restrain mandatory
spending.

This increase in mandatory spending
breaches the spending limit, or “allocation,”
established for the IR Committee in the budget
resolution. In technical terms, this violates sec-
tion 302(f) of the Budget Act, which precludes
the House from considering a bill that exceeds
the 302(a) allocation of the committee that re-
ported the bill.

Now, the Rules Committee could have let
this slide: The rule could simply have waived
the Budget Act restriction, and let the author-
izing committee fix the problem through a floor
amendment. After all, many will say it wasn’t
really a large amount of money to worry
about—and hardly anyone would have noticed
anyway.

While that step might have fixed the prob-
lem with this particular bill, it would have done
it the wrong way. The principle underlying the
congressional budget process is that we
should not consider bills on this floor until they
comply with spending limits established in the
budget resolution. In other words, the burden
is on the committee reporting the bill to com-
ply with the budget before the measure
reaches the floor. If compliance were left to a
floor amendment or a subsequent point of
order, it would cost budgetary commitment to
the winds of the moment—which is no com-
mitment at all. Chairman DREIER and the
Rules Committee have shown the appropriate
kind of leadership: They have upheld this im-
portant principle of fiscal discipline.

Once again, | commend Chairman DREIER
and the Rules Committee for enforcing the
budget resolution and upholding the integrity
of the budget process. We may not win any
medals for this; we won’t get to brag about it
to Chris Matthews on Hardball. But this is the
right thing to do, and that should be all the
reason we need. This is an excellent rule and
merits all of our support.

The material previously referred to
by Mr. HASTINGS of Florida is as fol-
lows:

SEC. 2. Notwithstanding any provision of
this resolution, amendment numbered 38 in
House Report 109-175 shall not be in order.

SEC. 3. That immediately upon disposition
of H.R. 2601 the Speaker shall declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of a bill proposing to add a
new section 1111 as contemplated in amend-
ment numbered 38 in House Report 109-175.
the first reading of the bill shall be dispensed
with. All points of order against consider-
ation of the bill are waived. General debate
shall be confined to the bill and shall not ex-
ceed one hour equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on International Rela-
tions. After general debate the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the five-
minute rule. The bill shall be considered as
read. At the conclusion of consideration of
the bill for amendment the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such further amendments as may have been
adopted. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

SEC. 4. If the Committee of the Whole rises
and reports that it has come to no resolution
on the bill, then on the next legislative day
the House shall, immediately after the third
daily order of business under clause 1 of rule
XIV, resolve into the Committee of the
Whole for further consideration of the bill.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield back the balance of my time, and
I move the previous question on the
amendment and on the resolution.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I have a parliamentary in-
quiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I do need to have an expla-
nation. I am not familiar with this
process, and I do not know whether
there has been an agreement reached,
and I am trying to learn the answer to
that.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Utah has moved the pre-
vious question, both on the amendment
and on the resolution.

The question is on ordering the pre-
vious question on the amendment and
the resolution.

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. 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.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 9 of rule XX, the
Chair will reduce to 5 minutes the min-
imum time for electronic voting, if or-
dered, on the question of adoption of
the amendment and the resolution.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 226, nays
196, not voting 11, as follows:

Evi-
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Aderholt
AKkin
Alexander
Bachus
Baker
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Bass
Beauprez
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Boustany
Bradley (NH)
Brady (TX)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Castle
Chabot
Chocola
Coble
Cole (OK)
Conaway
Cox
Crenshaw
Cubin
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis (KY)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
DeLay
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Doolittle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
English (PA)
Everett
Feeney
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick (PA)
Flake
Foley
Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gibbons

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boren
Boswell
Boucher

[Roll No. 383]

YEAS—226

Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Goode
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall
Harris
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hensarling
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Hunter
Hyde
Inglis (SC)
Issa
Jenkins
Jindal
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marshall
McCaul (TX)
McCotter
McCrery
McHenry
McHugh
McKeon
McMorris
Melancon
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Murphy
Musgrave
Myrick
Neugebauer
Ney

NAYS—196

Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carson
Case
Chandler
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Conyers
Cooper
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Northup
Norwood
Nunes
Nussle
Osborne
Otter

Oxley

Paul

Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts

Platts

Poe

Pombo
Porter
Price (GA)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reynolds
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Saxton
Schwarz (MI)
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Sodrel
Souder
Stearns
Sullivan
Tancredo
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Turner
Upton
Walden (OR)
Walsh
Wamp
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Costa
Costello
Cramer
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
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Doyle Lipinski Ruppersberger
Edwards Lofgren, Zoe Rush
Emanuel Lowey Ryan (OH)
Engel Lynch Sabo
Eshoo Maloney Salazar
Etheridge Markey Sanchez, Linda
Evans Matheson T.
Farr Matsui Sanchez, Loretta
Fattah McCarthy Sanders
Filner McCollum (MN) Schakowsky
Ford McDermott Schiff
Frank (MA) McGovern Schwartz (PA)
Gonzalez McInltyre Scott (GA)
Gordon McKinney Scott (VA)
Green, Al McNulty Serrano
Green, Gene Meehan Sherman
Grijalva Meek (FL) Skelton
Gutierrez Meeks (NY) Slaughter
ghter

Harman Menendez Smith (WA)
Hastings (FL) Michaud Snyder
Herseth Millender- Solis
Higgins McDonald
Hinchey Miller (NO) Spratt
Holden Miller, George Sta}"k
Holt Mollohan Strickland
Honda Moore (KS) Stupak
Hooley Moore (WI) Tanner
Hoyer Moran (VA) Tauscher
Inslee Murtha Taylor (MS)
Israel Nadler Thompson (CA)
Jackson (IL) Napolitano Thompson (MS)
Jackson-Lee Neal (MA) Tierney

(TX) Oberstar Towns
Jefferson Obey Udall (CO)
Johnson, E. B. Olver Udall (NM)
Kanjorski Ortiz Van Hollen
Kaptur Owens Velazquez
Kennedy (RI) Pallone Visclosky
Kildee Pascrell Wasserman
Kilpatrick (MI) Pastor Schultz
Kind Pelosi Waters
Kucinich Peterson (MN) Watson
Langevin Pomeroy Watt
Lantos Price (NC) Waxman
Larsen (WA) Rahall Weiner
Larson (CT) Rangel Wexler
Lee Ross Woolsey
Levin Rothman Wu
Lewis (GA) Roybal-Allard Wynn

NOT VOTING—11
Becerra Hulshof Pearce
Brown (SC) Istook Reyes
Frelinghuysen Jones (OH) Sweeney
Hinojosa Payne
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Messrs. SALAZAR, McDERMOTT,

STUPAK, TAYLOR of Mississippi and
KENNEDY of Rhode Island changed
their vote from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”

Mr. EVERETT and Mr. MARIO DIAZ-
BALART of Florida changed their vote
from ‘“‘nay’’ to ‘“‘yea.”

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Utah (Mr. BISHOP).

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution, as
amended.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. 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 228, noes 190,
not voting 15, as follows:

Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Bachus
Baker
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Bass
Beauprez
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Boustany
Bradley (NH)
Brady (TX)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Cardoza
Carter
Castle
Chabot
Chocola
Coble
Cole (OK)
Conaway
Cox
Crenshaw
Cubin
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis (KY)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
DeLay
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Doolittle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
English (PA)
Everett
Feeney
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick (PA)
Flake
Foley
Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gibbons

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boren
Boswell

[Roll No. 384]

AYES—228

Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Goode
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall
Harris
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hensarling
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inglis (SC)
Issa
Jenkins
Jindal
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
McCaul (TX)
McCotter
McCrery
McHenry
McHugh
McKeon
McMorris
Meeks (NY)
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Murphy
Musgrave
Myrick
Neugebauer
Ney
Northup

NOES—190

Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carnahan
Carson
Case
Chandler
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Conyers
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Norwood
Nunes
Nussle

Obey
Osborne
Otter

Oxley

Paul

Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts

Platts

Poe

Pombo
Porter
Price (GA)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reynolds
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Saxton
Schwarz (MI)
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Sodrel
Souder
Stearns
Sullivan
Tancredo
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Turner
Upton
Walden (OR)
Walsh
Wamp
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Cooper
Costa
Costello
Cramer
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dingell
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Doggett Lewis (GA) Ruppersberger
Doyle Lipinski Rush
Edwards Lofgren, Zoe Ryan (OH)
Emanuel Lowey Sabo
Engel Lynch Salazar
Etheridge Maloney Sanchez, Linda
Evans Markey T.
Farr Marshall Sanchez, Loretta
Fattah Matheson Sanders
Filner Matsui Schakowsky
Ford McCarthy Schiff
Frank (MA) McCollum (MN) Schwartz (PA)
Gonzalez McDermott Scott (GA)
Gordon McGovern Scott (VA)
Green, Al McKinney N
Green, Gene McNulty :ﬁiﬁgﬁn
Grijalva Meek (FL) Skelton
Gutierrez Melancon Slaughter
Harman Menendez Smith (WA)
Hastings (FL) Michaud Snyder
Herseth Millender- Solis
Higgins McDonald
Hinchey Miller (NO) Spratt
Holden Miller, George Sta}"k
Holt Mollohan Strickland
Honda Moore (KS) Stupak
Hooley Moore (WI) Tanner
Hoyer Moran (VA) Tauscher
Inslee Murtha Taylor (MS)
Israel Nadler Thompson (CA)
Jackson (IL) Napolitano Thompson (MS)
Jackson-Lee Neal (MA) Tierney

(TX) Oberstar Towns
Jefferson Olver Udall (CO)
Johnson, E. B. Ortiz Udall (NM)
Kanjorski Owens Van’ Hollen
Kaptur Pallone Velazquez
Kennedy (RI) Pascrell Visclosky
Kildee Pastor Wasserman
Kilpatrick (MI) Pelosi Schultz
Kind Peterson (MN) Watson
Kucinich Pomeroy Watt
Langevin Price (NC) Waxman
Lantos Rahall Weiner
Larsen (WA) Rangel Wexler
Larson (CT) Ross Woolsey

Lee Rothman Wu

Levin Roybal-Allard Wynn
NOT VOTING—15

Becerra Hinojosa Payne

Brown (SC) Istook Pearce

Dicks Jones (OH) Reyes

Eshoo McIntyre Sweeney
Frelinghuysen Meehan Waters
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So the resolution, as amended, was

agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

——————

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, on Tuesday,
July 19, 2005, | was unable to cast my floor
vote on rollcall Nos. 383 and 384. The votes
| missed included ordering the previous ques-
tion on the amendment and on agreeing to H.
Res. 365, providing for consideration of H.R.
2601 to authorize appropriations for the De-
partment of State for the fiscal years 2006 and
2007, and for other purposes.

Had | been present, | would have voted
“no” on both rollcall votes 383 and 384.

———

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 2601.

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

There was no objection.
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