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regular breast cancer screenings for
high risk women and women over 40 is
absolutely crucial. I was pleased that
last year the National Institutes of
Health joined me and others in recog-
nizing the importance of annual
screening of women over 40, and the
availability and affordability of mam-
mography and other promising detec-
tion techniques continues to increase.

So today, I join my colleagues and all
Americans in celebrating those who
have won the battle against breast can-
cer. We salute and celebrate their cour-
age, optimism, and often selfless com-
mitment to help those newly diagnosed
to overcome the challenges that lay
ahead. Mr. President, these individuals
are not just survivors, they are beacons
of inspiration and hope for all of us.
With the heart and spirit of these sur-
vivors leading our way, I know that we
will eventually win and conquer this
disease. That will be the best Sur-
vivors’ Day of all®

———

VIOLENT AND REPEAT JUVENILE
OFFENDER ACT OF 1997

e Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the re-
cent shootings outside a school in
Jonesboro, Arkansas, that left four
young students and a teacher dead and
scores of others wounded in both body
and mind are shocking. Just over the
last few months, we have seen deadly
shootings carried out by juveniles in
rural communities in XKentucky, in
Mississippi and now in Arkansas.
Clearly, juvenile crime is not just an
urban problem. These shootings leave
scars on the loved ones of those killed
and injured and on the communities in-
volved that take a long time to heal.

We may never fully comprehend how
such crimes against children could be
executed by other children. But one
thing should be clear: The issue of ju-
venile crime should not be used for
cheap grandstanding or short-sighted
political gain. We need to find con-
structive approaches to this problem
that builds upon past successes and re-
spects the proper roles of State, local
and Federal authorities.

In the last session, and again at the
beginning of this session, I have spoken
about the need to address the nation’s
juvenile crime problem on a bipartisan
basis. Politicizing the juvenile crime
problem does a disservice to the citi-
zens in this country who want con-
structive responses.

I have spoken about the need to ad-
dress the flaws in the juvenile crime
bill, S. 10, which the Judiciary Com-
mittee voted on last summer. In floor
statements and in the extensive minor-
ity views included in the Committee
report, I have outlined those areas in
which this bill needs significant im-
provement.

In short, the bill reported by the
Committee to the Senate would man-
date massive changes in the juvenile
justice systems in each of our States,
and it would invite an influx of juve-
nile cases in Federal courts around the
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country. The repercussions of this leg-
islation would be severe for any State
seeking federal juvenile justice assist-
ance. The bill also removes core pro-
tections that have been in pace for 25
years to keep juvenile offenders out of
adult jails and away from the harmful
influences of seasoned adult criminals.

The need for significant improve-
ments to this bill is no secret. Vir-
tually every editorial board to consider
the bill has reached the same conclu-
sion. Just in recent days, the Philadel-
phia Inquirer concluded that the bill
“is fatally flawed and should be re-
jected.” On Monday, March 23, the Los
Angeles Times described the bill as
“peppered with ridiculous poses and
penalties’” and taking a ‘‘rigid, coun-
terproductive approach.”” The Chat-
tanooga Times, on March 14, labeled
the bill ‘“‘misguided” with ‘“‘flaws so
far-reaching that the bill requires sub-
stantial surgery.” The Houston Chron-
icle, on March 10, observed that this
bill “‘at the very least, needs serious re-
thinking.” The Legal Times, on March
2, called S. 10 ‘‘the crime bill no one
likes.” The St. Petersburg Times, on
February 23, described the bill as ‘‘an
amalgam of bad and dangerous ideas.”
A February 10 opinion piece in the Bal-
timore Sun described S. 10 as a ‘‘rad-
ical’” and ‘‘aberrant bill.”

The criticisms leveled at S. 10 are,
unfortunately, well-deserved. Con-
sequently, eight months after this bill
was voted out of Committee, the Com-
mittee held a belated hearing on some
of the new controversial mandates in
the bill. At that hearing, on March 9,
Senator SESSIONS announced a number
of changes that he planned to make to
the new juvenile record-keeping and
fingerprinting mandates in the bill. I
had recommended a number of these
changes during Judiciary Committee
mark-up of the bill, and I am pleased
that, finally, my cautions are being
heeded.

I will be glad to see removed the re-
quirement of photographing every ju-
venile upon arrest for an act that
would have been a felony if committed
by an adult, and the new fingerprinting
and record-keeping mandates limited
to felony acts that occur in the future.

I continue to oppose the imposition
of these new requirements as man-
dates. These mandates will cost States
more to implement than they can hope
to receive in federal assistance. Those
who believe that $2560 million over 5
years, or $560 million per year, will be
sufficient to pay for the record-keeping
mandates in S. 10 have not studied the
comprehensive report recently released
by the National Center for Juvenile
Justice and that the bill, as currently
drafted, would cost the states far more
than that, especially through its new
fingerprinting and record-keeping man-
dates.

Many of the States are way ahead of
the federal government in finding inno-
vative ways to address juvenile crime
and need resource assistance, and not
bullying, from Washington. They need
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help to do what they decide is the right
balance.

While it is a better practice to hold
hearings and examine issues before leg-
islation is voted on and reported out of
committee, I look forward to working
with Senators HATCH and SESSIONS to
improve this package, now that the bill
has been reported but finds itself off
the main track and stalled on a siding.
I again urge the sponsors of this legis-
lation not to politicize the important
issue of juvenile crime but to work in
an open, fair and bipartisan way to
make S. 10 a better bill that will truly
do what we all say we want it do to:
Reduce youth crime.®

———
ASYLUM

e Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my concerns about
the implementation of the immigra-
tion laws that Congress passed in 1996,
since we are fast approaching an im-
portant deadline. Today is the deadline
for those immigrants who have lived in
the United States for one year who
wish to apply for political asylum.

The concerns I raised and shared dur-
ing the debate on the 1996 Immigration
bill are even more relevant today. Peo-
ple who have the most credible asylum
claims—those under threat of retalia-
tion, those suffering physical or mental
disability, possibly as a result of tor-
ture they endured in their home coun-
try—may find themselves barred from
ever applying for asylum if they miss
this deadline.

To protect those who flee persecution
and abuse and seek refuge in the
United States, the INS should, at the
very least, promulgate a final rule that
includes the broad ‘‘good cause’ excep-
tions from the Senate-passed version of
the 1996 immigration law. Senators
KENNEDY, FEINGOLD, and I sent a letter
on February 12, 1998 to INS urging that
the final rule include the Senate’s
more expansive definition of ‘‘good
cause’” exceptions for missing that
deadline.

The INS should not issue regulations
that might exclude the very applicants
that the concept of asylum was meant
to include. For this reason, our letter
urges INS to promulgate a final rule
that adopts the Senate’s entire defini-
tion of ‘‘good cause’ for missing the
one-year filing deadline:

“Good cause’” may include, but is not lim-
ited to, [1] circumstances that changed after
the applicant entered the United States and
that are relevant to the applicant’s eligi-
bility for asylum; [2] physical or mental dis-
abilities; [3] threats of retribution against
the applicant’s relatives abroad; [4] attempts
to file affirmatively that were unsuccessful
because of technical defects; [5] efforts to
seek asylum that were delayed by the tem-
porary unavailability of professional assist-
ance; [6] the illness or death of the appli-
cant’s legal representative; or [7] other ex-
tenuating circumstances as determined by
the Attorney General. [Section 193 of Senate
bill; *numbers added for reference].

Mr. President, the very least our
country should offer these victims of
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