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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. SHAW).

———

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
June 23, 2004.

I hereby appoint the Honorable E. CLAY
SHAW, Jr. to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

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

———

PRAYER

The Reverend Dr. Jack Davidson,
Pastor, Redeemer Lutheran Church,
Lancaster, Ohio, offered the following
prayer:

Almighty and Gracious God, as we
begin this new day, we seek Your for-
giveness and blessing. As Creator and
Governor of all, we pray that You will
protect our country from all harm and
attack. Restrain the plans of those who
would do us evil. Change the hearts of
our enemies that we may live with
them in peace. Give to those who pro-
tect us the wisdom to defeat the plans
of our enemies so that the people of
this Nation will live in unity and
peace.

Bless all those in service of our coun-
try. Endow our leaders with wisdom
and knowledge, that by Your power,
they will make God-pleasing decisions
for the welfare of our citizens; through
Jesus Christ Your Son Our Lord, who
lives and reigns with You and the Holy
Spirit, one God, world without end.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the

last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

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

Mr. ROSS led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———————

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

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

H.R. 4589. An act to reauthorize the Tem-
porary Assistance for Needy Families block
grant program through September 30, 2004,
and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate has passed a joint resolution of
the following title in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested:

S.J. Res. 33. Joint resolution expressing
support for freedom in Hong Kong.

————————

WELCOMING THE REVEREND DR.
JOHN C. DAVIDSON

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

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize this morning’s hon-
ored guest chaplain, Dr. John C. David-
son, who serves as the pastor of the Re-
deemer Lutheran Church in Lancaster,
Ohio.

Dr. Davidson has been an ordained
minister for 22 years and has faithfully

served his parish and the Lancaster
community during that time. He has
earned two master’s degrees and a doc-
torate degree from the Concordia Theo-
logical Seminary located in Fort
Wayne, Indiana, and St. Louis, Mis-
souri.

In addition to his parish duties, Dr.
Davidson also serves as second vice
chairman of the Lutheran Church-Mis-
souri Synod, where he provides gov-
erning assistance to 172 congregations
located in Ohio and portions of West
Virginia and Kentucky.

Dr. Davidson is also known as a com-
munity leader. He serves as chaplain
for the Charity Newsies in Fairfield
County and the Fairfield County Cor-
oner.

On the personal side, Dr. Davidson
and his wife, Luann, have been married
for 22 years and are blessed with four
beautiful children, Rachel, Emily, An-
drew, and Mark.

Dr. Davidson is an uplifting minister
who is loved by his family and is well
respected by the Lancaster community
and the members of the Redeemer Lu-
theran Church.

As Ohio’s Seventh District Congress-
man, I would like to take this oppor-
tunity to publicly recognize Dr. David-
son for his commitment to the church
and his community over the years. His
many contributions to the spiritual
growth of central Ohio are noteworthy,
and I thank him for his service.

SPENDING RESTRAINT

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

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker,
$164 billion of new Federal spending
took place between 2001 and 2003, unre-
lated to defense and the events of 9/11.
We are borrowing to spend, and we
need to bring spending under control or
we put future generations, our children
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and grandchildren, at risk with no hope
of paying off this debt. We dem-
onstrated that in 1998 with the bal-
anced budget showing fiscal responsi-
bility, but years of surpluses has
sparked a spending spree that does not
stop when the money runs out.

Alan Greenspan warned Congress
that we must restrain spending. He
said this last summer: “I would like to
see the restoration of PAYGO and dis-
cretionary caps which essentially will
restrain the expanse of the deficit and
indeed ultimately contain it.”

I urge my colleagues to heed Green-
span’s remarks and to have the oppor-
tunity to reign in spending and update
the budget process.

———

RESTORE BUDGET CUTS TO
VETERANS PROGRAMS

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

Mr. ROSS. Mr. Speaker, on the 4th of
July our Nation will celebrate its 228th
birthday. On this day, we will remem-
ber how our Founding Fathers dedi-
cated their lives to honor the novel
ideas of liberty, equality, and democ-
racy.

Today, our brave men and women in
uniform exemplify the spirit, sacrifice,
and commitment of the American peo-
ple to securing freedom and democracy
throughout the world, and our veterans
are living examples of the ideals of our
Founding Fathers.

Unfortunately, there are some in
Congress who actually want to cut
funding for our veterans. House Repub-
licans passed a budget this year that
slashes funding for veterans health
care by $1 billion, and President Bush’s
2006 budget is expected to include an-
other $900 million in cuts for veterans
health care.

Mr. Speaker, we promised our vet-
erans health care for life, not health
care someday. I urge my colleagues in
Congress to restore these cuts to our
veterans programs.

Our veterans are truly America’s
greatest generation, and this Congress
should honor them.

————

ONE-YEAR ANNIVERSARY OF THE
JOBS AND GROWTH ACT OF 2003

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

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, 1 year ago
today, President Bush signed into law
the Jobs and Growth Tax Relief Rec-
onciliation Act of 2003, enabling Amer-
ican workers, families, and businesses
to keep more of their own money and
laying a foundation for economic
growth and job creation now and for
years to come.

Eleven million individuals and fami-
lies will receive an average tax cut of
$1,5600; 49 million married couples will
have an average tax cut of $2,600.
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The President’s tax relief is helping
American job seekers. Unemployment
has fallen to 5.6, the lowest average un-
employment rate of the 1970s, 1980s,
and 1990s. In my State of Florida, un-
employment is at 4.7, showing jobs are
being created and people are working.

The President’s tax relief is helping
the budget of America’s families, in-
creasing disposable income, allowing
them to buy the things they need for
their families and their homes. And the
President’s tax relief is helping Amer-
ica’s businesses. The stock market is
up 18 percent, increasing America’s
capital base by more than $2 trillion.

All in all, this is working, jobs are
growing, the economy is strong. We sa-
lute the President for his leadership.

———
NO MORE JUDGMENT CALLS

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

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, Deputy
Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz
testified before Congress yesterday
that he did not plan or expect an insur-
gency in Iraq. This observation, from
one of the war’s architects, whose
record includes ridiculing former Gen-
eral of the Army, General Shinseki, by
saying his troop estimate was ‘“‘way off
the mark.” Now there are 150,000 Amer-
icans in the Iraqi theater.

He said that Iraqi oil would pay for
reconstruction. U.S. taxpayers have
been tabbed $20 billion to rebuild Iraq.

Secretary Wolfowitz could not re-
member how many troops had been
killed in Iraq. At that point he guessed
about 500. In fact, there had been 734 at
the time. He was off by 30 percent.

Now he says he could not com-
prehend and did not plan for an Iraqi
insurgency.

How many times do you have to be
wrong in this administration and still
have your job? Maybe Ahmed Chalabi
did not tell him to plan for insurgency.
Now he is telling us that our stay in
Iraq could last years.

With a record like that, Mr.
Wolfowitz, do not give us any more of
your judgment calls.

————

ARCHIMEDES CLUB FAMILY BOAT
WEEKEND

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
would like to recognize the Archimedes
Club, especially its chairman, Doron
Zilbershtein. This wonderful organiza-
tion in my South Florida district will
be holding its first annual boat race
hosted by the Coconut Grove Sailing
Club.

This event will allow selected fami-
lies, teamed up with underprivileged
families, to spend time together build-
ing boats that they will race to the fin-
ish line.
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The Archimedes Club has shown an
unwavering dedication to the commu-
nity by developing character traits and
social skills through boating activities.
Its members will be donating their
time and boating knowledge the week-
end of July 23 to give water sports fans
the opportunity to participate in chal-
lenging competitions.

The Archimedes Club plans to build
on this race and to donate the boats
that are built to other communities
around Florida. This act shows the un-
selfish and unwavering commitment of
the Archimedes Club to help others,
and it does not stop at the local level.

For the sincere concern and the out-
standing dedication to underprivileged
families, I congratulate the Archi-
medes Club for all it has done. The
members will inspire many more citi-
zens to follow in their steps.

———

MOUNTAIN OF DEBT FOR FUTURE
GENERATIONS

(Mr. DEFAZIO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I was
pleased to hear one of my Republican
colleagues precede me and talk about
the impact of the debt, the growing
deficit and the debt. I wish that the
folks downtown were listening.

DIicKk CHENEY, Vice President DICK
CHENEY, has declared that deficits do
not matter. In fact, he now wants to
send the result of this growing moun-
tain of debt to an undisclosed location
by hiding the fact that the United
States of America is about to exceed
its $7.3 trillion debt limit. For the sec-
ond time in Bush’s brief 3% years in of-
fice, Congress is going to have to in-
crease the debt limit of the country, a
burden that will be passed on for the
next 30 to 50 years for future genera-
tions of Americans. Now they want to
do it in a stealth manner, by attaching
some vague language to a defense bill
in the hope that they will not have to
take a vote on the product of what
they have created here, which is an-
other couple of trillion dollars of debt
for the American people.

They should at least have the cour-
age and the honesty of their convic-
tions and bring up the debt limit on
the floor of the House and vote on it so
people can see the product of their eco-
nomic and tax policies, which is a
mountain of debt for future genera-
tions.

———

JOHN KERRY SHOULD APOLOGIZE
FOR VIETNAM TESTIMONY

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

marks.)
Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, this week,
the Vietnamese Government has

weighed in on the Iraqi prison scandal,
but the official Communist Vietnamese
news agency is not citing the Geneva
Conventions or the U.N.; it is citing
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testimony given by JOHN KERRY in 1971
in condemning our troops.

Mr. KERRY testified that American
soldiers from top to bottom committed
human rights violations, ‘‘cutting off
ears, murder, rape, destruction,” et
cetera. The problem is, he relied on re-
ports by a group of supposed Vietnam
veterans who were not what they
seemed. They claimed to be former
Vietnam veterans. They were not.
They were frauds. They were out only
to discredit the military and our coun-
try.

But JOoHN KERRY never repudiated or
apologized for his statements. Instead,
he has excused his behavior to youth.
Now his misleading, inaccurate, hate-
ful words are being used by a govern-
ment with an atrocious human rights
record against the United States.

That was a difficult time in our his-
tory. Passion and tensions were high.
Whatever one’s opinion of Vietnam,
our troops suffered because of this kind
of false witness to their efforts in Viet-
nam; and as a Vietnam veteran, I think
Mr. KERRY should apologize once and
for all and disavow those statements as
false before other nations decide to use
them.

——————

SAUDI ARABIAN ANTI-SEMITISM

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

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
this morning to speak out against the
continued pattern of anti-Semitism
and racism by the Saudi royal family.

Last month, Crown Prince Abdullah
was quoted as telling Saudi television
that ‘‘Zionists” were behind the May 1
attack on contractors at the Saudi oil
facility in Yanbu. The Crown Prince
was also quoted in a story appearing in
a Saudi newspaper as saying, ‘“‘Our
country is targeted; you know who is
behind all of this. It is Zionism.”

Enough is enough.
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This is not the first time I have come
to the floor to protest hatred ema-
nating from the kingdom. It is the first
time that I have come to the floor to
protest the scapegoating of Israel and
the Jewish people when, in fact, it was
Saudi radicals who perpetrated these
attacks. And it is not the first time
that I have spoken of the danger of
fueling the fires of religious extremism
and hatred.

The irony is that it is the Saudis who
have exported their homegrown terror-
ists throughout the world and have fi-
nanced these murders for over 20 years.
Only now when their own terrorists
have turned back against the Saudi
Royal Family are they remotely con-
cerned with anything about terrorism.

Continually spreading and advancing
of hateful and anti-Semitic rhetoric
only provides ammunition who those
who would support and condemn ter-
rorism. Enough is enough. The Saudis
have to stop.
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VOTE YES ON THE SPENDING
CONTROL ACT

(Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida asked and was given permission to
address the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida. Mr. Speaker, for years, the Demo-
crats have offered a simple approach to
the American economy: Increased
taxes on the hard working American
people. For starters, we voted down
three proposals by the Democrats dur-
ing the debate on the budget. Each
would have raised taxes by over its $00
billion minimum to the American peo-
ple.

Last year Republicans rejected
Democrats’ alternatives to major legis-
lation that would have added almost $1
trillion to the deficit, Mr. Speaker.
Now I understand that they may be
proposing a resolution to the floor call-
ing for billions and billions of dollars
of, again, increased taxes to the hard
working American people.

I hope, and this week we should have
a chance, to reign in spending by vot-
ing in favor of the Spending Control
Act and some amendments to that Act.

As a member of the Committee on
the Budget, Mr. Speaker, I have heard
endless rhetoric by our friends the
Democrats about the deficit, but at the
end of the day, all they propose is more
spending and more taxes. If they are
serious, Mr. Speaker, about reducing
the deficit, then they will join us vot-
ing yes on the Spending Control Act.

—————

STOP THE CUTS IN VETERANS’
HEALTH CARE

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

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, as we ap-
proach the 4th of July, I rise in sharp
disagreement with the priorities of this
administration for our veterans. Amer-
icans everywhere will tell you that we
owe our Nation’s veterans a huge debt
of gratitude. We must fulfill the prom-
ises we have made to them. During a
time when hundreds of thousands of
our troops stand in harm’s way, we cer-
tainly must live up to our commit-
ments to veterans. They deserve the
very best health care our Nation can
provide.

I believe all of us in Congress feel the
same way, but why, then, will no one
from the other side stand up to reject
the Bush administration’s plan to cut
900 million from veterans health care
next year after the election? That is
another massive cut coming on top of
the budget that already underfunds
veterans’ health care by $1 billion.

Mr. Speaker, our veterans do not de-
serve this and they cannot afford it. I
urge my colleagues to demand the
Bush administration to stop the cuts in
veterans health care.
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AMERICAN FAMILY BUDGET ACT

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

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, the ques-
tion on the hearts and minds of mil-
lions of Americans was expressed last
week on the editorial pages of the Wall
Street Journal. Will Republicans step
up to control spending? In an age
where we have seen an extraordinary
increase in non-defense discretionary
spending, as a conservative member of
this institution, it is my honest hope
that we will answer in the affirmative
to that question.

And thanks to the leadership of the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN),
the gentleman from California (Mr.
Cox), the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
HENSARLING) and the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. CHOCOLA) with the Amer-
ican Family Budget Act Congress is
poised to do just that.

Tomorrow we will consider the first
major budget process reform in 3 dec-
ades on Capitol Hill. And their initia-
tives will be a part of the amendments.
But some now are considering not even
bringing budget process reform to the
floor.

And I rise today to say, Mr. Speaker,
that we must today answer the ques-
tion in the affirmative. Will Repub-
licans step up and control spending? To
answer yes, Republicans must bring
spending reform to the floor tomorrow.
Debate it, amend it, and say yes to the
American people that fiscal discipline
is alive and well in the House of Rep-
resentatives and in this Republican
majority.

———

JOBS ARE COMING BACK IN OUR
ECONOMY

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

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
in this very negative bitter political
year, we hear a lot of negative stories.
I want to talk about something that is
good that is happening in America, and
that is jobs are coming back in our
economy.

If you take a look at what is hap-
pening in this economy, our U.S. econ-
omy is growing at the fastest rate it
has grown in 20 years. We have added
1.4 million jobs in economy since last
August alone.

In my home State of Wisconsin,
where we are so dependent on manufac-
turing jobs, we are seeing a great re-
covery in manufacturing. Over 3,000
jobs just last month alone in high paid
manufacturing jobs, almost 12,000 jobs
in total alone last month in the State
of Wisconsin.

So what is happening is the tax cuts
that passed a year ago, the good eco-
nomic policies that have been put in
place, the seeds that were planted are
bearing fruit and we are now on the
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road to an economic recovery. Yes, ev-
eryone who lost a job has not yet found
one, but the good news is the fastest
growth in 20 years, over a million jobs
created within a year, we are on record
pace to earn back and build back the
jobs that we lost and that is good news
for America.

———

THE AMERICAN ECONOMY IS
STRONG

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

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I have
noted with interest that some promi-
nent Democrats have decided that part
of their election strategy is apparently
to scare the American people into be-
lieving that the economy is weak.

I hate to rain on their parade, but
here are some numbers: Inflation is at
record lows; interest rates have been at
record lows; real GDP has grown 5 per-
cent during the last four quarters, the
fastest annual rate in almost 20 years;
the unemployment rate is 5.6 percent,
which is lower than the 30 year histor-
ical average. Real disposal personal in-
come increased at 4.9 percent annual
rate in the first quarter of 2004.

Mr. Speaker, it sounds to me like
some of our colleagues on the other
side of the aisle, including the pre-
sumptive nominee for President, have
apparently failed to do their home-
work. I, for one, do not think the vot-
ers are going to be impressed by this
nonsense.

——————

THE REAL RECORD ON ECONOMIC
GROWTH

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

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to set the record straight on the eco-
nomic outlook in America and in my
home State of Michigan. Let us look at
the facts. Real GDP has grown 5 per-
cent during the last four quarters, the
fastest annual growth in almost 20
years. Inflation remains low, produc-
tivity has grown at the fastest 3-year
rate in 40 years. Business investment
surged 12% percent in the last four
quarters. Industrial production saw its
largest quarterly increase in nearly 4
years during the first quarter of 2004
and increased further in April. Yes,
even in Michigan we added 8,300 jobs
just last month.

But more important than all of these
statistics is that real disposable in-
come is on the rise. That is more
money in the hands of moms and dads
all across the country who can invest
in their family and buy the things they
need. More jobs for our workers and
more prosperity for our families. Now,
that is a record we can be proud of.

————

JOBS AND THE ECONOMY

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

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
here also to talk about our economy.
The gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
CAMP) just talked about all the posi-
tive economic indicators. I guess one
could say the only economic indicator
that is not positive are the statements
from the presumptive Democrat nomi-
nee for President. And I do not know
why he is doing it because it hurts the
economy to badmouth the economy, to
talk it down. It reduces consumer con-
fidence at a time when we need to be
sure that consumers are confident
about where we are.

Before me, others talked about the
fact that our unemployment numbers
have gone from 6.3 percent down to 5.6
percent. That is lower than the average
in the 1970s, 1980s, or 1990s. 1.4 million
jobs have been created in the last 9
months.

Let me talk about those jobs. These
are good-paying jobs. After tax income
increased at a strong 4.9 percent an-
nual rate in the first quarter of this
yvear. Think about that. Hourly com-
pensation in the last year has gone up
2.7 percent. That is faster than the 1.5
percent in the 1990s and people talk
about its great growth. Average weekly
earnings increased 2.5 percent from the
same period a year ago.

So this notion that somehow we are
creating jobs but they are not the right
jobs or not increasing income are just
wrong. Income is up. Productivity is
up. Jobs are up.

Mr. Speaker, some politicians who
are serving their own special interests
are bad-mouthing this economy, but it
is strong and good. It can get stronger
if we take the right steps here in Con-
gress.

———

UNFAIR ALLOCATION OF
HOMELAND SECURITY FUNDS

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

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to protest the unfair practice by the
City of Miami, Florida, in allocating
Federal urban area security money to
Broward, Palm Beach, and Monroe
Counties. Under the current definition,
Broward and Palm Beach and Monroe
are integral partners with Miami and
Miami-Dade County in protecting
south Florida’s over 5 million resi-
dents.

However, in the over $30 million allo-
cated to the south Florida urban area,
only 10 percent was assigned to
Broward County and zero dollars to
Palm Beach and Monroe Counties, and,
in fact, the other municipalities in
Dade County.

Mr. Speaker, to neglect the necessary
funding these other three counties de-
serve is simply outrageous. Both Palm
Beach and Broward Counties have an
international airport, seaport, and crit-
ical petroleum reserves. Let us not for-
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get, Mr. Speaker, that this area was
the home to al-Qaeda operatives prior
to 9/11.

So I am here today to voice my un-
wavering support for the Department
of Homeland Security, to create a new
urban area for Palm Beach and
Broward Counties. I am speaking for
my constituents and will continue to
do so until this outrageous offense is
resolved.

———————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 4548, INTELLIGENCE AU-
THORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL
YEAR 2005

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 686 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 686

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. 4548) to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 2005 for
intelligence and intelligence-related activi-
ties of the United States Government, the
Community Management Account, and the
Central Intelligence Agency Retirement and
Disability System, and for other purposes.
The first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with. All points of order against con-
sideration of the bill are waived. General de-
bate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence. After general debate
the bill shall be considered for amendment
under the five-minute rule. It shall be in
order to consider as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment under the five-minute
rule the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence now printed
in the bill. The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute shall be considered as
read. All points of order against the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute are waived. No amendment to the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute shall be in order except those
printed in the report of the Committee on
Rules accompanying this resolution. 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 debat-
able for the time specified in the report
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, shall not be subject
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 consideration of
the bill for amendment the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted.
Any Member may demand a separate vote in
the House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PENCE). The gentlewoman from North
Carolina (Mrs. MYRICK) is recognized
for 1 hour.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER), pend-
ing which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, on Tuesday the Com-
mittee on Rules met and granted a
structured rule for H.R. 4548, the Intel-
ligence Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2005. This bill would authorize ap-
propriations for the fiscal year for in-
telligence and intelligence-related ac-
tivities of the United States Govern-
ment, the Community Management Ac-
count, and the Central Intelligence
Agency retirement and disability sys-
tem.

J 1030

This is must-do legislation. It is also
the most robust Intelligence Author-
ization Act the House has ever consid-
ered, and it is consistent with the De-
fense appropriations bill the House
passed yesterday by an overwhelming
vote of 403 to 17.

The classified annex to the com-
mittee report, which includes informa-
tion on the budget and personnel lev-
els, is available to all Members of the
House of Representatives, subject to a
requirement of clause 13 of rule XXIII.

This rule permits only those Mem-
bers of the House who have signed the
oath set out in clause 13 of House rule
XXIII to have access to the classified
information. Simply, this means they
must agree not to release the informa-
tion they see.

Intelligence has been, rightly so, rec-
ognized as a critical weapon in the
global war on terrorism. Resources for,
and demands on, the U.S. intelligence
community have increased dramati-
cally in the 2% years since September
11, 2001, and the attacks we all remem-
ber.

This increase is even more dramatic
when one takes into consideration the
depth of the cutbacks, underinvest-
ment, and the near fatal loss of polit-
ical support for the intelligence com-
munity in the prior administration.

That is why I am pleased that this
bill authorizes more money than last
year, even including the supplemental.
This is the type of investment that our
intelligence community deserves.

This legislation continues the sus-
tained effort and long-term strategy to
bring human intelligence, signals intel-
ligence, imagery intelligence, and
other intelligence systems and dis-
ciplines to life successfully.

H.R. 4548 also continues a similar
commitment to build and maintain the
analytic expertise and depth of cov-
erage necessary to make wise and
timely use of the information col-
lected.

I want to take this opportunity to
thank the CIA and all the members of
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our intelligence community who do
make a vital contribution to our Na-
tion’s security.

I agree with President Bush that this
is a mission of service and sacrifice in
a world of great uncertainty and risk.
America’s commitments and respon-
sibilities span the world in every time
zone. Every day our intelligence com-
munity helps us to meet those respon-
sibilities.

This bill provides the President with
the intelligence tools needed to win the
war on terrorism; and to that end, I
urge my colleagues to support the rule.

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman from North
Carolina (Mrs. MYRICK) for yielding me
the customary 30 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, the fact that the Amer-
ican intelligence apparatus is broken is
well-known. In the global war on ter-
ror, the most important weapon we
have to protect the Nation and its peo-
ple is intelligence. Today, more than
ever, we must make the creation of a
strong and flexible intelligence appa-
ratus one of the highest priorities of
this body. The terrorist attacks of Sep-
tember 11, combined with the con-
tinuing threat of further attacks, un-
derscore the importance of this legisla-
tion.

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, the bill
reported out of the Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence falls far
short of what our intelligence commu-
nity has requested and what the Amer-
ican people expect. Now listen up. This
bill provides less than a third of the
key operational funding the intel-
ligence agencies have told us that they
need to prevent the next terrorist at-
tack. The scheme for funding the
counterterrorism operations is to give
the agencies, listen, I want my col-
leagues to hear this, they are going to
give them a third of the money they
need, and then after the election they
will come back and ask for the other
two-thirds. Does this sound like we are
concerned about the intelligence com-
munity? Does it sound like we are wor-
ried that we are at war? The answer is
no. The election is the deciding point
on when we come back and ask for the
money.

The plan will starve the
counterterrorism efforts, leaves the in-
telligence community anemic. Funding
the intelligence community in bits and
pieces, a portion now and a supple-
mental after the election, is not only
irresponsible, it is reckless. Senior in-
telligence community officials have
said that operating this way could
jeopardize key counterterrorism oper-
ations. That is what they tell us.

Sadly, this year the bill fell victim to
partisanship and the cold hard fiscal
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realities of tax cuts and spending caps.
Every single Democrat member voted
against favorably reporting this bill,
and this is unprecedented. Typically,
the importance of this bill trumps per-
sonal ideologies or the prevailing par-
tisan winds; but knowing the ranking
member and the other Democrat mem-
bers of the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, I know that
they must have very serious concerns
to vote against the authorization bill.

Five dedicated distinguished Demo-
crat members of the Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence, including
the gentlewoman from California
(Ranking Member HARMAN), offered
five important amendments to the bill.
However, the Committee on Rules
tossed out four of these vital sub-
stantive amendments. The Committee
on Rules will not allow the full House
to consider and debate and amend to
withhold a portion of the funding until
the Secretary of Defense provides all
information concerning the dealings of
the Department of Defense and Ahmed
Chalabi. This is information to which
Congress is entitled. This is informa-
tion the American people want to
know. Who was this man who had such
an incredible effect and so much influ-
ence on whether or not we went to war?
What did we do besides give him $33
million?

Members will not be able to consider
an amendment to restructure our di-
lapidated intelligence apparatus.
Shockingly, the committee Repub-
licans even made out of order an
amendment to fully fund American
counterterrorism efforts.

Yesterday, a member of the Com-
mittee on Rules tried to suggest that
the amendments were proposed for po-
litical reasons. Far from it. Our Na-
tion’s security is at risk, and the integ-
rity of the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, Democrats, and
all Democrats, should not be ques-
tioned.

Reported out of committee on party
lines, the rule does make in order an
amendment to express the sense of
Congress and support of the intel-
ligence community and an amendment
expressing the sense that the world is a
safer place now that Libya has disman-
tled its weapons of mass destruction.
These amendments were presumed to
take precedence over the ones that
really dealt with the committee and its
budget. They do nothing to improve
American counterterrorism operations.

Mr. Speaker, this is a seriously, fa-
tally flawed bill; but, again, the Com-
mittee on Rules has muzzled debate on
some of the most important issues con-
cerning American intelligence oper-
ations. This is a double blow. It is an-
other Committee on Rules strike
against deliberation, discussion, and
serious consideration; and it is a strike
against the safety of America.

I am shocked at the rule and the un-
derlying legislation before us this
morning, and I urge my colleagues to
oppose the rule so that the full House



H4772

can participate in a comprehensive de-
bate on the most important issue con-
fronting us today and to consider the
vital amendments to improve the intel-
ligence community.

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

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. BOEHLERT).

(Mr. BOEHLERT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
the time, and I am glad that we are fo-
cusing on this very important issue.

Mr. Speaker, I rise as a member of
the Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence, having served in that very
distinguished group of bipartisan mem-
bers concerned about intelligence for 8
years.

I wish to rise in strong support of
this bill we are presenting to our col-
leagues and to the American people,
the Intelligence Authorization Act.
This is a well-thought-out bill, devel-
oped over many months of comprehen-
sive  deliberation, which provides
much-needed guidance and support for
the global, and let me emphasize that,
the global war on terrorism and efforts
to combat the very real threats to our
national security.

We live in a dangerous world. Re-
minders of that harsh fact of 21st-cen-
tury life face us on many fronts.
Threats that were unimaginable just a
few years ago have now become reality.
Suicide bombers, anthrax, dirty bombs,
these are but a few of the litany of
weapons our enemies threaten us with.

To meet this new threat, our Nation
requires a much more flexible and re-
sponsive intelligence community. H.R.
4548 helps provide that flexibility; and,
importantly, it provides the increased
funding to aggressively wage war on
terrorism. Make no mistake, H.R. 4548
dramatically, let me emphasize that,
dramatically increases counter-
terrorism funding.

As a member of the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence for the
8 years that I have been privileged to
serve in that body, one of my greatest
concerns has been the lack of sufficient
numbers of intelligence analysts and
officers fluent in the languages that
our enemies speak. This capability de-
ficiency has literally crippled our abil-
ity to independently gather and evalu-
ate information. It means that we have
increasingly relied on contract lin-
guists and allied intelligence services
to translate information and to follow
up leads. It means, for example, that
there are literally miles and miles of
captured Saddam Hussein documents
that are still waiting to be read, trans-
lated, and made available for our anal-
ysis.

We have made substantial invest-
ment in technology, and rightly so; but
more investment is necessary in
human capital, people who serve as our
eyes and ears at far distant points on
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the globe, and just adding to the num-
bers in our cadre is not enough by
itself. We need individuals who are lan-
guage proficient and possess an under-
standing of the culture being pene-
trated, who know and are able to ap-
preciate not only who was saying what
but also are conversant with the nu-
ances and able to discern the true
meaning of what is being said.

Of course, particularly in view of my
position as chairman of the Committee
on Science, I can appreciate the value
of investment in technology; but that
alone is not enough. There is no sub-
stitute for people. A satellite hundreds
of miles in the heavens might be able
to detect the movement of people or
machines, and that is important; but it
does not compare in value to someone
inside a cell in Iraq or Afghanistan
monitoring the words or actions of the
bad guys.

For this reason, I have been part of a
concerted effort over the past several
years to place greater emphasis on and
secure needed funds for a significant
upgrading of our language program for
the intelligence community.

Our committee has put together a
broad and comprehensive package of
language provisions. We establish a ci-
vilian linguistic reserve corps. We fund
and expand existing programs that
have demonstrated success. We look for
creative ways to develop and utilize
the vast talent pool that already exists
in our country. We support the Na-
tional Virtual Translation Center; and
perhaps most importantly, we try to
establish a culture in the intelligence
community where language skills be-
come an integral and necessary part of
the job. It is the most important legis-
lative effort on foreign languages since
the Boren Act of 1992.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4548 is a worthy
bill. It takes many of the necessary
steps to ensure that our Nation’s intel-
ligence capabilities remain relevant in
the 21st century. The gentleman from
Florida (Chairman GoOSSs) is bringing
forward an excellent package in what
is his final authorization as chairman.
He has performed exceptionally well
during particularly challenging times,
and he has presented us with a bill that
all Members can and should support.

I urge support of the rule and the
base bill.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. HAR-
MAN), the ranking member of the Per-
manent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence.

(Ms. HARMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for her leadership on
the Committee on Rules and for yield-
ing time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this rule and to the previous
question, which I understand will be of-
fered, because it deprives our col-
leagues of the opportunity to strength-
en the Intelligence Authorization Act.
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Strong intelligence is our first line of
defense in the war on terrorism; and
make no mistake, we are at war. The
gruesome beheadings of Danny Pearl,
Nick Berg, Paul Johnson, and yester-
day’s murder of 33-year-old Kim Sun Il
of South Korea are stark reminders of
the nature of our enemy. Our brave
men and women of the intelligence
community are on the frontlines fight-
ing that enemy.
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They risked their lives for our free-
dom, and they deserve our unflinching
support. Yet, unfortunately, Mr.
Speaker, this rule deprives them of
that support.

H.R. 4548 provides less than one-third
of the key counterterrorism funding
the intelligence community has told us
it needs to fight the war on terrorism.
Less than one-third. Members of our
committee had proposed an amend-
ment to fully fund counterterrorism
operations. This rule denies us the op-
portunity to consider that amendment.

I think it is irresponsible of us to
shortchange our counterterrorism ef-
forts, particularly when we know al-
Qaeda and other terrorist groups are
planning attacks against us right now.
By providing one-third of the
counterterrorism funding, the major-
ity’s bill essentially says to the brave
men and women of the intelligence
community, you can count on oper-
ations for 3 or 4 more months, but after
that, that is rough, until next April.
That, Mr. Speaker, is exactly what this
bill does, and that is not acceptable.

A Dbetter rule, a much better rule
would have allowed the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. PETERSON), the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. BOSWELL),
and the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
CRAMER) of our committee to fix this
bill with an amendment that would
have provided for 100 percent of the
funding that the intelligence agencies
say they need. Their amendment would
have done away with the dangerous
practice of budgeting by supplemental,
of saying let us kick this problem down
the road. And in this case, let us Kkick
it down the road until well after the
November election.

A rule limiting amendments may be
appropriate for other legislation, but
this legislation is different, and here is
why. As you know, Mr. Speaker, much
of our work is classified and, therefore,
is not discussed in the open. However,
a large portion of our work on the in-
telligence policy is unclassified and is
contained in the public portion of our
legislation. This information does not
compromise our intelligence sources
and methods, and for that reason we
asked the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
G0s8) to hold the markup of the public
portion of our bill in public.

On a party-line vote, the majority re-
fused. Therefore, these amendments
have never been debated or voted on in
public, even though they are not classi-
fied and even though they would, if
adopted, be part of the public part of
our bill.
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Mr. Speaker, there is no secret law in
the United States, and it is anathema
to this House to stifle open debate
about important policy issues. For that
reason, it is important that the full
House have the opportunity to debate
these amendments. This rule kills that
debate, shuts down any effort to fully
fund counterterrorism, and tries to
sweep this issue under the rug. Well,
this issue is too important, too vital to
our national security to be swept under
the rug.

The Democrats on the House Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence
offered five amendments, all of which
were good, all of which would have
strengthened the bill and strengthened
our oversight. All but one were re-
jected by this rule. That is a shame,
Mr. Speaker, because instead of having
a rule that could bring us together
under one bipartisan banner, we have a
rule that ensures this bill will trigger a
bitter partisan divide.

In case the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. Goss) and the Republicans have
not noticed, the terrorists did not
check our party labels before launching
their attacks against us on 9/11, and
they will not check them when they
launch the next attack. I would have
hoped that we could debate the bill not
just as Democrats and Republicans, but
as Americans. And for the sake of the
country and for the sake of national se-
curity, I am sorry that the majority let
us down.

Again, I ask for a ‘‘no” vote on the
rule and a ‘‘no’” vote on the previous
question.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. LAHOOD).

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time.

As a member of the committee now
for 6 years, I want to say a special word
of thanks to the chairman of the com-
mittee, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. Goss). This will be the last bill
that he will present to the House of
Representatives, as he is retiring from
the House at the end of this year.

It is a great, great loss for the House
of Representatives. I know it is a great
loss for the people of Florida, who he
represents, and it truly is a great loss
for the Permanent Select Committee
on Intelligence and the intelligence
community. As someone who served in
the CIA prior to coming to the House
of Representatives, he has done as good
a job as anyone on the committee, and
certainly been an exemplary Chair of
the committee. We all owe him a great
debt of gratitude for the time and en-
ergy and devotion that he has given to
the intelligence community, to the
CIA, to people, men and women, all
over the world who work so hard to
collect the information and do the good
professional work. He has been dedi-
cated to them, he has been dedicated
for them. And so I say congratulations
to PORTER GOS8, and I think all House
Members should do that for the work
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that he has done for the House and for
the intelligence community.

As we debate the bill, I will obviously
be speaking out on a number of things
that I think are important, but let me
just say this: I think it is unfortunate
that bipartisanship has deteriorated. It
no longer exists with this committee.
Maybe our committee was the last bas-
tion of bipartisanship, but apparently
it is gone. And I think it really began
a year ago when we considered our au-
thorization bill.

I introduced into the record and put
into the record a memo that came over
from the other body that talked about
a game plan on the part of the Demo-
crats to politicize the intelligence
process, not only in this body but also
in the other body. And I am going to
put that memo in the record again this
year, because I think it was the begin-
ning of the deterioration of bipartisan-
ship for intelligence. That is unfortu-
nate and sends the wrong message.

Congratulations PORTER GOSS, we
have a good bill, and I hope all Mem-
bers will support it.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. PETERSON).

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I find this rule very dis-
appointing. It effectively shuts down
debate on an amendment to fully fund
the Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence’s key counterterrorism op-
erations. It is unusual for me to speak
out like this, but 4 or 5 weeks ago it hit
me, the current intelligence authoriza-
tion bill that we are going to consider
today is just not strong enough. It au-
thorizes less than a third of the funds
that the intelligence agencies need for
key counterterrorism operations next
year. That is just not right at a time
when our Nation is under threat of ter-
rorist attacks.

The administration admits that this
is not sufficient funding, and says it
will seek more money after November.
But there is ample evidence that al-
Qaeda may try to strike before Novem-
ber. If there is another terrorist at-
tack, do we want the next 9-11 Com-
mission to find that we in Congress
failed in our duty to fully fund
counterterrorism in the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence?

We sit there day in and day out in
closed session, windowless rooms, for
hours on end listening to the intel-
ligence agencies tell us how critical
the funds are that the committee au-
thorizes. They routinely criticize the
practice of funding them in these small
bits and pieces rather than in a full
yvear, the way we are supposed to do it.
They have told us how this prevents
them from planning effectively, and
they have told us they have to rob
Peter to pay Paul while they wait for
the additional funds to arrive. And
they will probably not receive those
additional funds that they need until
April or May of next year, if at all.
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This ridiculous practice of short-
changing intelligence at the start of
the year has also been roundly criti-
cized on a bipartisan basis by members
of the Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence. The agencies have indi-
cated with some precision the addi-
tional funds that they will need in the
coming year for counterterrorism.
There is no excuse for failing to make
sure that the intelligence community
has the resources it needs to protect
against the next terrorist attack.

The amendment that I had intended
to offer would have fully funded key
counterterrorism operations in the
next year for the agencies, as they
have said they need them, 100 percent
of the funding. And we had a detailed
schedule of authorization to specify
how the money should be spent. So this
was not a blank check, as some have
said.

The question before Congress is quite
simple: Do we fully fund the global war
on terrorism or do we want to take the
chance that our intelligence commu-
nity can make due until sometime next
year? As it stands now, it is clear what
the majority’s answer is to this ques-
tion. And with this rule the majority
has made clear that they do not want
to debate this issue. That is just not
right, and I urge my colleagues to op-
pose this rule.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
BURR), another member of the Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence.

(Mr. BURR asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BURR. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman from North Carolina for
yielding me this time, and I thank both
my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle.

The Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence is a unique committee. We
are selected by the leadership, we are
asked to serve, we are asked to uphold
the secrecy and the confidentiality of
what goes on in that committee, and
we are asked to reassure the Members
of the House that do not have the type
of access that we do that we are in fact
doing our job. So let me assure every
Member, Republican and Democrat, we
are doing our job.

There is a difference today, and I do
not hold the individuals on the other
side of the aisle responsible. I think the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LAHOOD)
put it well, politics is alive and well in
Washington. It is an election year, and
I think that strings are getting pulled.
And I make a pledge to the Members on
that side of the aisle: That when this
bill has passed, and I hope you vote for
it on final passage, that we will work
together in that committee. We will
make sure that the tools are available
to our intelligence community. We will
make sure that the workings and the
oversight are good enough that we can
look our fellow Members in the eye and
say we are doing our job.
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But I think today we need to look
back at why we are here. Sure, we are
here because of the intelligence threat
that exists today and the need for in-
telligence to grow, but we are here be-
cause of the devastation to the intel-
ligence community in the 1990s. We are
here because human intelligence was
not important to anybody in this town.
We are, in fact, trying to rebuild. And
when I heard Director Tenet stand up
in front of the independent commission
and talk about 5 years, here was a man
being honest at what it took to recruit
people that could infiltrate; that we
could take individuals who could flu-
ently speak Arabic.

We have to remember that we went
from a Cold War need for linguistics,
which was Russia and Eastern Europe,
to now a need for Arabic and a lot of
different tribal languages that exist,
and you cannot do it overnight and you
cannot do it for no money. The reality
is that both sides suggest funding lev-
els at about the same, and that is
above where the administration’s re-
quest was. We have differences on how
we get here. That is leadership and it is
politics mixed in with it.

I am confident we can put politics
aside and we can get passed not only
this rule debate but the debate on the
bill. Because the important thing is
that our intelligence community
knows that this Congress is united. We
are united behind them, we are united
behind the effort, we understand the
value of what they do as it relates to
the safety of the troops that we have
who defend this country every day.

Mr. Speaker, I want to take this op-
portunity to also highlight the leader-
ship of the chairman of the committee,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
Go0ss). This will be a tremendous loss
to the Congress, the entire Congress.
The dedication of this man, the leader-
ship, his experience and what he has
brought to the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence is invaluable. I
am sure his years of community serv-
ice are not over with his decision to
leave Congress. But with him we lose a
tremendous resource in our ability to
understand and to become better in the
world as it relates to our intelligence.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. CRAMER).

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from New York for
yielding me this time, and I rise today
to support my colleagues, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. PETERSON)
particularly, in opposition to the rule
that shuts off debate on fully funding
the intelligence community’s counter-
terrorism operations. I do this reluc-
tantly, and I do not do this very often.

I want to say to my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle that this should
have been the opportunity for us to
fully debate this issue, because there is
no real debate as to whether this bill,
when we get to the bill, provides full
funding to the intelligence community
for this global war on terrorism. We all
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know that this bill does not do that,
and we have fallen into the trap our-
selves. We are perpetuating the trap of
continuing to fund the intelligence
community in fits and starts, in bits
and pieces.

The war in Iraq, as difficult as it is,
is a war. The war on global terrorism,
as unpredictable as it is, is a real war.
Every day we are faced with warnings,
with threats that we are going to be at-
tacked, soon, between now and the
elections.
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Every administration, or at least the
past several administrations, have fall-
en into this trap of using
supplementals as a way to slowly but
surely face the budget issues that we
have to face. We are saying here today
that we want to stop that, that we
want to break that habit, that we want
to up front tell the agencies what they
will get and let them then tell us what
they need so we can perform our over-

sight.
This is not a partisan issue. Both
sides of the aisle have admitted

through the hearing process, this year,
last year as well, that we have got to
stop this practice. The administration
says this is not enough money this
year; that Ilater, whatever ‘‘later”
means, we will get to the point where
we will get to more funding.

This is not the way to do it. So today
we must send a clear message that
“‘business as usual” is no longer ac-
ceptable. Today we must put politics
aside and do what is right for our intel-
ligence community and for our na-
tional security. Today we must make
sure the intelligence community has
the resources it needs.

Oppose this rule.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. BOEHLERT).

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, as a
member of the committee, obviously I
follow these things very closely, and I
wish to point out to all my colleagues
that the other body, their version of
this bill closely mirrors ours, but is
less generous, and that bill passed the
other body by a unanimous vote, mi-
nority and majority. They are fol-
lowing our lead. I would suggest that
we should evidence that same spirit of
bipartisanship in this body.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. BOSWELL).

(Mr. BOSWELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOSWELL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for her hard work,
and I thank the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. HARMAN) for her hard
work.

Mr. Speaker, I did take some notice
of my good friend and colleague, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LAHOOD).
I appreciated his remarks about the
gentleman from Florida (Chairman
Goss). I agree. I think he has done an
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excellent job. But none of us are per-
fect. I think there was an exception
here. I actually thought that he would
plus-up this counterterrorism budget.

But here we are, and I rise to oppose
the rule on the Intelligence Authoriza-
tion Act. In particular, I am surprised
that a number of Democratic amend-
ments were ruled out of order, notably
those of the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. PETERSON), mine and the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. CRAMER),
which would fully fund the
counterterrorism budget needs of the
intelligence agencies.

I wish the Republicans had been will-
ing to debate this issue head on, rather
than hide behind a procedure.

As the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. PETERSON) has pointed out, the
current bill authorizes less than one-
third of the funds the intelligence
agencies need to fight the war on ter-
rorism. The intelligence agencies will
have a tough time accomplishing their
mission if they do not receive full fund-
ing for the counterterrorism oper-
ations.

At CIA, these funds do not go to the
paper clips and photocopiers. They go
towards mounting counterterrorism
operations on every continent. They go
towards collecting information on pre-
venting terrorist attacks. They go to-
wards funding operations in Afghani-
stan, to prevent resurgence of the ter-
rorist sanctuaries in the remote moun-
tains. They go towards working with
partner governments on
counterterrorism. They go towards
capturing key al Qaeda leaders.

When there is uncertainty about
funding, according to the agencies’ tes-
timony, it causes the agencies to hold
off on operations, potentially putting
lives in danger and ruining intelligence
collection operations.

The administration officials have ad-
mitted they are not fully funding
counterterrorism in this bill, but will
send a request for the rest of the funds
after the election, while at the same
time urgently warning of a possible
terrorist attack before the election. I
say to my good friends and colleagues
here today, what should the American
people expect us to do? Is it acceptable
to wait until after the election, when
we already know what we need to do?

No, it is not acceptable. The Amer-
ican people expects us to debate these
issues fully and openly and not hide be-
hind procedures. If, as the administra-
tion officials keep warning us, there is
a terrorist attack on the U.S. this sum-
mer, my colleagues in the majority
will wish they had debated and settled
the Peterson amendment, rather than
squashing the debate. We will all wish
that we had acted and fully funded
counterterrorism.

Mr. Speaker, I fully urge the rejec-
tion of this rule, so that the important
issues like the shortfall for
counterterrorism in this bill can be
properly debated.
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Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER),
chairman of the Committee on Rules.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this rule, and I thank
my friend from North Carolina for
yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to say that
obviously we are praising the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. GoOss) in
light of the fact that this is going to be
the last intelligence authorization bill
that he will be presiding over before his
retirement from this institution.

We had a very interesting discussion
in the Committee on Rules yesterday
about this issue of funding. As I lis-
tened to my friend from Iowa speaking
about the fact that if we possibly saw
another terrorist attack on the United
States, we would all bemoan the fact
we have not provided adequate funding,
it seems to me that the statement that
was made by the chairman of the Intel-
ligence Committee yesterday before
the Committee on Rules is a very im-
portant one to note. He is not con-
cerned about the issue of funding, he is
actually concerned about the manage-
ment of the level of funding that we
have right now. This view that all you
need to do is throw a tremendous
amount of money at a problem and
that somehow is a panacea, that it is
an insurance policy, is, I think, un-
founded.

Mr. Speaker, I believe it is very im-
portant for us to note that the proper
management over this program is the
most important thing for us to do now,
because we do feel that there is an ade-
quate level of funding. So I strongly
support this rule, I strongly support
the underlying bill, so that we can
come and work in a bipartisan way for
what we all want to do, and that is en-
sure, ensure, that we never see another
September 11, 2001, on our soil.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. ESHO0O).

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I join my colleagues in
congratulating the chairman, who has
served so honorably as a Member of the
House and for all of these years as
chairman of the Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence, and wish
him our absolute best.

I join my colleagues today in stand-
ing up in support of stronger intel-
ligence. That is what this debate is
about.

This bill is simply too weak and dan-
gerously underfunds the intelligence
efforts that are so absolutely essential
to preventing the next big terrorist at-
tack. Every American will understand
that 100 percent is 100 percent. You
cannot be committed 100 percent to
funding if you only fund 33 percent,
one-third, of the entire
counterterrorism budget.
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Opponents of the amendment to fully
fund counterterrorism intelligence
throw around a lot of numbers to try to
argue that the level of funding in this
bill is adequate. But you need to know
only one thing: The President knows
this is not enough funding, and said in
his transmittal letter of May 12 of this
year that he will ask for the rest of the
money ‘‘in early 2005.”” That is an ad-
mission that this is not fully funded,
and that is what we are debating.

The problem is the terrorists are not
waiting until early 2005. There are indi-
cations that they plan to conduct a
major attack inside the United States
before the end of the year, according to
administration officials. The CIA can-
not wait until early 2005 to plan its op-
erations to prevent that next attack.

Senior officials testified repeatedly
to the Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence that the practice of fund-
ing counterterrorism by supplemental
makes it impossible for them to plan,
this is what they said to all of the
members of the Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence, and it
forces them to rob Peter to pay Paul in
an effort to make due.

Does this body really want to make
the men and women of the intelligence
community make do when so much is
at stake? They are the tip of the spear.
We have to give them the resources
they need. It is our job now, not in
early 2005.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM).

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

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
think it is ironic, some people up here
on the floor say we are not spending
enough. They have never served in the
military. They vote to cut defense.

The last speaker, the gentlewoman
from California, in 1993, the Frank
amendment to cut Intel funding, she
voted yes; in 1996, the Frank amend-
ment to cut Intel funding, she voted
yes; in 1998, the Iraq Liberalization
Act, regime change, she voted yes; in
2002, authorization for military force,
she voted no; in 2003, Iraq supplemental
appropriations, she voted no; in 2003,
intelligence authorization, to increase
funding, she voted no.

This is a sad day, Mr. Speaker. I have
got some very good friends on this
committee. Some of them I hunt and
fish with. The gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. HARMAN), during the Ron-
ald Reagan funeral, I had tears in my
eyes. She reached over and grabbed my
hand to console me.

That is the kind of friendship that we
have on this committee, and I think
one of the saddest things I see is the
partisanship coming out in election-
year politicking. We will still be
friends after this. You say, oh, this is
not partisan. That is the spin. But it is,
Mr. Speaker. It is sad, and I hate to see
it.

All the way through, you have people
that have fought the Republican Party
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on prescription drugs, Leave No Child
Behind, energy, tax relief, the environ-
ment. You think the Republicans are
the meanest people in the whole world,
no matter what we do. But never before
on this bill has it been so partisan, and
I think it is sad, a sad day on this
House floor, and election year politics.

I think when you look at yesterday’s
vote on defense appropriations, which
is the authorization for this bill, most
of my colleagues voted for that. That
was less funding than this. The Senate
has less funding in the bill. But what
our great chairman, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. Goss) did, is restrict
some of the flow of the funding. We
have taken and analyzed and cut a lot
of waste, fraud and abuse out of every
bill, defense, education, all these bills,
and we have put the money to good
use.

I think it is even sadder right now
that we have got folks that choose to
go along with their Democrat leader-
ship. When you all elected your liberal
Democrat leadership, we rejoiced, be-
cause we know there is a bill to cut the
tax break for the rich in the next Bill,
and we knew exactly what was going to
happen to show the differences between
Republicans and Democrats from your
liberal leadership. But what is sad is
how that leadership is driving some of
the good people within your party to be
partisan, and I think that is even sad-
der.

The defense authorization, I sat clear
through that thing, and the gentleman
that is filing ethics violations, that is
leaving this body this year, filing eth-
ics violations, demanded he see the
Taguba report. Well, the gentleman
from California (Mr. HUNTER) just so
happened to have it on the desk. And,
guess what, that individual has not
even read the report.

There are 11 investigations going on.
The Ronald Reagan event stopped hear-
ings. There has never been a hearing
that any member of this committee
has asked for that we have not gotten,
whether it is on Chalabi, whether it is
on the prisons, or whether it is on
other issues within that party.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
Go0ss) is one of the most bipartisan
chairmen, and I think the gentle-
woman from California would agree

Mr. Speaker, I also sit on the Defense
Authorization Committee, and one of
the liberal members said, ‘“Well, we
want the Secretary of Defense to step
down.” He said, ‘“You know, I pray for
you every day, Mr. Secretary. You are
a good, respected man, but maybe you
ought to step down.” And I told the
Secretary, next time someone prays for
me, I hope they are not trying to put a
knife in my back in the partisanship
that is going on.

I think it is sad here today, we hunt
and fish together, we are friends. But
this is wrong. Vote for this bill.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. REYES).
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Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding me time to
rise in opposition to this rule.

First let me just say that like all of
us in this House that represent commu-
nities around this great Nation of ours,
I am proud of the job that our men and
women are doing in the war against
terrorism, whether they are in the
military, whether they are in the intel-
ligence community or civilians.
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I am a member of the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence and a
veteran. But to me, today, the issue is
about oversight and about funding the
effort.

I think debate is healthy. I think we
should exchange ideas and, yes, maybe
even political philosophies from time
to time. We go to the intelligence com-
munity and we ask them, what is it
that you need? How much money will
it take to get the job done? They tell
us, they give us a budget, they give us
a proposal; and then we come back and
say, we can only give you 33 percent of
that money. Do they give us 33 percent
effort? No. They give us 100 percent, so
we should fund them at 100 percent.

So why are we doing that? I am sure
that our men and women that are put-
ting their lives on the line are asking
that very same question: Why? To
them, it is not about politics, it is not
about budgets, it is not about deficits,
or even supplementals. To them, it is
about support for their effort. To them,
it is about funding that effort at 100
percent, and not giving them 33 percent
and an IOU or a check-is-in-the-mail
promise. It is about support for our
men and women in an effort that is
very important to our country.

Mr. Speaker, we can do better, we
must do better; and, most of all, to the
men and women of this body, we must
do our job.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY).

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I support
the rule, and I support the bill and the
fine work of the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. GosSs), the chairman of our
committee; and I am certain that
sometime today we are going to hear
more about Abu Ghraib prison. I want
to put things in context about the poli-
tics of what this town has become.

Mr. Speaker, I stand amazed and dis-
appointed in the self-righteous, politi-
cally motivated diatribes coming from
the other side about Abu Ghraib for the
last several months. The guilty parties
in the Abu Ghraib prison incidents are
currently before the military justice
system. They will be tried and justice
will be carried out.

This House, the other body, the
President, the Vice President, the Sec-
retaries of Defense and State, and the
National Security Adviser have all
gone on record to express outrage over
the abuses at the prison, as they should
have.

But what I find especially appalling
is the deafening silence from the other
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side following the savage beheadings of
American civilians Nick Berg and Paul
Johnson.

These cowardly terrorist organiza-
tions seek to intimidate our people
through barbaric acts of demonic cru-
elty on American citizens.

While members on the other side
have mentioned Abu Ghraib by name,
45 times since January during recorded
debate on the House Floor, only four
times did a Democratic member utter
the name Nick or Nicholas Berg. No
Democrat, not one single Democrat,
has even mentioned Paul Johnson, the
Lockheed Martin employee kidnapped
in Saudi Arabia, cruelly beheaded, and
videotaped for the world to see.

We are a self-policing society. We
will punish those who commit abuses
at Abu Ghraib. However, I would ex-
pect the Democrats in this body to ex-
press equal outrage over the savage
killings of Nick Berg and Paul John-
son.

I urge my Democratic colleagues to
break their silence and end their indif-
ference to the atrocious acts of cruelty
perpetrated on innocent Americans.

Too many are playing politics with
Abu Ghraib, trying to score political
points, while we have 200,000 troops
fighting the war on terror and standing
strong for America in the Middle East
and Central Asia.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
stunned at what the previous speaker
has just said. What does he mean that
no Democrat has expressed any out-
rage? Has the gentleman polled every
Democrat in the country? Does he
know that no Democrat has expressed
outrage over the beheading of Amer-
ican citizens?

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tlewoman will yield, not spoken on this
floor. Not spoken on this floor. Not a
word entered into the RECORD. I have
checked with the Parliamentarian and
the Clerk, not one mention of those
names.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, let
me reclaim my time. I just think that
is an outrageous statement to make,
and I do not believe that anybody in
America is going to be impressed by
that.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
RUPPERSBERGER).

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to oppose the rule on the fis-
cal year 2005 Intelligence Authoriza-
tion Act. In response to some of the
comments made by our colleagues on
the other side, let me just make this
statement: this issue is not about poli-
tics; it is about national security.

Now, it is important in our work here
in the House that we put America first.
Equally important is a focus on ensur-
ing that the men and women pro-
tecting us in the intelligence agencies
and in the military have all the sup-
port and resources that they need.

I am surprised that a number of
Democratic amendments were ruled
out of order, notably the Peterson
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amendment which would fully fund the
counterterrorism budget needs of the
intelligence agencies.

As the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. PETERSON) has pointed out, the
current bill authorizes less than a third
of the additional funds the intelligence
agencies need to fight the war on ter-
rorism. This one-third comes from the
contingency emergency reserve fund
that the President asked for on May 12,
which is designed to bridge the gap be-
tween the budget request and a supple-
mental funding request that will not
happen until after the election.

In his May 12 letter to the Speaker,
President Bush said, ‘I have pledged to
our troops that we will have all the re-
sources they need to accomplish this
vital mission.” Yet, the intelligence
agencies have told us in hearing after
hearing that the current process of
funding counterterrorism operations
by supplemental has hampered their
ability to plan and operate. And de-
spite the President’s lofty words, we
know that the intelligence troops do
not have all of the resources they need
to accomplish the counterterrorism
mission.

As a former county executive, I can
relate to the agency’s need to plan
right to achieve success, and so I am
concerned that these budgeting prac-
tices have to stop, for the good of the
country and national security.

I was disappointed that the Repub-
lican majority on the Committee on
Rules did not allow this amendment to
come to the floor for debate. This issue
needs to be debated. The public needs
to know, we need to know, we need to
debate this issue of national security.

If, as administration officials keep
warning us, there is a terrorist attack
this summer, we will all wonder if we
could have done more to protect Amer-
ica. The answer to that question today
is yes. For one thing, we could be de-
bating the Peterson amendment today
and finding a way to get the intel-
ligence agencies the counterterrorism
funding that they need.

I urge the rejection of this rule. It is
so important that all of our intel-
ligence agencies have the resources
they need to deal with the issue of na-
tional security.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Nevada
(Mr. GIBBONS).

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentlewoman from North
Carolina for allowing me this time to
speak.

I do want to begin by giving my great
congratulations to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. Goss) for tremendous
service on this committee and for a
tremendous bill which does exactly
what this country’s intelligence serv-
ices need. It is actually a bill which
should have been bipartisan but, for
the first time, was not bipartisan in
the committee.
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I think I would like to begin with
correcting some of the misstatements
that have been made on the floor. First
of all, this bill fully funds the base
amount for every salary paycheck in
the intelligence community. Not one
intelligence community employee is
going to go without a paycheck at the
end of 3 months. It is just plain wrong
to assert that, and I wanted to correct
that.

I also wanted to say that, with regard
to the funding of the contingent emer-
gency reserve, this bill sets forth, I be-
lieve, the proper oversight for this
committee. We have budgeted for one-
quarter of the year, authorized for one-
quarter of the year in order to give
flexibility to the war on terrorism.
This is an opportunity for us to exer-
cise our oversight and exercise our
oversight by giving smaller slices of
the pie so we can control the money,
where it is spent and how it is spent in
our oversight authority, rather than
giving a slush fund out there that can
be spent without proper control.

We will fully fund the war on ter-
rorism. I am struck by the dichotomy
of each of the previous speakers on the
Democratic side who voted yesterday
in support of the Defense Appropria-
tion bill which funds the war on ter-
rorism to the same numbers that we
have in this bill, and each one of my
Democratic colleagues voted ‘‘yes,”
with the exception of the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. REYES), who was ab-
sent.

So to stand here and say that you do
not believe we are funding the war on
terrorism when you supported the ap-
propriation in the same amount strikes
me as one of politics.

The last thing we want to do is have
the intelligence community as a polit-
ical wedge in the war on politics. They
do not deserve it. This country does
not deserve it. I am concerned that by
what we are doing, by issuing these
proclamations about not funding the
war on terrorism, is giving aid and sup-
port to those people who are trying to
attack this country.

More fiscal responsibility is certainly
in this bill; more oversight by the Con-
gress and the House Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence is exactly
what this bill will do.

As the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Human Intelligence,
Analysis and Counterintelligence, I
wanted to speak briefly about the
points that are dealing with the anal-
ysis part of this bill because it is so
critical and so important. This rule
and this bill support the goals that our
House Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence has expressed for years,
and that is the importance of a well-
trained, professional, and experienced
staff.

Like many other components of the
intelligence community, analysis is
not a capability that can be developed
overnight. It takes years of investment
in people, technology, and training to
create analysts capable of connecting
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the dots. Today, with this bill, through
this rule, we will have more dots to
connect than ever before. We can col-
lect all we want, but if there is nobody
to synthesize, analyze, and look at this
information and deliver the proper and
correct message to our Nation’s policy-
makers, then there is little benefit to
this country by standing here and po-
liticizing this bill and the intelligence
community over what we are doing.

That is why I am pleased to stand
here and support the rule, support this
bill, and congratulate the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. Goss) on what I be-
lieve to be a very fair and fundamen-
tally correct bill to fund our intel-
ligence community and to support this
country’s war on terrorism.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. HOLT).

(Mr. HOLT asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op-
position to this rule.

The American public, the citizens of
America, are looking to us, to the Con-
gress, to provide oversight over the in-
telligence community. My colleague,
the gentleman from California, said
that our committee has never been de-
nied a hearing that we wanted. That
may be true if one defines ‘‘hearing”
very broadly. Yes, members of the in-
telligence community from the various
agencies have come to meet with us;
but we never learned, for example, that
Mr. Rumsfeld actually approved ghost
detainees, detainees who would be kept
out of the system. We never really got
level answers about the search for
weapons of mass destruction in Iraq. It
is a long, long list of things that we
have been denied because we just did
not ask exactly the right question.

The debate this morning is not about
how many billions of dollars precisely
will be added to the counterterrorism
budget; it is whether they are going to
present the budget to us in such a way
that it is impossible for the committee
to exercise oversight. That is what is
at issue. By funding these programs
through supplemental appropriations
rather than through the normal appro-
priations process with authorization
oversight, they dodge responsibility.
They dodge the oversight. That is what
is at stake here today. That is what
this rule is denying, the American pub-
lic the oversight that they expect, that
they need for our national security, de-
nying that that will be carried out by
the committee.

So we are talking about a much more
fundamental, longer-term issue; and
for that reason, this rule is very flawed
and should be opposed.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
Mexico (Mrs. WILSON); and, I might
add, she is the only female military of-
ficer in this body.
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Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, I thank my colleague from
North Carolina for the time.
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I rise to support this rule today. I
have listened to this debate with some
concern because I think there are
things being said that just are not
being straight with people. I want to
talk about two of them in particular.

The first has to do with the funding
levels that are authorized in this bill.
The truth is here in the Congress, we
have an arcane way of doing things
some times. We have an authorizing
bill that really sets the programs and
the outlines of the programs that we
intend to fund. But the money, the real
money is put in the defense appropria-
tions bill that we passed overwhelm-
ingly yesterday from this House with
what we call an open rule, which means
anyone can come down this floor and
move to change money around or in-
crease counterterrorism funding. If one
was serious about this, that is where
the real money was, in the defense ap-
propriations bill.

So what we hear this morning is
more about posturing and politics than
it is about policy. And that is really
sad on the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence that heretofore
has been absent that kind of discus-
sion.

And the second thing I wanted to
raise is this issue of vigorous oversight.
I have been an advocate for vigorous
oversight in a wide variety of things.
And I have been one of the principal
advocates in the Committee on Armed
Services for greater oversight of the
Pentagon, including of Abu Ghraib, and
cosponsored an amendment to do so
with my colleague the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. SKELTON).

In this Congress, there are some com-
mittees that are vigorous about it and
some that are not. I served on the Per-
manent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence a couple of Congresses ago, and
the Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence is one that is. Its members
work very hard, ask tough questions.
Many of them are when the cameras
are off, and that is the way it has to be.
But I am also particularly pleased at
their openness to non-members of the
committee participating in that proc-
ess.

I have, from time to time, requested
special briefings and the Permanent
Select Committee on Intelligence has
made that possible for me. No other
committee in the House tends to be so
open to that on the part the of non-
members.

The structure of this bill encourages
the continued vigorous oversight by
the Congress of expenditure in the in-
telligence world. This is the kind of
bill that we should be proud of as a
Congress, as an example of vigorous
oversight of one branch of government
over another. We have to rebuild our
intelligence services, particularly
human intelligence and analysis. But
this is too important to make a par-
tisan issue.

After this is all over today, I hope
that my colleagues will reconsider
their decision to inject partisanship
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and election year politics into the
House Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence. It has always been above
that and, for the good of the Nation,
should remain above that.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I will close. I urge
Members to vote no on the previous
question. If the previous question is de-
feated, I will offer an amendment to
the rule that will allow the House to
vote on a critical amendment that was
defeated on a straight party line vote
last night at the Committee on Rules.

The amendment by the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. PETERSON) would
fully fund the counterterrorism needs
of the intelligence community by in-
creasing by 100 percent the funds au-
thorized in the contingency emergency
reserve. What many Members may not
realize is that the President’s budget
request covered just a fraction of the
intelligence community’s counterter-
rorism requirements, less than a third.
They say the rest of the funds will be
requested only after the November
election.

Well, the Nation’s intelligence agen-
cies have indicated that they need ad-
ditional funds and the Peterson amend-
ment will make sure that they receive
them now, not after November elec-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, fighting terrorism is
not now and has never been a partisan
issue. After 9/11, Republicans and
Democrats stood side by side on the
steps of the Capitol united in our effort
to root out terrorists and to Kkeep
America safe. It is hard for me to un-
derstand why Republicans would now
actively work to keep the House from
adequately funding the counterterror-
ism efforts.

The intelligence bill has long been
considered in this House under an open
rule. Any Member who wished to bring
an amendment to the floor could do so,
but last year things began to change.
Republicans started to pass rules that
restricted amendments, that allowed
them to pick and choose which amend-
ments could be debated in the floor of
the House. This year they have taken
it too far.

The Peterson amendment is far too
important not to be considered and is
far too important to be subject to
petty partisan games. It deserves a sep-
arate vote here on the floor today.

So I urge Members on both sides of
the aisle to vote no on the previous
question. Let me make it very clear
that a no vote will not stop the House
from taking up the intelligence bill
and will not prevent any of the amend-
ments made in order from being of-
fered. However, a yes vote will mean
that the House will not have the oppor-
tunity to fully fund the Nation’s coun-
terterrorism needs.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of the amend-
ment immediately prior to the vote on
the previous question.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
OsE). Is there objection to the request
of the gentlewoman from New York?

There was no objection.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I would just like to re-
mind my colleagues in closing that
there is more money in this bill than
ever before. There is more money for
counterterrorism than ever before. And
whatever is needed will be provided, as
always been the manner of this House
and the other body to do.

I want to close by thanking the gen-
tleman from Florida (Chairman GOSS)
because he has always worked in a very
bipartisan manner on the Permanent
Select Committee on Intelligence,
which all of us appreciate greatly, and
with his background in intelligence, of
course, that has been extremely impor-
tant to have him there. We are going to
miss him greatly, both as a chairman
and as a long-serving, well respected
Member of Congress from Florida.

So we wish him only the best as he
goes on whatever new challenges he
may take on.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of this structured rule, and thank my friend
and colleague from the Rules Committee, Mrs.
MYRICK, for yielding me this time.

H. Res. 686 is a structured rule that pro-
vides for the consideration of H.R. 4548, the
FY2005 Intelligence Authorization Act of 2005.
It is a fair and balanced rule that deserves the
support of the House. It makes in order a total
of ten (10) separate amendments to the un-
derlying bill, three from members of the minor-
ity and the remainder from members of the
majority. These ten amendments were more
than half of the 18 amendments submitted to
the Rules Committee.

Mr. Speaker, | also rise in support of the un-
derlying measure, H.R. 4548, which authorizes
funding for critical intelligence programs for
FY2005.

| want to commend Chairman Goss for
bringing this legislation to the floor. As Chair-
man of the House Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence for the past eight years,
the gentleman from Sanibel, Florida has
served this country with honor, integrity, and
distinction.

His tenure has been marked by a tireless
effort to improve and reform our nation’s intel-
ligence capabilities. He has never wavered in
his steadfast desire to invest in this critical
government function, and while there is still
work to be done, his leadership has helped
the intelligence community deal with a turbu-
lent global environment.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4548 provides the tools
necessary for a strong and effective U.S. intel-
ligence mission as we wage a war against ter-
rorism.

Intelligence efforts serve as the first line of
defense against terrorism and oppression.
Without a strong commitment to this effort, our
freedoms and this democracy are vulnerable
to the fear and terror of others.

It is incumbent on us to ensure that the
blessings of liberty afforded to the citizens of
this great nation are preserved under any pos-
sible means. By passing H.R. 4548, we are
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upholding this intention. As such, | urge my
colleagues to join me in supporting H. Res.
686.

The material previously referred to
by Ms. SLAUGHTER is as follows:
PREVIOUS QUESTION FOR H. RES. 686—RULE ON

H.R. 4548 INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION ACT

FOR FY 2005

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

“SEC. 2. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this resolution the amendment speci-
fied in section 3 shall be in order as though
printed after the amendment numbered 1 in
the report of the Committee on Rules if of-
fered by Representative Peterson of Min-
nesota or a designee. That amendment shall
be debatable for 60 minutes equally divided
and controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent.

SEC. 3. The amendment referred to in sec-
tion 2 is as follows:

At the end of title I, insert the following
new section:

SEC. 105. INCREASE IN AUTHORIZATION OF AP-
PROPRIATIONS TO FULLY FUND THE
NATIONAL FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE
PROGRAM.

The amounts authorized to be appropriated
under section 101 for the conduct of the in-
telligence and intelligence-related activities
of the elements listed in such section for the
Contingency Emergency Reserve, as speci-
fied in the classified Schedule of Authoriza-
tions referred to in section 102, are increased
100 percent.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will postpone further proceedings
today on motions to suspend the rules
on which a recorded vote or the yeas
and nays are ordered, or on which the
vote is objected to under clause 6 of
rule XX.

Record votes on postponed questions
will be taken later in the day.

———

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION
EXTENSION ACT OF 2004, PART III

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 1
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 4635) to provide an extension
of highway, highway safety, motor car-
rier safety, transit, and other programs
funded out of the Highway Trust Fund
pending enactment of a law reauthor-
izing the Transportation Equity Act
for the 21st Century.
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The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 4635

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Surface
Transportation Extension Act of 2004, Part
111,

SEC. 2. ADVANCES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2(a) of the Sur-
face Transportation Extension Act of 2003 (23
U.S.C. 104 note; 117 Stat. 1110; 118 Stat. 478;
118 Stat. 627) is amended by striking ‘‘and
the Surface Transportation Extension Act of
2004, Part II”’ and inserting ‘‘the Surface
Transportation Extension Act of 2004, Part
II, and the Surface Transportation Extension
Act of 2004, Part ITII".

(b) PROGRAMMATIC DISTRIBUTIONS.—

(1) SPECIAL RULES FOR MINIMUM GUAR-
ANTEE.—Section 2(b)(4) of such Act is amend-
ed by striking ‘$2,100,000,000’ and inserting
$2,333,333,333"".

(2) EXTENSION OF OFF-SYSTEM BRIDGE SET-
ASIDE.—Section 144(g)(3) of title 23, United
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘June
30"’ inserting ‘“‘July 31”.

(¢) AUTHORIZATION OF CONTRACT AUTHOR-
ITY.—Section 1101(c)(1) of the Transportation
Equity Act for the 21st Century (117 Stat.
1111; 118 Stat. 478; 118 Stat. 627) is amended
by striking ‘$24,270,225,000 for the period of
October 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004 and
inserting ‘$26,998,288,667 for the period of Oc-
tober 1, 2003, through July 31, 2004”".

(d) LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS.—Section
2(e) of the Surface Transportation Extension
Act of 2003 (117 Stat. 1111; 118 Stat. 478; 118
Stat. 627) is amended—

(1) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A) of paragraph (1) by striking ‘“‘June 30"
and inserting ‘‘July 31”’;

(2) in paragraph (1)(A)—

(A) by striking ‘‘of 2004 and”’ and inserting
““of 2004,”’;

(B) by inserting after ‘“Part II’’ the fol-
lowing: *‘, and the Surface Transportation
Extension Act of 2004, Part III”’; and

(C) by striking ‘‘and such Act’” and insert-
ing ‘“ and such Acts’’;

(3) in paragraph (1)(B) by striking ‘%2
and inserting ‘‘1912’’;

(4) in paragraph (2)—

(A) by striking ‘“June 30 and inserting
“July 317

(B) by striking ¢$25,382,250,000"” and insert-
ing ‘“$28,202,500,000"’; and

(C) by striking ‘‘$479,250,000" and inserting
¢$532,500,000"’; and

(5) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘June 30’
and inserting ‘“‘July 31”°.

SEC. 3. ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.

Section 4(a) of the Surface Transportation
Extension Act of 2003 (117 Stat. 1113; 118 Stat.
479; 118 Stat. 628) is amended by striking
¢$337,500,000”" and inserting ‘‘$343,628,000.
SEC. 4. OTHER FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY PRO-

GRAMS.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS
UNDER TITLE I OF TEA-21.—

(1) FEDERAL LANDS HIGHWAYS.—

(A) INDIAN RESERVATION ROADS.—Section
1101(a)(8)(A) of the Transportation Equity
Act for the 21st Century (112 Stat. 112; 117
Stat. 1113; 118 Stat. 479; 118 Stat. 628) is
amended—

(i) in the first sentence by striking
¢‘$206,250,000 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through June 30, 2004” and inserting
¢‘$229,166,667 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through July 31, 2004”’; and

(ii) in the second sentence by striking
¢‘$9,750,000” and inserting ‘“$10,833,333"".

(B) PUBLIC LANDS HIGHWAYS.—Section
1101(a)(8)(B) of such Act (112 Stat. 112; 117
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Stat. 1113; 118 Stat. 480; 118 Stat. 628) is
amended by striking ¢$184,500,000 for the pe-
riod of October 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004’
and inserting ‘$205,000,000 for the period of
October 1, 2003, through July 31, 2004"’.

(C) PARK ROADS AND PARKWAYS.—Section
1101(a)(8)(C) of such Act (112 Stat. 112; 117
Stat. 1113; 118 Stat. 480; 118 Stat. 628) is
amended by striking ‘‘$123,750,000 for the pe-
riod of October 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004’
and inserting ‘‘$137,500,000 for the period of
October 1, 2003, through July 31, 2004’ .

(D) REFUGE ROADS.—Section 1101(a)(8)(D) of
such Act (112 Stat. 112; 117 Stat. 1113; 118
Stat. 480; 118 Stat. 628) is amended by strik-
ing ¢‘$15,000,000 for the period of October 1,
2003, through June 30, 2004° and inserting
¢‘$16,666,667 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through July 31, 2004°°.

(2) NATIONAL CORRIDOR PLANNING AND DE-
VELOPMENT AND COORDINATED BORDER INFRA-
STRUCTURE PROGRAMS.—Section 1101(a)(9) of
such Act (112 Stat. 112; 117 Stat. 1114; 118
Stat. 480; 118 Stat. 628) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘$105,000,000 for the period of October 1,
2003, through June 30, 2004 and inserting
¢‘$116,666,667 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through July 31, 2004”.

(3) CONSTRUCTION OF FERRY BOATS AND
FERRY TERMINAL FACILITIES.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 1101(a)(10) of such
Act (112 Stat. 113; 117 Stat. 1114; 118 Stat. 480;
118 Stat. 628) is amended by striking
€‘$28,500,000 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through June 30, 2004 and inserting
¢‘$31,666,667 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through July 31, 2004™°.

(B) SET ASIDE FOR ALASKA, NEW JERSEY, AND
WASHINGTON.—Section 5(a)(3)(B) of the Sur-
face Transportation Extension Act of 2003
(117 Stat. 1114; 118 Stat. 480; 118 Stat. 628) is
amended—

(1) in clause (i) by striking ““$7,500,000"" and
inserting ‘‘$8,333,333"";

(ii) in clause (ii) by striking °‘$3,750,000"
and inserting ‘‘$4,166,667°’; and

(iii) in clause (iii) by striking $3,750,000
and inserting ‘‘$4,166,667°.

(4) NATIONAL SCENIC BYWAYS PROGRAM.—
Section 1101(a)(11) of the Transportation Eq-
uity Act for the 21st Century (112 Stat. 113;
117 Stat. 1114; 118 Stat. 480; 118 Stat. 629) is
amended by striking ‘‘$20,625,000 for the pe-
riod of October 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004’
and inserting ‘$22,916,667 for the period of
October 1, 2003, through July 31, 2004"" .

(6) VALUE PRICING PILOT PROGRAM.—Section
1101(a)(12) of such Act (112 Stat. 113; 117 Stat.
1114; 118 Stat. 480; 118 Stat. 629) is amended
by striking ‘‘$8,250,000 for the period of Octo-
ber 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing °“$9,166,667 for the period of October 1,
2003, through July 31, 2004’.

(6) HIGHWAY USE TAX EVASION PROJECTS.—
Section 1101(a)(14) of such Act (112 Stat. 113;
117 Stat. 1114; 118 Stat. 480; 118 Stat. 629) is
amended by striking °‘$3,750,000 for the pe-
riod of October 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004*’
and inserting ‘“$4,166,667 for the period of Oc-
tober 1, 2003, through July 31, 2004°.

(7) COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO HIGH-
WAY PROGRAM.—Section 1101(a)(15) of such
Act (112 Stat. 113; 117 Stat. 1114; 118 Stat. 481;
118 Stat. 629) is amended by striking
¢‘$82,500,000 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through June 30, 2004 and inserting
€‘$91,666,667 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through July 31, 2004”.

(8) SAFETY GRANTS.—Section 1212(1)(1)(D) of
such Act (23 U.S.C. 402 note; 112 Stat. 196; 112
Stat. 840; 117 Stat. 1114; 118 Stat. 481; 118
Stat. 629) is amended by striking ‘‘$375,000 for
the period of October 1, 2003, through June
30, 2004 and inserting ‘‘$416,667 for the pe-
riod of October 1, 2003, through July 31,
2004°.

(9) TRANSPORTATION AND COMMUNITY AND
SYSTEM PRESERVATION PILOT PROGRAM.—Sec-
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tion 1221(e)(1) of such Act (23 U.S.C. 101 note;
112 Stat. 223; 117 Stat. 1114; 118 Stat. 481; 118
Stat. 629) is amended by striking ‘‘$18,750,000
for the period of October 1, 2003, through
June 30, 2004 and inserting ‘‘$20,833,333 for
the period of October 1, 2003, through July 31,
2004’.

(10) TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE FI-
NANCE AND INNOVATION.—Section 188 of title
23, United States Code, is amended—

(A) by striking subsection (a)(1)(F) and in-
serting the following:

“(F) $116,666,667 for the period of October 1,
2003, through July 31, 2004.”’;

(B) in subsection (a)(2) by striking
¢‘$1,500,000 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through June 30, 2004’ and inserting
¢‘$1,666,667 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through July 31, 2004”’; and

(C) in the item relating to fiscal year 2004
in the table contained in subsection (c) by

striking ¢$1,950,000,000*” and inserting
°$2,166,666,667°".
(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

UNDER TITLE V OF TEA-21.—

(1) SURFACE TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH.—
Section 5001(a)(1) of the Transportation Eq-
uity Act for the 21st Century (112 Stat. 419;
117 Stat. 1115; 118 Stat. 481; 118 Stat. 630) is
amended by striking ¢‘$78,750,000 for the pe-
riod of October 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004’
and inserting ‘‘$87,500,000 for the period of
October 1, 2003, through July 31, 2004”°.

(2) TECHNOLOGY DEPLOYMENT PROGRAM.—
Section 5001(a)(2) of such Act (112 Stat. 419;
117 Stat. 1115; 118 Stat. 481; 118 Stat. 630) is
amended by striking ‘‘$41,250,000 for the pe-
riod of October 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004’
and inserting °‘‘$45,833,333 for the period of
October 1, 2003, through July 31, 2004"".

(3) TRAINING AND EDUCATION.—Section
5001(a)(3) of such Act (112 Stat. 420; 117 Stat.
1115; 118 Stat. 481; 118 Stat. 630) is amended
by striking ‘‘$15,750,000 for the period of Oc-
tober 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004’ and in-
serting ‘‘$17,500,000 for the period of October
1, 2003, through July 31, 2004"’.

(4) BUREAU OF TRANSPORTATION STATIS-
TIiCcS.—Section 5001(a)(4) of such Act (112
Stat. 420; 117 Stat. 1115; 118 Stat. 481; 118
Stat. 630) is amended by striking ‘‘$23,250,000
for the period of October 1, 2003, through
June 30, 2004 and inserting ‘‘$25,833,333 for
the period of October 1, 2003, through July 31,
2004’.

(5) ITS STANDARDS, RESEARCH, OPERATIONAL
TESTS, AND DEVELOPMENT.—Section 5001(a)(b)
of such Act (112 Stat. 420; 117 Stat. 1115; 118
Stat. 481; 118 Stat. 630) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘$86,250,000 for the period of October 1,
2003, through June 30, 2004 and inserting
¢‘$95,833,333 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through July 31, 2004°.

(6) ITS DEPLOYMENT.—Section 5001(a)(6) of
such Act (112 Stat. 420; 117 Stat. 1116; 118
Stat. 482; 118 Stat. 630) is amended by strik-
ing $93,000,000 for the period of October 1,
2003, through June 30, 2004 and inserting
¢“$103,333,333 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through July 31, 2004”°.

(7)  UNIVERSITY TRANSPORTATION  RE-
SEARCH.—Section 5001(a)(7) of such Act (112
Stat. 420; 117 Stat. 1116; 118 Stat. 482; 118
Stat. 630) is amended by striking ‘‘$20,250,000
for the period of October 1, 2003, through
June 30, 2004 and inserting ‘‘$22,500,000 for
the period of October 1, 2003, through July 31,
2004°.

(¢) METROPOLITAN  PLANNING.—Section
5(c)(1) of the Surface Transportation Exten-
sion Act of 2003 (117 Stat. 1116; 118 Stat. 482;
118 Stat. 630) is amended by striking
¢‘$180,000,000 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through June 30, 2004” and inserting
¢‘$200,000,000 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through July 31, 2004°.
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(d) TERRITORIES.—Section 1101(d)(1) of the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Cen-
tury (117 Stat. 1116; 118 Stat. 482; 118 Stat.
630) is amended by striking ‘‘$27,300,000 for
the period of October 1, 2003, through June
30, 2004’ and inserting ‘‘$30,333,333 for the pe-
riod of October 1, 2003, through July 31,
2004°.

(e) ALASKA HIGHWAY.—Section 1101(e)(1) of
such Act (117 Stat. 1116; 118 Stat. 482; 118
Stat. 630) is amended by striking ¢$14,100,000
for the period of October 1, 2003, through
June 30, 2004’ and inserting ‘‘$15,666,667 for
the period of October 1, 2003, through July 31,
2004”°.

(63) OPERATION LIFESAVER.—Section
1101(f)(1) of such Act (117 Stat. 1117; 118 Stat.
482; 118 Stat. 631) is amended by striking
¢“$375,000 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through June 30, 2004 and inserting ‘‘$416,667
for the period of October 1, 2003, through
July 31, 2004”.

(2) BRIDGE DISCRETIONARY.—Section
1101(g)(1) of such Act (117 Stat. 1117; 118 Stat.
482; 118 Stat. 631) is amended—

(1) by striking ¢$75,000,000’ and inserting
‘$83,333,333"’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘June 30
“July 317

(h) INTERSTATE MAINTENANCE.—Section
1101(h)(1) of such Act (117 Stat. 1117; 118 Stat.
482; 118 Stat. 631) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘$75,000,000 and inserting
¢$83,333,333"’; and

(2) by striking ‘“‘June 30"
“July 317

(i) RECREATIONAL TRAILS ADMINISTRATIVE
CosTs.—Section 1101(i)(1) of such Act (117
Stat. 1117; 118 Stat. 482; 118 Stat. 631) is
amended by striking ‘‘$562,500 for the period
of October 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004’ and
inserting ‘‘$625,000 for the period of October
1, 2003, through July 31, 2004”.

(j) RAILWAY-HIGHWAY CROSSING HAZARD
ELIMINATION IN HIGH SPEED RAIL COR-
RIDORS.—Section 1101(j)(1) of such Act (117
Stat. 1118; 118 Stat. 482; 118 Stat. 631) is
amended—

(1) by striking $3,937,500”" and inserting
‘$4,375,000"’;

(2) by striking
¢‘$208,833"’; and

(3) by striking ‘“‘June 30’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘“‘July 31”°.

(k) NONDISCRIMINATION.—Section 1101(k) of
such Act (117 Stat. 1118; 118 Stat. 482; 118
Stat. 631) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking ¢$7,500,000
for the period of October 1, 2003, through
June 30, 2004 and inserting °‘$8,333,333 for
the period of October 1, 2003, through July 31,
2004’; and

(2) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘$7,500,000
for the period of October 1, 2003, through
June 30, 2004 and inserting ¢‘$8,333,333 for
the period of October 1, 2003, through July 31,
2004°.

(1) ADMINISTRATION OF FUNDS.—Section 5(1)
of the Surface Transportation Extension Act
of 2003 (117 Stat. 1118; 118 Stat. 483; 118 Stat.
631) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and section 4 of the Sur-
face Transportation Extension Act of 2004,
Part II”” and inserting ‘‘section 4 of the Sur-
face Transportation Extension Act of 2004,
Part II, and section 4 of the Surface Trans-
portation Extension Act of 2004, Part III"’;

(2) by striking ‘‘or the amendment made by
section 4(a)(1) of the Surface Transportation
Extension Act, Part II"’ and inserting ‘‘the
amendment made by section 4(a)(1) of the
Surface Transportation Extension Act, Part
II, or the the amendment made by section
4(a)(1) of the Surface Transportation Exten-
sion Act, Part III".

(m) REDUCTION OF ALLOCATED PROGRAMS.—
Section 5(m) of such Act (117 Stat. 1119; 118
Stat. 483; 118 Stat. 632) is amended—

and inserting

and inserting

¢‘$187,500 and inserting
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(1) by striking ‘“‘and section 4 of the Sur-
face Transportation Extension Act of 2004,
Part II”” and inserting ‘‘section 4 of the Sur-
face Transportation Extension Act of 2004,
Part II, and section 4 of the Surface Trans-
portation Extension Act of 2004, Part III"’;

(2) by striking the second comma following
‘“‘by this section” the second place it ap-
pears; and

(3) by striking ‘“‘and by section 4 of the
Surface Transportation Extension Act of
2004, Part II” each place it appears and in-
serting ‘‘by section 4 of the Surface Trans-
portation Extension Act of 2004, Part II, and
by section 4 of the Surface Transportation
Extension Act of 2004, Part III”.

(n) PROGRAM CATEGORY RECONCILIATION.—
Section 5(n) of such Act (117 Stat. 1119; 118
Stat. 483; 118 Stat. 632) is amended by strik-
ing ‘“‘and section 4 of the Surface Transpor-
tation Extension Act of 2004, Part I’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 4 of the Surface Transpor-
tation Extension Act of 2004, Part II, and sec-
tion 4 of the Surface Transportation Exten-
sion Act of 2004, Part III”.

SEC. 5. EXTENSION OF HIGHWAY SAFETY PRO-
GRAMS.

(a) SEAT BELT SAFETY INCENTIVE GRANTS.—
Section 157(g)(1) of title 23, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘$84,000,000 for
the period of October 1, 2003, through June
30, 2004 and inserting ‘‘$93,333,333 for the pe-
riod of October 1, 2003, through July 31,
2004°.

(b) PREVENTION OF INTOXICATED DRIVER IN-
CENTIVE GRANTS.—Section 163(e)(1) of such
title is amended by striking $90,000,000 for
the period of October 1, 2003, through June
30, 2004 and inserting ‘$100,000,000 for the
period of October 1, 2003, through July 31,
2004°.

SEC. 6. SPORT FISHING AND BOATING SAFETY.

(a) FUNDING FOR NATIONAL OUTREACH AND
COMMUNICATIONS PROGRAM.—Section 4(c)(6)
of the Dingell-Johnson Sport Fish Restora-
tion Act (16 U.S.C. T77c(c)(6)) is amended to
read as follows:

‘“(6) $8,333,332 for the period of October 1,
2003, through July 31, 2004;’.

(b) CLEAN VESSEL ACT FUNDING.—Section
4(b)(4) of such Act (16 U.S.C. T77c(b)(4)) is
amended—

(1) in the paragraph heading by striking ‘9
MONTHS’’ and inserting ‘10 MONTHS"’;

(2) in the matter preceding subparagraph

(A)—
(A) by striking ‘‘April 30 and inserting
“July 31”’; and

(B) by striking ‘$61,499,999” and inserting
‘$68,333,332";

(3) in subparagraph (A) by striking
‘87,499,999 and inserting ‘$8,333,332”’; and
(4) in subparagraph (B) by striking

‘6,000,001 and inserting ‘‘$6,666,668"".

(c) BOAT SAFETY FUNDS.—Section 13106(c)
of title 46, United States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘$3,750,001" and inserting
‘$4,166,668"; and

(2) by striking “$1,500,001”" and inserting
¢‘$1,666,668".
SEC. 7. EXTENSION OF FEDERAL TRANSIT PRO-

GRAMS.

(a) ALLOCATING AMOUNTS.—Section 5309(m)
of title 49, United States Code, is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—

(A) by striking ‘““‘June 30, 2004’ each place
it appears and inserting ‘‘July 31, 2004’;

(B) in subparagraph (A) by striking
‘$899,5640,711” and inserting ‘“$999,489,679°’;
(C) in subparagraph (B) by striking

€‘$986,987,712” and inserting ‘‘$1,096,653,013’;
and

(D) in subparagraph (C) by striking
€‘$452,713,140”’ and inserting ‘‘$503,014,600’;

(2) by striking paragraph (2)(B)(iii) and in-
serting the following:

‘“(iii) OCTOBER 1, 2003 THROUGH JULY 31,
2004.—Of the amounts made available under
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paragraph (1)(B), $8,615,533 shall be available
for the period beginning on October 1, 2003,
and ending on July 31, 2004, for capital
projects described in clause (i).”’;

(3) in paragraph (3)(B)—

(A) by striking °$2,236,725° and inserting
¢$2,485,250"; and

(B) by striking ‘‘June 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing “July 31, 2004’; and

(4) in paragraph (3)(C)—

(A) by striking “$37,278,750° and inserting
‘$41,420,833"’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘June 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing ‘“‘July 31, 2004".

(b) APPORTIONMENT OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR
FIXED GUIDEWAY MODERNIZATION.—The head-
ing for section 8(b)(1) of the Surface Trans-
portation Extension Act of 2003 (49 U.S.C.
5337 note) is amended by striking ‘‘JUNE 30,
2004’ and inserting ‘‘JULY 31, 2004’".

(¢) FORMULA GRANTS AUTHORIZATIONS.—
Section 5338(a) of title 49, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) in the heading to paragraph (2) by strik-
ing ‘“JUNE 30, 2004 and inserting ‘‘JULY 31,
2004°;

(2) in paragraph (2)(A)(vi)—

(A) by striking $2,289,809,940°° and insert-
ing ‘“$2,544,233,267"’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘June 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing “‘July 31, 2004”’;

(3) in paragraph (2)(B)(vi)—

(A) by striking ‘‘$572,452,485’ and inserting
¢$636,058,317"’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘June 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing “July 31, 2004’; and

(4) in paragraph (2)(C) by striking ‘‘June 30,
2004 and inserting ‘‘July 31, 2004.

(d) FORMULA GRANT FUNDS.—Section 8(d) of
the Surface Transportation Extension Act of
2003 (118 Stat. 633) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

¢(d) ALLOCATION OF FORMULA GRANT FUNDS
FOR OCTOBER 1, 2003, THROUGH JULY 31, 2004.—
Of the aggregate of amounts made available
by or appropriated under section 5338(a)(2) of
title 49, United States Code, for the period of
October 1, 2003, through July 31, 2004—

(1) $4,017,779 shall be available to the
Alaska Railroad for improvements to its pas-
senger operations under section 5307 of such
title;

‘“(2) $41,420,833 shall be available for bus
and bus facilities grants under section 5309 of
such title;

¢“(3) $75,098,291 shall be available to provide
transportation services to elderly individ-
uals and individuals with disabilities under
section 5310 of such title;

“‘(4) $199,323,382 shall be available to pro-
vide financial assistance for other than ur-
banized areas under section 5311 of such title;

““(5) $5,757,496 shall be available to provide
financial assistance in accordance with sec-
tion 3038(g) of the Transportation Equity Act
for the 21st Century; and

‘(6) $2,854,673,803 shall be available to pro-
vide financial assistance for urbanized areas
under section 5307 of such title.”.

(e) CAPITAL PROGRAM AUTHORIZATIONS.—
Section 5338(b)(2) of title 49, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) in the heading by striking ‘“JUNE 30,
2004’ and inserting ‘‘JULY 31, 2004°’;

(2) in subparagraph (A)(vi)—

(A) by striking ¢$1,871,393,250°° and insert-
ing “$2,079,325,834’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘June 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing ‘“‘July 31, 2004”’; and

(3) in subparagraph (B)(vi)—

(A) by striking ‘$467,848,313”’ and inserting
¢‘$519,831,458’"; and

(B) by striking ‘‘June 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing “July 31, 2004".

(f) PLANNING AUTHORIZATIONS AND ALLOCA-
TIONS.—Section 5338(c)(2) of such title is
amended—

(1) in the heading by striking ‘JUNE 30,
2004’" and inserting ‘‘JULY 31, 2004”’;
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(2) in subparagraph (A)(vi)—

(A) by striking $43,690,695° and inserting
¢$48,5645,217"’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘June 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing “July 31, 2004’; and

(3) in subparagraph (B)(vi)—

(A) by striking “$10,736,280 and inserting
¢‘$11,929,200”’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘June 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing ““‘July 31, 2004"’.

(g) RESEARCH AUTHORIZATIONS.—Section
5338(d)(2) of such title is amended—

(1) in the heading by striking ‘JUNE 30,
2004”" and inserting ‘‘JULY 31, 2004"’;

(2) in subparagraph (A)(vi)—

(A) by striking “$31,463,265° and inserting
¢‘$34,959,183"’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘June 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing “July 31, 2004"’;

(3) in subparagraph (B)(vi)—

(A) by striking $8,052,210° and inserting
¢‘$8,946,900"’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘June 30, 2004 and insert-
ing “‘July 31, 2004’’; and

(4) in subparagraph (C) by striking ‘‘June
30, 2004’ and inserting ‘‘July 31, 2004”.

(h) RESEARCH FUNDS.—Section 8(h) of the
Surface Transportation Extension Act of 2003
(118 Stat. 635) is amended to read as follows:

“(h) ALLOCATION OF RESEARCH FUNDS FOR
OCTOBER 1, 2003, THROUGH JULY 31, 2004.—Of
the funds made available by or appropriated
under section 5338(d)(2) of title 49, United
States Code, for the period of October 1, 2003,
through July 31, 2004—

‘(1) not less than $4,349,188 shall be avail-
able for providing rural transportation as-
sistance under section 5311(b)(2) of such title;

‘(2) not less than $6,834,438 shall be avail-
able for carrying out transit cooperative re-
search programs under section 5313(a) of such
title;

‘“(3) not less than $3,313,667 shall be avail-
able to carry out programs under the Na-
tional Transit Institute under section 5315 of
such title, including not more than $828,416
to carry out section 5315(a)(16) of such title;
and

‘“(4) any amounts not made available under
paragraphs (1) through (3) shall be available
for carrying out national planning and re-
search programs under sections 5311(b)(2),
5312, 5313(a), 5314, and 5322 of such title.”.

(i) UNIVERSITY TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH
AUTHORIZATIONS.—Section 5338(e)(2) of title
49, United States Code, is amended—

(1) in the heading by striking ‘JUNE 30,
2004 and inserting ‘‘JULY 31, 2004’;

(2) in subparagraph (A)—

(A) by striking ‘$3,578,760”° and inserting
$3,976,400"’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘June 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing “July 31, 2004"’;

(3) in subparagraph (B)—

(A) by striking ¢$894,690
‘$994,100”’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘June 30, 2004 and insert-
ing ““‘July 31, 2004”’; and

(4) in subparagraph (C) by striking ‘‘June
30, 2004’ each place it appears and inserting
“July 31, 2004,

(j) UNIVERSITY TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH
FUNDS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 8(j) of the Surface
Transportation Extension Act of 2003 (118
Stat. 635) is amended to read as follows:

“(j) ALLOCATION OF UNIVERSITY TRANSPOR-
TATION RESEARCH FUNDS.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Of the amounts made
available under section 5338(e)(2)(A) of title
49, United States Code, for the period Octo-
ber 1, 2003, through July 31, 2004—

““(A) $1,656,833 shall be available for the
center identified in section 5505(j)(4)(A) of
such title; and

‘“‘(B) $1,656,833 shall be available for the
center identified in section 5505(j)(4)(F) of
such title.

and inserting
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‘(2) TRAINING AND CURRICULUM DEVELOP-
MENT.—Notwithstanding section 5338(e)(2) of
title 49, United States Code, any amounts
made available under such section for the pe-
riod October 1, 2003, through July 31, 2004,
that remain after distribution under para-
graph (1), shall be available for the purposes
specified in section 3015(d) of the Transpor-
tation Equity Act for the 21st Century (112
Stat. 857).”.

2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
3015(d)(2) of the Transportation Equity Act
for the 21st Century (49 U.S.C. 5338 note; 112
Stat. 857; 118 Stat. 487; 118 Stat. 636) is
amended by striking ‘“‘June 30, 2004’ and in-
serting ‘‘July 31, 2004”.

(k) ADMINISTRATION AUTHORIZATIONS.—Sec-
tion 5338(f)(2) of title 49, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) in the heading by striking ‘JUNE 30,
2004”’ and inserting ‘‘JULY 31, 2004’’;

(2) in subparagraph (A)(vi)—

(A) by striking $45,032,730’ and inserting
¢‘$50,036,366"; and

(B) by striking ‘‘June 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing “July 31, 2004”; and

(3) in subparagraph (B)(vi)—

(A) by striking ‘$11,258,183"’ and inserting
‘$12,509,093"’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘June 30, 2004 and insert-
ing ‘“‘July 31, 2004"".

(1) JOB ACCESS AND REVERSE COMMUTE PRO-
GRAM.—Section 3037(1) of the Transportation
Equity Act for the 21st Century (49 U.S.C.
5309 note) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(A)(vi)—

(A) by striking ‘$74,557,5600"" and inserting
‘$82,841,667"’; and

(B) by striking ‘“‘June 30, 2004 and insert-
ing “July 31, 2004"’;

(2) in paragraph (1)(B)(vi)—

(A) by striking ¢‘$18,639,375”’ and inserting
¢‘$20,710,416”’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘June 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing “July 31, 2004;

(3) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘June 30,
2004, $7,455,750° and inserting ‘‘July 31, 2004,
$8,284,166"’; and

“4) in paragraph (4) by striking
€‘$14,911,500”° and inserting ‘‘$16,568,333".

(m) RURAL TRANSPORTATION ACCESSIBILITY
INCENTIVE PROGRAM.—Section 3038(g) of the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Cen-
tury (49 U.S.C. 5310 note) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(F)—

(A) by striking ‘$3,914,268’" and inserting
€‘$4,349,188”; and

(B) by striking ‘‘June 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing ““July 31, 2004’’; and

(2) in paragraph (2)—

(A) by striking ‘‘$1,267,478° and inserting
‘$1,408,308’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘June 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing “July 31, 2004.

(n) URBANIZED AREA FORMULA GRANTS.—
Section 5307(b)(2) of title 49, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) in the heading by striking ‘‘JUNE 30,
2004”’ and inserting ‘‘JULY 31, 2004’’; and

(2) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘June
30, 2004’ and inserting ‘‘July 31, 2004’’;

(0) OBLIGATION CEILING.—Section 3040(6) of
the Transportation Equity Act for the 2lst
Century (112 Stat. 394; 118 Stat. 637) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘$5,449,407,675° and insert-
ing ‘$6,054,897,417; and

(2) by striking ‘“‘June 30, 2004 and insert-
ing “July 31, 2004.

(p) FUEL CELL BUS AND BUS FACILITIES
PROGRAM.—Section 3015(b) of the Transpor-
tation Equity Act for the 21st Century (112
Stat. 361; 118 Stat. 637) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘““‘June 30, 2004 and insert-
ing “‘July 31, 2004’; and

(2) by striking °‘$3,616,039"" and inserting
€‘$4,017,821.

Q) ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY PILoT
PROJECT.—Section 3015(c)(2) of the Transpor-
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tation Equity Act for the 21st Century (49
U.S.C. 322 note; 118 Stat. 637) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘June 30, 2004 and insert-
ing “‘July 31, 2004,”’; and

(2) by striking ‘$3,727,876° and inserting
‘$4,142,083".

(r) PROJECTS FOR NEW FIXED GUIDEWAY
SYSTEMS AND EXTENSIONS TO EXISTING SYS-
TEMS.—Section 3030 of the Transportation
Equity Act for the 21st Century (112 Stat.
373; 118 Stat. 637) is amended by striking
“June 30, 2004 each place it appears and in-
serting ‘‘July 31, 2004°.

(s) NEwW JERSEY URBAN CORE PROJECT.—
Section 3031(a)(3) of the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (1056
Stat. 2122; 112 Stat. 379; 117 Stat. 1126; 118
Stat. 489; 118 Stat. 637) is amended by strik-
ing ‘““‘June 30, 2004’ each place it appears and
inserting ‘‘July 31, 2004”°.

(t) TREATMENT OF FUNDS.—Section 8(t) of
the Surface Transportation Extension Act of
2003 (23 U.S.C. 101 note; 118 Stat. 637) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘“‘and by
section 7 of the Surface Transportation Ex-
tension Act of 2004, Part II”’ and inserting ‘‘,
by section 7 of the Surface Transportation
Extension Act of 2004, Part II, and by section
7 of the Surface Transportation Extension
Act of 2004, Part IIT”’; and

(2) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘912 and
inserting ‘19127,

(u) LOCAL SHARE.—Section 3011(a) of the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Cen-
tury (49 U.S.C. 5307 note; 118 Stat. 637) is
amended by striking ‘‘June 30"’ and inserting
“July 317
SEC. 8. NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY AD-

MINISTRATION PROGRAMS.

(a) CHAPTER 4 HIGHWAY SAFETY PRO-
GRAMS.—Section 2009(a)(1) of the Transpor-
tation Equity Act for the 21st Century (112
Stat. 337; 117 Stat. 1119; 118 Stat. 489; 118
Stat. 637) is amended by striking ‘¢, and
$123,019,875 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through June 30, 2004’ and inserting ¢, and
$136,688,750 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through July 31, 2004°.

(b) HIGHWAY SAFETY RESEARCH AND DEVEL-
OPMENT.—Section 2009(a)(2) of such Act (112
Stat. 337; 117 Stat. 1119; 118 Stat. 489; 118
Stat. 637) is amended by striking ¢$53,681,400
for the period of October 1, 2003, through
June 30, 2004 and inserting ‘‘$59,646,000 for
the period of October 1, 2003, through July 31,
2004.

(¢) OCCUPANT PROTECTION INCENTIVE
GRANTS-.—Section 2009(a)(3) of such Act (112
Stat. 337; 117 Stat. 1120; 118 Stat. 489; 118
Stat. 638) is amended by striking ‘‘$14,911,500
for the period of October 1, 2003, through
June 30, 2004 and inserting ‘‘$16,568,333 for
the period of October 1, 2003, through July 31,
2004"".

(d) ALCOHOL-IMPAIRED DRIVING COUNTER-
MEASURES INCENTIVE GRANTS.—Section
2009(a)(4) of such Act (112 Stat. 337; 117 Stat.
1120; 118 Stat. 489; 118 Stat. 638) is amended
by striking ‘‘$29,823,000 for the period of Oc-
tober 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004’ and in-
serting ¢‘$33,136,667 for the period of October
1, 2003, through July 31, 2004”.

(e) NATIONAL DRIVER REGISTER.—Section
2009(a)(6) of such Act (112 Stat. 338; 117 Stat.
1120; 118 Stat. 638) is amended by striking
¢“$2,684,070 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through June 30, 2004 and inserting
¢‘$2,982,300 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through July 31, 2004°’.

SEC. 9. FEDERAL MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY AD-
MINISTRATION PROGRAM.

(a) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Section
T7(a)(1) of the Surface Transportation Exten-
sion Act of 2003 (117 Stat. 1120; 118 Stat. 490;
118 Stat. 638) is amended by striking
¢“$131,811,967 for the period October 1, 2003
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through June 30, 2004’ and inserting
‘$146,725,000 for the period October 1, 2003,
through July 31, 2004°.

(b) MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY ASSISTANCE
PROGRAM.—Section 31104(a)(7) of title 49,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:

“(T) Not more than $140,833,333 for the pe-
riod of October 1, 2003, through July 31,
2004.”.

(c) INFORMATION SYSTEMS AND COMMERCIAL
DRIVER’S LICENSE GRANTS.—

(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION.—Sec-
tion 31107(a)(b) of such title is amended to
read as follows:

““(5) $16,666,667 for the period of October 1,
2003, through July 31, 2004.”".

(2) EMERGENCY CDL GRANTS.—Section 7(c)(2)
of the Surface Transportation Extension Act
of 2003 (117 Stat. 1121; 118 Stat. 490; 118 Stat.
638) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘“‘June 30, and inserting
“July 31,”; and

(B) by striking ‘‘$748,634”
°$833,333"".

(d) CRASH CAUSATION STUDY.—Section 7(d)
of such Act (117 Stat. 1121; 118 Stat. 490; 118
Stat. 638) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘$748,634
¢‘$833,333’’; and

(2) by striking ‘“‘June 30’
“July 317
SEC. 10. EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION FOR

USE OF TRUST FUNDS FOR OBLIGA-
TIONS UNDER TEA-21.

(a) HIGHWAY TRUST FUND.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
9503(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is
amended—

(A) in the matter before subparagraph (A),
by striking ‘‘July 1, 2004’ and inserting ‘‘Au-
gust 1, 2004,

(B) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (&),

(C) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (H) and inserting *‘, or”’,

(D) by inserting after subparagraph (H),
the following new subparagraph:

‘(I) authorized to be paid out of the High-
way Trust Fund under the Surface Transpor-
tation Extension Act of 2004, Part IIL.”’, and

(E) in the matter after subparagraph (I), as
added by this paragraph, by striking ‘‘Sur-
face Transportation Extension Act of 2004,
Part II” and inserting ‘‘Surface Transpor-
tation Extension Act of 2004, Part III”.

(2) MASS TRANSIT ACCOUNT.—Paragraph (3)
of section 9503(e) of such Code is amended—

(A) in the matter before subparagraph (A),
by striking “‘July 1, 2004’ and inserting ‘“Au-
gust 1, 2004,

(B) in subparagraph (E), by striking ‘‘or”
at the end of such subparagraph,

(C) in subparagraph (F), by inserting ¢, or”’
at the end of such subparagraph,

(D) by inserting after subparagraph (F) the
following new subparagraph:

“(G) the Surface Transportation Extension
Act of 2004, Part II1,”, and

(E) in the matter after subparagraph (G),
as added by this paragraph, by striking
“Surface Transportation Extension Act of
2004, Part II” and inserting ‘‘Surface Trans-
portation Extension Act of 2004, Part III".

(3) EXCEPTION TO LIMITATION ON TRANS-
FERS.—Subparagraph (B) of section 9503(b)(5)
of such Code is amended by striking “July 1,
2004’ and inserting ‘“‘August 1, 2004°.

(b) AQUATIC RESOURCES TRUST FUND.—

(1) SPORT FISH RESTORATION ACCOUNT.—
Paragraph (2) of section 9504(b) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by
striking ‘““‘Surface Transportation Extension
Act of 2004, Part II”” each place it appears
and inserting ‘‘Surface Transportation Ex-
tension Act of 2004, Part III".

(2) BOAT SAFETY ACCOUNT.—Subsection (c)
of section 9504 of such Code is amended—

and inserting

and inserting

and inserting
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(A) by striking ‘‘July 1, 2004’ and inserting
“August 1, 2004, and

(B) by striking ‘‘Surface Transportation
Extension Act of 2004, Part I’ and inserting
‘““‘Surface Transportation Extension Act of
2004, Part III".

(3) EXCEPTION TO LIMITATION ON TRANS-
FERS.—Paragraph (2) of section 9504(d) of
such Code is amended by striking ‘“July 1,
2004’ and inserting ‘“‘August 1, 2004”.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect on the
date of the enactment of this Act.

(d) TEMPORARY RULE REGARDING ADJUST-
MENTS.—During the period beginning on the
date of the enactment of the Surface Trans-
portation Extension Act of 2003 and ending
on July 31, 2004, for purposes of making any
estimate under section 9503(d) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 of receipts of the High-
way Trust Fund, the Secretary of the Treas-
ury shall treat—

(1) each expiring provision of paragraphs
(1) through (4) of section 9503(b) of such Code
which is related to appropriations or trans-
fers to such Fund to have been extended
through the end of the 24-month period re-
ferred to in section 9503(d)(1)(B) of such Code,
and

(2) with respect to each tax imposed under
the sections referred to in section 9503(b)(1)
of such Code, the rate of such tax during the
24-month period referred to in section
9503(d)(1)(B) of such Code to be the same as
the rate of such tax as in effect on the date
of the enactment of the Surface Transpor-
tation Extension Act of 2003.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG).

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

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
the purpose of the H.R. 4635, the Sur-
face Transportation Extension Act of
2004 Part III is the continuation of the
highway construction and highway
safety transit, motor carrier, and sur-
face transportation research programs
for an additional 10 months beyond the
end of fiscal year 2003.

This is the fourth extension of the
Transportation Equity Act of the 21st
Century, which expired on September
30, 2003. In September 2003, we extended
these programs for 5 months until Feb-
ruary 29, 2004. Since then, we have
passed two subsequent 2-month exten-
sions, STEA 2004, parts 1 and 2, and are
now facing the expiration of the cur-
rent extension on June 30.

This extension will continue highway
transit and highway safety programs
for one more month until July 31, 2004.
It is the hope of the conferees that H.R.
3550, the 6-year service transportation
reauthorization bill, that we will com-
plete conference before the extension
expires.

H.R. 4635 authorizes almost $27 bil-
lion in contract authority to the
States to continue the core Federal aid
highway program.

This bill also authorizes $6 billion to
continued grants to transit agencies
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around the country and other programs
of the Federal Transit Administration.

It authorizes $306 million for the Fed-
eral Motor Carrier Safety Administra-
tion for State grants to enforce safety
regulation on our Nation’s highways
and to continue safety inspections at
our border with Mexico.

And, finally, the bill authorizes $249
million to the National Highway Traf-
fic Safety Administration for highway
safety grants, occupant protection
grants, and impaired driving counter-
measure grants.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, the late Ronald Reagan
was fond of saying, ‘“Here we go
again.” This is the third act of a play
that does not have a number of acts
pinned to it yet. In fact, we are setting
a record today. This will be the longest
extension of a transportation bill while
working out a conference in recent
memory, at least in the last decade or
S0.

Now, that is not any fault of anyone
in this body. Certainly not of the chair-
man. If the chairman had his way, we
would have had this bill done 6 months
to be at the $375 billion level. We will
be building highways right now and
bridges and transit systems. We would
be investing in America. We would be
on our way to having 475,000 new jobs
in the marketplace by Labor Day and
$80 billion of economic activity in the
marketplace. We would have America
back to work again if only the White
House would have listened to our chair-
man.

And I must say, Mr. Speaker, I have
the greatest admiration for our chair-
man for standing up to this adminis-
tration saying what he thinks is right.
I remember in days when we had a
Democratic administration we were
add odds with them. It was not pleas-
ant, but one had to stand up for what
our committee position is and what we
believe is the right thing to do and we
did it. And the gentleman from Alaska
(Chairman YOUNG) has done so. And his
wisdom has been rejected.

We should have had this conference
all done and completed with. It is all
over one issue, how much are we will-
ing to invest in America in our trans-
portation and mobility, in reducing
congestion, improving productivity,
moving America forward, reducing the
cost of logistics in this country, that is
what we ought to be doing, instead of
dragging our feet over this issue of fis-
cal conservatism, some imagined effect
upon the deficit.

The Federal aid highway program
and transit program has no effect on
our deficit unless you engage in some
fanciful financing, some of which is in-
cluded in the bill that is the only bill
that is now in conference.

We can resolve all of that. The Fed-
eral highway trust fund is derived from
the revenues collected at the pump
which traveling America pays. They
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expect to get the return as they drive
away from the pump in the form of im-
proved roads and transit systems and
bridges and safety. And we have per-
formed. We have done that through the
Surface Transportation Assistance Act
of 1982 and 1987 and ISTEA in 1991,
TEA-21 in 1998 and we are prepared to
do that with TEA-LU.

The investment for the next 6 years
is at a level that the Department of
Transportation, not this committee,
selected, the one that they studied as
directed by TEA-21 to assess pavement
condition, congestion, bridge condi-
tions, safety needs and investment re-
quirements for the future, and they
came back with this figure of $375 bil-
lion.

We took them at their word. We held
hearings on it. We traveled around the
country. We went to congested areas of
great need in America by holding pub-
lic meetings, committee hearings. We
validated that figure. We reported it
out of our committee. With 74, 756 mem-
bers, that does not get anymore bipar-
tisan than that.

And I have said it many times, how
can it be a political detriment to the
President if the Democrats in the
House, Democrats in the Senate all
stand side by side with the Republicans
and vote for this bill, a robust invest-
ment in the needs of America, in trans-
portation, in mobility, in reducing the
cost of logistics. If we all stand shoul-
der to shoulder, that is not a partisan
issue. That is not a slur on the Presi-
dent.
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There is no way he could be criticized
for signing such a bill, and we are pre-
pared to say this is the right thing to
do. We have said it. So let us get on
with this.

Now, there are discussions, back
door, called it in one meeting kind of a
Kabuki dance, wearing a mask, putting
on a uniform and doing this dance, and
we are supposed to understand what is
happening behind the dance. On our
side, we are not participants in that
dance. We do not know what that num-
ber is going to come out of that dance,
but so far the numbers are not good.

We did the right thing in this Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. We agreed to scale back the
375, bring a smaller dollar amount to
the House floor, with a wink from the
leadership that if we bring this bill
through the House, go to conference,
that number will go up from the House
figure. Nominally 275, actually 284, it
will get up there to $300 billion, maybe
even beyond; and I give the Speaker
enormous credit because he under-
stands what we need to do for America,
for our mobility, to reduce congestion,
create jobs. He understands that. He
has argued. He has been an advocate at
the White House. He has been turned
down.

So now we are at that point in con-
ference, and the wink is like the Chesh-
ire cat’s smile, fading. So we are going
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to go along with this Act III of a multi-
act play extension and trust in the
enormous fortitude of our chairman,
the advocate of what is right, as he has
done right along, and advance the
cause of transportation in America;
but it is not going to be below the
House number, I tell my colleagues
that.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
PETRI), the chairman of the sub-
committee that wrote this bill.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
chairman for the time, and I assure my
senior minority leader on the com-
mittee that it is often darkest before
the dawn, and I think there will be a
dawn before long for transportation in
America. I certainly hope so. One way
or another, we will meet our Nation’s
needs.

I rise in support of this bill to extend
to July 30 current highway transit and
highway safety programs. We have
done it several times in the past. We
are bringing this bill to the floor today
in order to ensure that these programs
continue to function and that funds be
made available to the States while
House and Senate conferees proceed
with negotiations on a long-term bill.

Mr. Speaker, it is important we have
a multiyear bill that provides adequate
and needed resources to invest in our
Nation’s transportation systems. In
preparation for this reauthorization ef-
fort, I and many of my colleagues on
the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure, as has been pointed out,
traveled to meetings with Governors,
mayors, local officials all across our
country. Each of them showed us the
pressing transportation needs that
their cities and States have in order to
improve safety, reduce congestion, and
provide for a first-class transportation
network that is essential for economic
growth and opportunity.

There are many demands being
placed upon us as we seek to reauthor-
ize TEA-21. Donor States want to see
improvement in their rate of return on
Federal highway dollars. Members
from States with trade corridors want
to see adequate investment to con-
struct needed roads like I-69, I-49 and
Ports-to-Planes, to name only a few.

Cities and States that need to com-
plete massive projects, such as the
multibillion dollar viaduct project in
Seattle or the rail consolidation
project in Chicago, find themselves
overwhelmed by their financial costs
and are seeking Federal help, and al-
most every Member of this body has
approached the committee regarding
pressing transportation projects that
are crucial in their district.

All of these are legitimate goals, but
we must have the resources if we are,
in fact, to respond.

As we continue negotiations to re-
solve these and other questions, I urge
the approval of this extension so that
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needed funds can continue to flow to
the States and so work on critical
transportation projects can move for-
ward.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, 1
would like to inquire of the Chair how
much time remains on both sides.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
OsE). The gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. OBERSTAR) has 13 minutes remain-
ing. The gentleman from Alaska (Mr.
YOUNG) has 156% minutes remaining.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2V minutes to the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate the gentleman’s courtesy,
and I appreciate his leadership.

We have another extension, another
opportunity to do it right for America.
We need to send signals to the vast
team that builds, maintains, and re-
pairs our infrastructure, to say nothing
of the American people who own it and
who use it and who depend upon it
every day.

The bill in question goes far beyond
bridges, bikes, and buses. It includes
historic preservation, Kkey environ-
mental and economic revitalization for
cities large and small, for suburbs and
rural areas.

I hope that our conference committee
will reject the White House insistence
on somehow using this bill to atone for
their budget problems and the sea of
red ink that we are faced with with the
deficit.

The $318 billion that was the bill
funding level from the other body is a
start to keep faith with the American
public’s needs and aspirations. I would
hope that our conference committee, in
the course of this next month, will hold
strong, to set the level for what Amer-
ica needs, the bill that was so effec-
tively championed by our committee
chairman and ranking member. The
$375 billion, after all, was not plucked
out of the air. This was the figure that
the administration’s own Department
of Transportation set as the needed
level.

There is, I suppose, an opportunity
for some sort of mechanism of a re-
opener. It may well be that we reach a
point where these demands between the
White House and what America needs
and what various constituencies within
this House require, that maybe we just
decide that we kick the can down the
road until after the election. But this
is one area that we cannot afford to
fail.

We are not just talking about the
next 6 years of reauthorization. We are
talking about a funding level, if we are
not careful, that will establish a floor
for the next generation where we will
be playing catch-up.

I appreciate the leadership of the
chairman, of the ranking member, and
the conference committee. I wish them
well, and I hope that when we come
back next that we will have the bill
that America deserves.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.
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I thank the gentleman for his com-
ments and especially the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) for his
comments. I can assure him there will
not be any less out of this conference
than we passed in the House, and I am
praying that there will be more.

It is ironic that when we meet with
the other side of the aisle, I know I am
not supposed to mention that, I want
their number, and we are suggesting
that maybe their number is correct,
but I am faced with a very difficult
task now of bringing a third party into
this agreement; and I am not giving up
on this legislation. I think it is vitally
important for the Nation.

I think if we stand together shoulder
to shoulder that we will eventually
prevail. If we do not, it will be a ter-
rible disservice to this Nation as far as
our transportation, not wants, but
needs; and I want to stress that.

I believe, Mr. Speaker, that when I
first came out 3 years ago for $375 bil-
lion I was correct then. I am more cor-
rect now, and I will be more correct in
the future. It is a number that we need
to solve this very serious problem. We
all know, and anybody on this floor
that has constituents knows, that the
one issue we all share in common is not
the necessary fear of terrorism. That is
very serious in itself, but it is the con-
stant problem of moving oneself, be it
their children or himself or herself, to
and from the home, to school or to
work, and to receive goods on time,
and we have to understand that; and
the public is crying out, let us solve
this problem, and they are willing to
pay for it.

I have lost that battle now, but in
the House bill my colleagues are well
aware we have a reopening clause, and
I am going to continue the pursue, and
I am confident that the public finally
will raise up and say let us fix it. This
extension gives us some time. I am
hoping we will not have to ask for an-
other, but let us fix the problem of this
transportation challenge we have in
this Nation. Let us do it quicker than
later.

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

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. DEFAZIO).

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the ranking member for the time.

Well, as the chairman said, he is al-
most always correct, and he was cer-
tainly correct with the number of $375
billion. It was confirmed by our own
Federal Department of Transportation.

This is an essential investment. This
is an investment. There are a lot of
things we do around here where we are
spending money. We do not see a real
product, but in this case it is an invest-
ment in the future of our country. As
the chairman said, it has to do with
our economic competitiveness.

We are concerned about the economy
and the need to put people back to
work and competitiveness in our busi-
nesses. This is about just-in-time deliv-
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ery. We cannot have just-in-time deliv-
ery when we have to divert a truck for
2 or 300 miles because of a failing
weight-limited bridge, as exists all
over the country; and a number of
bridges are in that condition on Inter-
state b in my State.

It is about livability. It is about deal-
ing with congestion, management,
movement of people; and it is also
about jobs, and that is a very impor-
tant part of this debate that we cannot
leave out.

The difference between the number
being asked at the White House and the
number put forward by the chairman,
supported by, I believe, every other
member of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, figures
out to about 1 million jobs a year over
6 years. For every billion dollars we in-
vest in the infrastructure of this coun-
try, transportation infrastructure, it
yields about 47,000 jobs, direct con-
struction jobs, small business sup-
pliers, and spillover effects into our
communities.

So the difference in the number, and
I hope they are listening down at the
White House, is 1 million jobs a year
over 6 years. Now, why can we not get
there? A lot of people do not seem to
know about the Highway Trust Fund.
We have a very robust Highway Trust
Fund and a substantial balance. We can
spend down some of that balance. We
can capture the ethanol money that is
being used to subsidize that product of
dubious value. We could look at bond-
ing. We could do all of this without in-
creasing taxes. We could get to a much
higher number, even a number higher
than that in the United States Senate;
but minimally, I would hope that that
is where we can end up in these nego-
tiations.

It has been 9 months, 9 months that
we have been acting under temporary
legislation that does not allow us to
fully address the needs of this country
and increase the investment in our in-
frastructure. Nine months is too long.
Let us not let it go beyond this one
more temporary extension. Let us get a
robust bill this summer before Con-
gress leaves for its August recess.

I thank the gentleman for yielding
the time.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, can 1
inquire of my chairman whether he has
any other speakers.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Not at this
time; I do not believe I will.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. I
will make a few remarks and close and
yield back, and I thank the gentlemen
from Oregon for their remarks. I appre-
ciate their support all along, and I ap-
preciate the leadership, once again I
want to say, I cannot say it often
enough, of our chairman who has stood
up against remarkable odds.

The term that we use in this com-
mittee, ‘‘investment,” is the way to de-
scribe what our committee is all about.
This is a committee about building
America, whether it is our inland wa-
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terways, our coastal ports, our inland
ports, our St. Louis seaway, our pas-
senger rail system, transit ways, bus
ways, our airports, airways, Corps of
Engineer works, the water and sewer
system needs of America, Economic
Development Administration creating
jobs. The Tennessee Valley Authority
comes under the jurisdiction of our
committee.

0 1200

Airport, airways, safety of air traffic
control system, everything this com-
mittee does is involved in building
America, investing in our productivity,
investing in logistics, the cost of mov-
ing people and goods. Because of those
investments, we have improved the
marketplace in America.

In 1987, the cost of logistics, moving
people and goods, was 17 percent of our
gross domestic product. In 1987. Last
year, the cost of logistics was under 10
percent. That is a $700 billion gain in
productivity in logistics, moving peo-
ple and goods in the American econ-
omy, society and marketplace. That is
a huge productivity gain. The stock
market does not make that kind of
gain. But we do, with the investments
that we make in this committee that
stimulate the national economy.

Now, when we talk about investment
in surface transportation, think of the
Romans and the Appian Way, the clas-
sic roadway built that is still there
2,000 years later. If we do not continue
to improve, continue to invest, con-
tinue to tend to the needs of transpor-
tation, our roadways are not going to
last for 2,000 years. They will not even
last for 25 or 30 years. Airport runways
are supposed to last for 25 years, and
then suddenly they begin to deterio-
rate. That is why we have to continue
to invest in the Airport Improvement
Program, to keep America flying, keep
our economy moving. And the same
with our surface transportation needs.

We have the key to doing it in the
$375 billion. And when that bill was in-
troduced in the House last year, the
price of gasoline was $1.34 a gallon.
Now, it is, in some places, as much as
$2.24 a gallon. And where is that 70, 80
cents going? It is not staying in Amer-
ica. It is going overseas. Going to
OPEC. We are not getting the benefit
from it, except that you can power
your automobile. But if we had passed
our bill with the 5 cent increase in the
user fee, we would be making those in-
vestments right now. We would have
people working improving our road-
ways, reducing congestion. We can do
it.

Every 5-minute delay experienced by
United Parcel Service costs $40 million
nationwide. Multiply that cost over
and you get to the $68 billion cost of
congestion in just the 75 major metro-
politan area in the country. That is
why we need to do this legislation.
That is why we need this bill passed
and why we need the Chairman’s lead-
ership in the conference.
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I want to stand for the reopener, I
want to stand for the more robust in-
vestment we passed in the House, and I
want to see this 30-day extension, this
record-breaking extension passed.

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

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

I was listening to the gentleman
speak on the issue about the needs for
a user fee, and he is absolutely right.
Again, I hope the American public will
speak out, because every day that it
goes up higher, I believe last year it
was $2.55 for the premium gas, it is now
$2.25 for regular, none of that goes into
the highway construction. It goes over-
seas. Unless people like supporting
those countries who are not friendly to
us, those countries that take our dol-
lars and use them for terrorism pur-
poses, maybe unknowingly, I hope the
American public will wake up and say
enough is enough. If we have to spend
this on fuel, then let us spend it in
America.

So I compliment the gentleman for
his comments and the concept that we
will continue to talk about, which are
the needs. Again, I want to stress, not
the ‘“‘wants,” contrary to what you
may read, but the ‘‘needs.” So I do
compliment the gentleman.

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in support of the Surface Transportation Ex-
tension Act before us today. | realize another
extension is needed to keep the process mov-
ing forward. But | think we need to stop voting
on extensions and solve the greater issue of
passing a 6-year transportation reauthorization
bill with enough funding behind it to put people
back to work all across America.

The transportation infrastructure is critical to
America for several reasons. First, our entire
interstate highway system was created by
President Eisenhower as a national security
safety measure and that remains a priority
today. Second, Americans rely on roads,
bridges and tunnels to live their lives each and
every day. We use them to get to and from
work, to travel on vacation, and to visit friends
and family. Third, and most important today,
building and maintaining our transportation in-
frastructure means creating jobs all across
America—over 2 million jobs that cannot be
outsourced. Jobs to the cities, counties, towns
and states throughout this nation that are vi-
tally needed.

The construction industry is a key pillar to
any economic recovery providing the much
needed stimulus for thousands of related in-
dustry jobs. Unlike other important issues,
transportation requires long-term planning and
investments to keep the nation moving effi-
ciently and safely. Short term extensions inter-
rupt that planning. Two-year funding commit-
ments threaten to destroy plans. This nation
needs Congress to act now, to pass the bi-
partisan compromise of a $318 billion funding
level for a six-year bill. Anything less will only
short change the nation and keep Americans
out of work.

Pushing for a conference report that pro-
vides the bill America needs should not be
about partisan politics. As a former county ex-
ecutive, | understand what transportation fund-
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ing means to people outside of the beltway. A
six year $318 billion transportation reauthor-
ization bill is supported by local leaders na-
tionwide. It has been endorsed by the National
Association of Counties, National League of
Cities, United Conference of Mayors, Amer-
ican Public Works Association, Association of
Metropolitan Planning Organizations, National
Association of County Engineers, National As-
sociation of Development Organizations, and
the National Association of Regional Councils.

Finally, it is important to remember that a
large price tag on transportation reauthoriza-
tion does not mean adding to the deficit. This
bill is funded through the Highway Trust Fund
and any measures not fully offset in the Sen-
ate version can be addressed in conference. If
Members—both Democrat and Republican,
both House and Senate—are serious about
jump starting the economy for working Ameri-
cans and putting Americans back to work we
must enact the six year $318 billion reauthor-
ization now.

| urge leadership on both sides of the aisle
in both chambers to set the politics aside and
do what is right for America. Let’s bring this
conference report to the floor immediately.
Let's pass it and send it to the President.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SIM-
MONS). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Alaska
(Mr. YouNG) that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4635.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the ‘“‘yeas’ and ‘‘nays’’.

The ‘“‘yeas’ and ‘‘nays’ were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

————
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 4635, the bill just considered.

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

There was no objection.

————

UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL
LEADERSHIP ACT OF 2004

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 4053) to improve the workings
of international organizations and mul-
tilateral institutions, and for other
purposes.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 4053

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘United

States International Leadership Act of 2004°.
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TITLE I—UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL
LEADERSHIP
SEC. 101. FINDINGS.

The Congress makes the following findings:

(1) Decisions at many international organi-
zations and other multilateral institutions,
including membership and key positions, re-
main subject to determinations made by re-
gional groups where democratic states are
often in the minority and where there is in-
tensive cooperation among repressive re-
gimes. As a result, the United States has
often been blocked in its attempts to take
action in these institutions to advance its
goals and objectives, including at the United
Nations Human Rights Commission (where a
representative of Libya was elected as chair-
man and the United States temporarily lost
a seat).

(2) In order to address these shortcomings,
the United States must actively work to im-
prove the workings of international organi-
zations and multilateral institutions, par-
ticularly by creating a caucus of democratic
countries that will advance United States in-
terests. In the second Ministerial Conference
of the Community of Democracies in Seoul,
Korea, on November 10-20, 2002, numerous
countries recommended working together as
a democracy caucus in international organi-
zations such as the United Nations and en-
suring that international and regional insti-
tutions develop and apply democratic stand-
ards for member states.

SEC. 102. ESTABLISHMENT OF A DEMOCRACY
CAUCUS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The President of the
United States, acting through the Secretary
of State and the relevant United States
chiefs of mission, shall seek to establish a
democracy caucus at the United Nations, the
United Nations Human Rights Commission,
the United Nations Conference on Disar-
mament, and at other broad-based inter-
national organizations.

(b) PURPOSES OF THE CAUCUS.—A democ-
racy caucus at an international organization
should—

(1) forge common positions, including, as
appropriate, at the ministerial level, on mat-
ters of concern before the organization and
work within and across regional lines to pro-
mote agreed positions;

(2) work to revise an increasingly out-
moded system of regional voting and deci-
sion making; and

(3) set up a rotational leadership scheme to
provide member states an opportunity, for a
set period of time, to serve as the designated
president of the caucus, responsible for serv-
ing as its voice in each organization.

SEC. 103. ANNUAL DIPLOMATIC MISSIONS ON
MULTILATERAL ISSUES.

The Secretary of State, acting through the
principal officers responsible for advising the
Secretary on international organizations,
shall ensure that a high-level delegation
from the United States Government, on an
annual basis, is sent to consult with key for-
eign governments in every region in order to
promote the United States agenda at key
international fora, such as the United Na-
tions General Assembly, United Nations
Human Rights Commission, the United Na-
tions Education, Science, and Cultural Orga-
nization, and the International Whaling
Commission.

SEC. 104. LEADERSHIP AND MEMBERSHIP OF
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS.

(a) UNITED STATES PoLIcY.—The President,
acting through the Secretary of State and
the relevant United States chiefs of mission,
shall use the voice, vote, and influence of the
United States to—

(1) where appropriate, reform the criteria
for leadership and, in appropriate cases for
membership, at all United Nations bodies
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and at other international organizations and
multilateral institutions to which the
United States is a member so as to exclude
nations that violate the principles of the spe-
cific organization;

(2) make it a policy of the United Nations
and other international organizations and
multilateral institutions, of which the
United States is a member, that a member
state may not stand in nomination or be in
rotation for a leadership position in such
bodies if the member state is subject to sanc-
tions imposed by the United Nations Secu-
rity Council; and

(3) work to ensure that no member state
stand in nomination or be in rotation for a
leadership position in such organizations, or
for membership of the United Nations Secu-
rity Council, if the member state is subject
to a determination under section 620A of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, section 40 of
the Arms Export Control Act, or section 6(j)
of the Export Administration Act.

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than
15 days after a country subject to a deter-
mination under section 620A of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961, section 40 of the Arms
Export Control Act, or section 6(j) of the Ex-
port Administration Act of 1979 is selected
for a leadership post in an international or-
ganization of which the United States is a
member or a membership of the United Na-
tions Security Council, the Secretary of
State shall submit to the appropriate con-
gressional committees a report on any steps
taken pursuant to subsection (a)(3).

SEC. 105. INCREASED TRAINING IN MULTILAT-
ERAL DIPLOMACY.

(a) TRAINING PROGRAMS.—Section 708 of the
Foreign Service Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 4028) is
amended by adding after subsection (b) the
following new subsection:

“(c) TRAINING IN MULTILATERAL DIPLO-
MACY.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es-
tablish a series of training courses for offi-
cers of the Service, including appropriate
chiefs of mission, on the conduct of diplo-
macy at international organizations and
other multilateral institutions and at broad-
based multilateral negotiations of inter-
national instruments.

‘(2) PARTICULAR PROGRAMS.—The Sec-
retary shall ensure that the training de-
scribed in paragraph (1) is provided at var-
ious stages of the career of members of the
service. in particular, the Secretary shall en-
sure that after January 1, 2006—

“‘(A) officers of the Service receive training
on the conduct of diplomacy at international
organizations and other multilateral institu-
tions and at broad-based multilateral nego-
tiations of international instruments as part
of their training upon entry of the Service;
and

“(B) officers of the Service, including
chiefs of mission, who are assigned to United
States missions representing the United
States to international organizations and
other multilateral institutions or who are
assigned in Washington, D.C., to positions
that have as their primary responsibility for-
mulation of policy towards such organiza-
tions and institutions or towards participa-
tion in broad-based multilateral negotia-
tions of international instruments receive
specialized training in the areas described in
paragraph (1) prior to beginning of service
for such assignment or, if receiving such
training at that time is not practical, within
the first year of beginning such assign-
ment.”.

(b) TRAINING FOR CIVIL SERVICE EMPLOY-
EES.—The Secretary shall ensure that em-
ployees of the Department of State that are
members of the civil service and that are as-
signed to positions described in section 708(c)
of the Foreign Service Act of 1980 (as amend-
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ed by this subtitle) have training described
in such section.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 708
of such Act is further amended—

(1) In subsection (a) by striking ‘‘(a) The”’
and inserting ‘(a) TRAINING ON HUMAN
RIGHTS.—The”’; and

(2) In subsection (b) by striking ‘‘(b) The”’
and inserting ‘‘(b) TRAINING ON REFUGEE LAW
AND RELIGIOUS PERSECUTION.—The”’.

SEC. 106. PROMOTING ASSIGNMENTS TO INTER-
NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS.

(a) PROMOTIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 603(b) of the For-
eign Service Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 4003) is
amended by striking the period at the end
and inserting: ‘‘, and shall consider whether
the member of the Service has served in a
position whose primary responsibility is to
formulate policy towards or represent the
United States at an international organiza-
tion, a multilateral institution, or a broad-
based multilateral negotiation of an inter-
national instrument.”.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect Janu-
ary 1, 2011.

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF A MULTILATERAL DI-
PLOMACY CONE IN THE FOREIGN SERVICE.—

(1) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the following:

(A) The Department of State maintains a
number of United States missions both with-
in the United States and abroad that are
dedicated to representing the United States
to international organizations and multilat-
eral institutions, including missions in New
York, Brussels, Geneva, Rome, Montreal,
Nairobi, Vienna, and Paris, and which are re-
sponsible for United States representation to
the United Nations Economics, Scientific
and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) and the
Organization on Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD).

(B) In offices at the Harry S. Truman
Building, the Department maintains a sig-
nificant number of positions in bureaus that
are either dedicated, or whose primary re-
sponsibility is, to represent the TUnited
States to such organizations and institutions
or at multilateral negotiations.

(C) Given the large number of positions in
the United States and abroad that are dedi-
cated to multilateral diplomacy, the Depart-
ment of State may be well served in devel-
oping persons with specialized skills nec-
essary to become experts in this unique form
of diplomacy.

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall submit to the appropriate
congressional committees a report—

(A) evaluating whether a new cone should
be established for the Foreign Service that
concentrates on members of the Service that
serve at international organizations and
multilateral institutions or are primarily re-
sponsible for participation in broad-based
multilateral negotiations of international
instruments; and

(B) provides alternative mechanisms for
achieving the objective of developing a core
group of United States diplomats and other
government employees who have expertise
and broad experience in conducting multilat-
eral diplomacy.

SEC. 107. IMPLEMENTATION AND ESTABLISH-
MENT OF OFFICE ON MULTILAT-
ERAL NEGOTIATIONS.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE.—The Sec-
retary of State is authorized to establish,
within the Bureau of International Organiza-
tional Affairs, an Office on Multilateral Ne-
gotiations to be headed by a Special Rep-
resentative for Multilateral Negotiations (in
this section referred to as the ‘‘special rep-
resentative’’).

(b) APPOINTMENT.—The special representa-
tive shall be appointed by the President with
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the advice and consent of the Senate and
shall have the rank of Ambassador-at-Large.
At the discretion of the President another
official at the Department may serve as the
special representative. The President may
direct that the special representative report
to the Assistant Secretary for International
Organizations.

(c) STAFFING.—The special representative
shall have a staff of foreign service and civil
service officers skilled in multilateral diplo-
macy.

(d) DuTies.—The special representative
shall have the following responsibilities:

(1) IN GENERAL.—The primary responsi-
bility of the special representative shall be
to assist in the organization of, and prepara-
tion for, United States participation in mul-
tilateral negotiations, including the advo-
cacy efforts undertaken by the Department
of State and other United States agencies.

(2) ADVISORY ROLE.—The special represent-
ative shall advise the President and the Sec-
retary of State, as appropriate, regarding ad-
vocacy at international organizations and
multilateral institutions and negotiations
and, in coordination with the assistant Sec-
retary of State for international organiza-
tional affairs, shall make recommendations
regarding—

(A) effective strategies (and tactics) to
achieve United States policy objectives at
multilateral negotiations;

(B) the need for and timing of high level
intervention by the President, the Secretary
of State, the Deputy Secretary of State, and
other United States officials to secure sup-
port from key foreign government officials
for the United States position at such orga-
nizations, institutions, and negotiations;

(C) the composition of United States dele-
gations to multilateral negotiations; and

(D) liaison with Congress, international or-
ganizations, nongovernmental organizations,
and the private sector on matters affecting
multilateral negotiations.

(3) DEMOCRACY CAUCUS.—The special rep-
resentative, in coordination with the Assist-
ant Secretary for International Organiza-
tional Affairs, shall ensure the establish-
ment of a democracy caucus.

(4) ANNUAL DIPLOMATIC MISSIONS OF MULTI-
LATERAL ISSUES.—The special representative,
in coordination with the Assistant Secretary
for International Organizational Affairs,
shall organize annual diplomatic missions to
appropriate foreign countries to conduct
consultations between principal officers re-
sponsible for advising the Secretary of State
on international organizations and high-
level representatives of the governments of
such foreign countries to promote the United
States agenda at the United Nations General
Assembly and other key international fora
(such as the United Nations Human Rights
Commission).

(5) LEADERSHIP AND MEMBERSHIP OF INTER-
NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS.—The special rep-
resentative, in coordination with the Assist-
ant Secretary of International Organiza-
tional Affairs, shall direct the efforts of the
United States Government to reform the cri-
teria for leadership and membership of inter-
national organizations as described in sec-
tion 104.

(6) PARTICIPATION IN MULTILATERAL NEGO-
TIATIONS.—The special representative, or
members of the special representative’s
staff, may, as required by the President or
the Secretary of State, serve on a United
States delegation to any multilateral nego-
tiation.

(e) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of State shall submit a plan to es-
tablish a democracy caucus to the appro-
priate congressional committees. The report
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required by section 106(b)(2) may be sub-
mitted together with the report under this
subsection.

SEC. 108. DEFINITION.

In this title, the term ‘‘appropriate con-
gressional committees’ means the Com-
mittee on International Relations of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Foreign Relations of the Senate.

TITLE II—-MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
SEC. 201. REPORTS RELATING TO MAGEN DAVID

ADOM SOCIETY.

(a) FINDINGS.—Section 690(a) of the Foreign
Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal Year
2003 (Public Law 107-228) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

¢‘(5) Since the founding of the Magen David
Adom in 1930, the American Red Cross has
regarded it as a sister national society forg-
ing close working ties between the two soci-
eties and has consistently advocated recogni-
tion and membership of the Magen David
Adom in the International Red Cross and
Red Crescent Movement.

‘(6) The American Red Cross and Magen
David Adom signed an important memo-
randum of understanding in November 2002,
outlining areas for strategic collaboration,
and the American Red Cross will encourage
other societies to establish similar agree-
ments with Magen David Adom.”.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—Section 690(b) of
such Act is amended—

(1) in paragraph (3) after the semicolon by
striking “‘and”’;

(2) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para-
graph (5); and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘“(4) the High Contracting Parties to the
Geneva Conventions of August 12, 1949,
should adopt the October 12, 2000, draft addi-
tional protocol which would accord inter-
national recognition to an additional dis-
tinctive emblem; and”’.

(c) REPORT.—Section 690 of such Act is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(c) REPORT.—Not later than 60 days after
the date of the enactment of the United
States International Leadership Act of 2004,
and annually thereafter, the Secretary of
State shall submit a report, on a classified
basis if necessary, to the appropriate con-
gressional committees describing—

‘(1) efforts by the United States to obtain
full membership for the Magen David Adom
in the International Red Cross Movement;

‘“(2) efforts by the International Com-
mittee of the Red Cross to obtain full mem-
bership for the Magen David Adom in the
International Red Cross Movement;

““(3) efforts of the High Contracting Parties
to the Geneva Convention of 1949 to adopt
the October 12, 2000, draft additional pro-
tocol; and

‘“(4) the extent to which the Magen David
Adom of Israel is participating in the activi-
ties of the International Red Cross and Red
Crescent Movement.”.

SEC. 202. VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTION TO ORGA-
NIZATION OF AMERICAN STATES.

There are authorized to be appropriated
$2,000,000 for a United States voluntary con-
tribution to the Organization of American
States for the Inter-American Committee
Against Terrorism (CICTE) to identify and
develop a port in the Latin American and
Caribbean region into a model of best secu-
rity practices and appropriate technologies
for improving port security in the Western
Hemisphere. Amounts authorized to be ap-
propriated under this section are authorized
to remain available until expended and are
in addition to amounts otherwise available
to carry out section 301 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2221).
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SEC. 203. COMBATTING THE PIRACY OF UNITED
STATES COPYRIGHTED MATERIALS.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—In
addition to such amounts as may otherwise
be authorized to be appropriated for such
purpose, there are authorized to be appro-
priated for the Department of State,
$10,000,000 to carry out the following activi-
ties in countries that are not members of the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD):

(1) Provision of equipment and training for
foreign law enforcement, including in the in-
terpretation of intellectual property laws.

(2) Training for judges and prosecutors, in-
cluding in the interpretation of intellectual
property laws.

(3) Assistance in complying with obliga-
tions under appropriate international copy-
right and intellectual property treaties and
agreements.

(b) CONSULTATION WITH WORLD INTELLEC-
TUAL PROPERTY ORGANIZATION.—In carrying
out subsection (a), the Department of State
should make every effort to consult with,
and provide appropriate assistance to, the
World Intellectual Property Organization to
promote the integration of non-OECD coun-
tries into the global intellectual property
system.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) and the
gentleman from California (Mr. LAN-
TOS) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. RoOsS-
LEHTINEN)

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rial on H.R. 4053, the bill under consid-
eration.

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

There was no objection.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I ask that all my col-
leagues support H.R. 4053, the United
States International Leadership Act of
2004. This bill was introduced by my
distinguished colleague and ranking
Democratic member of the House Com-
mittee on International Relations, and
a dear friend of mine, the gentleman
from California (Mr. LANTOS), who was
joined by the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules, the gentleman from
California (Mr. DREIER), in advancing
this idea of boosting U.S. diplomatic
leadership within multilateral organi-
zations.

On a daily basis, the U.S. is partici-
pating in a wide range of multilateral
organizations, and this requires a
strong, well-trained diplomatic corps.
There are also times when high profile
issues are being debated within the
U.N. Security Council, and those de-
mand astute and skillful negotiators.
This bill strengthens the U.S. diplo-
matic representatives in multilateral
situations, it encourages participation
of foreign service officers in such posi-
tions, and it authorizes the establish-
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ment of an Office on Multilateral Nego-
tiations, which will facilitate U.S. par-
ticipation in these negotiations.

This bill also encourages the Sec-
retary of State to establish a Democ-
racy Caucus at the United Nations to
forge common positions and work to
update regional voting schemes.

Mr. Speaker, as a former chair of the
Subcommittee on International Oper-
ations and Human Rights, I witnessed
firsthand the negative dynamics devel-
oping in international fora and the
need for freedom-loving Democratic
nations to join together to offset these
negative destructive patterns. Some of
the steps outlined in this Act could go
a long way to better represent the in-
terests and the concerns of these
Democratic countries.

This measure moved smoothly
through the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, and I encourage my
colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’” on the pas-
sage.

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

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

Let me first pay tribute to my dear
friend, the gentlewoman from Florida
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN), for her effective
leadership on this issue, as well as to
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules, my fellow Californian
(Mr. DREIER), and the chairman of our
committee, the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE).

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of this legislation. Just a few short
weeks ago, the members of a Kkey
United Nations committee gathered in
New York to make a critically impor-
tant decision related to internation-
ally-recognized human rights. They
met to determine next year’s member-
ship in the United Nations Human
Rights Commission.

Shockingly, when Africa’s turn came
to nominate its candidate, they un-
veiled their choice: Sudan, a country
which is currently engaged in a brutal
campaign of ethnic cleansing in the
Darfur region, where thousands and
thousands of innocent men, women,
and children have lost their lives in an
orgy of assassinations.

Mr. Speaker, it is outrageous that
the government of a totalitarian re-
gime, currently engaged in the mass
slaughter of its own citizens, would be
entrusted with protecting human
rights elsewhere across the globe.
Properly, the United States delegation
simply walked out of the meeting in
disgust.

While T am a supporter of the United
Nations, Mr. Chairman, for too many
years we have allowed the delibera-
tions of the U.N. General Assembly,
the Human Rights Commission in Ge-
neva, and many other critical multilat-
eral bodies to be polluted by the machi-
nations of rogue regimes. Despite the
fact that the Cold War ended over 10
years ago, spurring a new wave of de-
mocratization across much of the
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globe, authoritarian regimes still
maintain a chokehold on key decisions
at the United Nations. Working
through the so-called Non-aligned
Movement, authoritarian and dictato-
rial regimes control the regional group
caucuses in Africa, Asia, and some
other parts of the world that form com-
mon positions on United Nations issues
and nominate candidate countries for
leadership positions.

Sudan’s accession to the Human
Rights Commission was only the latest
example of a broken system which fa-
vors rotten regimes. Three years ago,
the world’s leading human rights abus-
ers came together to unceremoniously
vote the United States off the Human
Rights Commission in Geneva. As a re-
sult, one of the world’s greatest human
rights violators, the government of the
People’s Republic of China, got a free
pass that year. Also, in 2001, Mr.
Speaker, the United Nations convened
the World Conference on Racism in
Durban, South Africa, which I at-
tended. The conference itself went
down in flames after it was hijacked
and turned into a forum for nondemo-
cratic regimes to launch vicious hate-
ful attacks on the Democratic State of
Israel.

Mr. Speaker, I, for one, am sick and
tired of the world’s dictatorships mak-
ing key decisions at the United Na-
tions, shouting out the voices of the
democratic governments of the world.
For that reason, I am pleased to join
with my good friend and colleague, the
gentleman from California (Mr.
DREIER), in introducing this legislation
before the House today.

The United States International
Leadership Act of 2004 will require our
Department of State to take effective
measures to end this nonsense and to
give our diplomats the tools they need
to ensure that America once again
punches at its weight class in New
York.

The legislation accomplishes this im-
portant task by creating a Democracy
Caucus to support democratic forces at
the United Nations by directing the
President to use our influence to re-
form TUnited Nations rules so that
rogue regimes cannot gain leadership
positions, and by providing appropriate
training to make our diplomats more
effective in multilateral diplomacy.
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Mr. Speaker, largely in response to
this legislative initiative, the adminis-
tration this year launched a democracy
caucus in New York and in Geneva. Our
leadership act will lend important new
impetus for this effort, and it will help
to ensure that it is broadened across
the United Nations system.

But the recent failure to keep Sudan
off the Human Rights Commission
shows that much work needs to be
done. Our diplomats should have
known in advance that Sudan was soon
to be nominated for the commission,
and the world’s democratic nations
should have been ready to block this
mind-numbing decision.
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Our leadership act will force the De-
partment of State to practice effective
U.N. diplomacy. In coordination with
our democratic partners, it will make
it a much higher priority.

Mr. Speaker, there is no reason why
new democracies in Latin America and
Asia and Africa should continue to
vote with the likes of Cuba and the
Sudan. An effective democracy caucus
will help states like Chile and Bot-
swana and Thailand to have a positive
alternative to mindless solidarity with
authoritarian regimes.

I urge all of my colleagues to support
H.R. 4053.

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
DREIER), our distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Rules.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN) for yielding me this
time, and I appreciate the time and ef-
fort she has put into this very impor-
tant effort here.

Mr. Speaker, having listened to the
remarks of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS), I have to say that
this legislation is clearly bipartisan-
ship at its best. We all know of the
very famous line of Senator
Vandenburg’s that partisanship ends at
the water’s edge.

While in trying to deal with the chal-
lenge of the United Nations, it is abso-
lutely essential that we pursue biparti-
sanship as well as we can, and we know
within this structure, encouraging de-
mocracy is a very important basis of
that; and that is why I would like to
not only compliment the gentleman
from California (Mr. LANTOS) and the
others who have been involved in put-
ting this legislation together but to
compliment another very strong bipar-
tisan effort, which actually was the
brainchild for this important piece of
legislation.

A couple of years ago as we looked at
the great challenge of trying to deal
with the United States’ role in the
United Nations, we put together a task
force that was done by Freedom House
and the Council on Foreign Relations;
and I was very pleased to cochair that
effort, along with our former colleague
Lee Hamilton. And, again, it was bipar-
tisanship at its best, in that we had a
wide range of people from varied back-
grounds who had been involved in the
diplomatic realm, in private sector or-
ganizations, nongovernment organiza-
tions involved with dealing with chal-
lenges that exist in the United Nations.

We came up with some recommenda-
tions as to how we could enhance the
leadership role of the United States of
America in the United Nations, and I
would commend to my colleagues this
report. Actually, the report itself is
only about 25 pages long, and it is a
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very good read. There are additional
views. It goes through some other
items in here; but basically the report
itself, along with the conclusions, are
about 25 pages.

And, again, it includes in it items
that the gentleman from California
(Mr. LANTOS) has just discussed. This
concept of pursuing a democracy cau-
cus, something that is very important
for us to ensure that it is nations that
are committed to self-determination,
political pluralism, the rule of law,
those things that we have a tendency
to take for granted here in the United
States that should be the true leaders
within that very basic concept of the
United Nations, and that is why this
restructuring, the role that the Depart-
ment of State will be able to play in
having a structure that can help us, en-
hance our leadership and deal with the
challenges that exist in nations, such
as the Sudan, which was just referred
to by my good friend.

I do believe that this legislation, Mr.
Speaker, is going to be a great help to
us as a Nation and to the world as we
pursue those goals, and so I simply
want to express my appreciation to the
gentleman from California (Mr. LAN-
TOS), to the gentlewoman from Florida
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN), to the others, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE),
those who have focused on this, and
also to express my appreciation to all
of the organizations that worked with
us with the task force that we put to-
gether, as well as individuals within
the Department of State who have
helped fashion this effort.

So this is a very important measure.
I believe it will go a long way towards
addressing the shared goals that we
have, and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port it.

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, |
rise today to show my strong support for this
legislation’s important language on the cre-
ation of a “Democracy Caucus” at the United
Nations.

Mr. Speaker, there is a growing crisis at the
UN. This crisis is the decline in the UN’s focus
on building democracies and spreading free-
dom throughout the world. Increasingly, the
UN is becoming dominated by non- and, in far
too many cases, anti-democratic governments.
For example, the 191 members of the United
Nations, 102 do not have completely free and
democratic governments. 47 members are no-
torious dictatorships. 6 are even known ter-
rorist states.

As the UN has lost its focus on promoting
democracy, scandal has plagued the organiza-
tion. Take the Oil-for-Food program. The
world, particularly the Iragi people, is waiting
to learn the magnitude of corruption involved
in the Oil for Food scandal. Credible reports
allege the UN paid itself at least $1.4 billion in
commissions for its work on a program that
stole as much as $10 billion in food and hu-
manitarian relief from the Iraqi people it was
designed to help. This is only the latest exam-
ples of a crisis of confidence at the UN.

Nearly half of the 53 countries sitting on the
UN Human Rights Commission are known vio-
lators of the human rights of their own citi-
zens. For example, take the Sudan, which
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was just reelected to the Human Rights Com-
mission. This Is the same country that UN
Secretary General Kofi Annan has cited for its
ongoing acts of ethnic cleansing against its
people, which may result in the deaths of
more than 320,000 people this year alone.

Mr. Speaker, the United Nations was cre-
ated by the United States and the other victors
of World War Il to be an instrument for world
peace and democracy. Instead, since its
founding, there have been 291 wars which
have resulted in over 22 million deaths. The
UN needs a Democracy Caucus, and it needs
one now.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of my friend’s
legislation, because | share his belief that the
UN system is broken. Democracies and dicta-
torships are not the same, yet within the UN
system they have the same vote. It is time for
the democracies of the world to come together
to provide the leadership that has been lack-
ing for too long in the UN.

| yield back the balance of my time.

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SIM-
MONS). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 4053.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

———

REGARDING THE SECURITY OF
ISRAEL AND THE PRINCIPLES OF
PEACE IN THE MIDDLE EAST

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and agree to
the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res.
460) regarding the security of Israel and
the principles of peace in the Middle
East.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 460

Whereas the United States is hopeful that
a peaceful resolution of the Israeli-Pales-
tinian conflict can be achieved;

Whereas the United States is strongly
committed to the security of Israel and its
well-being as a Jewish state;

Whereas Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Shar-
on has proposed an initiative intended to en-
hance the security of Israel and further the
cause of peace in the Middle East;

Whereas President George W. Bush and
Prime Minister Sharon have subsequently
engaged in a dialogue with respect to this
initiative;

Whereas President Bush, as part of that
dialogue, expressed the support of the United
States for Prime Minister Sharon’s initia-
tive in a letter dated April 14, 2004;
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Whereas in the April 14, 2004, letter the
President stated that in light of new reali-
ties on the ground in Israel, including al-
ready existing major Israeli population cen-
ters, it is unrealistic to expect that the out-
come of final status negotiations between
Israel and the Palestinians will be a full and
complete return to the armistice lines of
1949, but realistic to expect that any final
status agreement will only be achieved on
the basis of mutually agreed changes that re-
flect these realities;

Whereas the President acknowledged that
any agreed, just, fair, and realistic frame-
work for a solution to the Palestinian ref-
ugee issue as part of any final status agree-
ment will need to be found through the es-
tablishment of a permanent alternative and
the settling of Palestinian refugees there
rather than in Israel;

Whereas the principles expressed in Presi-
dent Bush’s letter will enhance the security
of Israel and advance the cause of peace in
the Middle East;

Whereas there will be no security for
Israelis or Palestinians until Israel and the
Palestinians, and all countries in the region
and throughout the world, join together to
fight terrorism and dismantle terrorist orga-
nizations;

Whereas the United States remains com-
mitted to the security of Israel, including se-
cure, recognized, and defensible borders, and
to preserving and strengthening the capa-
bility of Israel to deter enemies and defend
itself against any threat;

Whereas Israel has the right to defend
itself against terrorism, including the right
to take actions against terrorist organiza-
tions that threaten the citizens of Israel;

Whereas the President stated on June 24,
2002, his vision of two states, Israel and Pal-
estine, living side-by-side in peace and secu-
rity and that vision can only be fully real-
ized when terrorism is defeated, so that a
new state may be created based on rule of
law and respect for human rights; and

Whereas President Bush announced on
March 14, 2003, that in order to promote a
lasting peace, all Arab states must oppose
terrorism, support the emergence of a peace-
ful and democratic Palestine, and state
clearly that they will live in peace with
Israel: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That Congress—

(1) strongly endorses the principles articu-
lated by President Bush in his letter dated
April 14, 2004, to Israeli Prime Minister Ariel
Sharon which will strengthen the security
and well-being of the State of Israel; and

(2) supports continuing efforts with others
in the international community to build the
capacity and will of Palestinian institutions
to fight terrorism, dismantle terrorist orga-
nizations, and prevent the areas from which
Israel has withdrawn from posing a threat to
the security of Israel.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) and the
gentleman from California (Mr. LAN-
TO0S) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. RoOS-
LEHTINEN).

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the con-
current resolution under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Florida?
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There was no objection.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume, and I rise in strong support of
House Concurrent Resolution 460, re-
garding the security of Israel and the
principles of Middle East peace.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Texas, our majority leader, for his un-
wavering commitment to the State of
Israel and stability in the region, and
commend him, as well as the gen-
tleman from Maryland, the Democratic
whip, for their efforts in drafting this
measure. It is a resolution that sup-
ports the principles outlined in the
President’s April 14 letter, and in doing
so it articulates our own vision of the
path toward a lasting peace. It has long
been our enduring hope that Israel’s
neighbors would see the wisdom of lay-
ing down their arms and negotiating in
earnest, instead of killing. Egypt and
Jordan arrived at this point and have
found peace with Israel. There are oth-
ers, however, who murder and employ
terror against innocent civilians to
achieve their political ends.

The people of Israel have done their
part toward peace and have made ter-
rible sacrifices in human and material
terms for this effort, yet they continue
in their search for closure to this long
battle. Yasser Arafat, on the other
hand, lacks the will to fulfill the com-
mitments required of Palestinian offi-
cials. Arafat seems more intent on en-
riching himself and his cronies and in
accommodating Hamas than he is in
achieving peace with Israel so that his
own people can reap the political and
economic benefits that would come
from that peace.

As the President noted in his recent
letter, the United States stands ready
to lead efforts to help achieve the goal
of peace between Israel and the Pal-
estinians, working with Egypt and Jor-
dan to build the capacity and the will
of Palestinian institutions to fight ter-
rorism and bring a permanent end to
such violence.

However, we have been down this
road before. Arafat promises, but
Arafat never delivers. The suicide
bombings continue, and the death toll
rises without so much as a modicum of
effort from Arafat-controlled security
forces to prevent it. He promises to dis-
arm the radicals, to arrest them; but
he does neither. Instead, he has acted
as a revolving door for the terrorists
that he pretends to arrest. He swore to
end terrorism only to carry out a mas-
sive campaign of murder against inno-
cent Israelis riding on school buses,
shopping in open-air malls, and simply
going about their daily lives. He has
failed completely in his commitments,
and he has brought only misery to a
people seeking a peaceful existence.

As underscored in this resolution and
articulated by the President, Israel has
a sovereign and undeniable right to
protect herself and her people, includ-
ing taking actions against terrorist or-
ganizations. In the same vein, we re-
main strongly committed to Israel’s se-
curity and well-being as a Jewish state.
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The President has clearly laid out his
vision and has pursued it on multiple
fronts. Through this resolution, we
again declare our support for Israel for
the great sacrifices she has made, and
we congratulate the President for rec-
ognizing those sacrifices and the im-
portance of Israel’s commitment to
peace.

We also call on the Palestinians to
help build a peace that is mutual and
lasting and not one of fleeting adher-
ence and rhetorical assurances to score
political points. Their adherence to
peace must be real, and it must be en-
during. For the welfare and security of
the people of the State of Israel and for
the future of the Palestinian people,
Arafat and the Palestinian leadership
must come to the realization that it is
in their best interests to build the in-
stitutions necessary to fight and defeat
terrorism in order to live side by side
in peace together with Israel.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution ex-
presses our support for principles that
are crucial to Middle East peace, and it
reflects the current reality on the
ground. These principles are consistent
with U.S. policy priorities, and I ask
my colleagues to render their strong
support for this resolution.

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

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER),
the distinguished Democratic whip,
who played a critical role in the draft-
ing of this important resolution.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
from California, the ranking member
of the committee, for yielding time;
and I thank the gentlewoman from
Florida for her statement.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to support this important bi-
partisan resolution, which the major-
ity leader (Mr. DELAY) and I have of-
fered along with the chairman and
ranking member of the Committee on
International Relations, the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS).

This is a balanced resolution, Mr.
Speaker, that will further the cause of
peace in the Middle East, enhance the
security of our staunch ally, the demo-
cratic State of Israel, and move the
Palestinian people closer to the real-
ization of a homeland of their own. In
short, this resolution does two things.
First, it strongly endorses the prin-
ciples for Middle East peace articu-
lated by President Bush in his April 14
letter to Prime Minister Sharon.

The Members may recall that the
President’s letter welcomed Prime
Minister Sharon’s disengagement plan
calling for the withdrawal of military
installations and settlements from
Gaza and the West Bank. The President
believes that this plan will make a real
contribution towards peace, and so do
I. This plan in my view is a bold, his-
toric opportunity to break the dead-
lock in Israeli-Palestinian relations. In
addition, the President, among other
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things, reaffirmed the United States’
commitment to the implementation of
the road map to Middle East peace; re-
iterated in the strongest terms our
commitment to Israel’s security; in-
sisted that the Palestinian side imme-
diately cease all acts of violence and
terror against Israel and her citizens;
expressed our support for the establish-
ment of a Palestinian state that is via-
ble, contiguous, sovereign, and inde-
pendent; recognized that in light of the
reality, on the ground it is unrealistic
to expect that the outcome of final sta-
tus negotiations will be a full and com-
plete return to the armistice lines of
1949; and in addition indicated that any
final status will need to include the es-
tablishment of a Palestinian state and
the settling of Palestinian refugees
there rather than in Israel.

Secondly, Mr. Speaker, this resolu-
tion supports continuing efforts by the
international community to build the
capacity and will of Palestinian insti-
tutions to fight terrorism, dismantle
terrorist organizations, and prevent
the areas from which Israel has with-
drawn from posing a threat to the secu-
rity of Israel.
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Mr. Speaker, the plight of the Pales-
tinian people must concern all of us.
Their cause has been diminished by de-
praved and corrupt leaders, led by
Yasser Arafat, who employ the tactic
of terror, insight their people to hate,
and refuse to seek peace, thereby trag-
ically relegating their own people to
poverty and severe insecurity. In fact,
it is this absence of leadership on the
Palestinian side, the absence of a sin-
cere negotiating partner, that spurred
Prime Minister Sharon to propose his
recent disengagement plan, which is
supported not only by President Bush,
but also by JOHN KERRY and Members
on both sides of the aisle here.

Thus again, Mr. Speaker, Israel has
stepped up and shown its willingness to
take risks for peace and security. And
let no one be mistaken about the spe-
cial relationship that has existed be-
tween our two nations since the State
of Israel was founded. Ours is a rela-
tionship of principle and conscience, of
shared values and common aspirations,
of peace and opportunity, and of a mu-
tual commitment to freedom and de-
mocracy.

This resolution, Mr. Speaker, is an
important statement by this House. I
urge all of my colleagues to support it.

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

I want to thank the distinguished
Democratic whip for his powerful and
eloquent statement.

I rise in strong support of this his-
toric resolution, Mr. Speaker. Our reso-
lution represents a unique, bipartisan
effort to demonstrate congressional
support for the State of Israel and for
Middle East peace by endorsing Prime
Minister Sharon’s bold disengagement
plan.

Even before this resolution was in-
troduced, expressions of bipartisan re-
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solve regarding its core principles were
already well on their way. President
Bush warmly welcomed Prime Minister
Sharon’s plan and reaffirmed this Na-
tion’s strong support for Israel and for
Middle East peace in his letter of April
14. Senator JOHN KERRY, the Demo-
cratic nominee for President, in turn
endorsed both Prime Minister Sharon’s
proposal and the content of the Presi-
dent’s letter.

In setting out some of the principles
of peace such as those relating to terri-
tory and refugees, the President was
clearly inspired by ideas presented dur-
ing the Camp David negotiations in the
summer of 2000 and by President Clin-
ton’s so-called ‘‘Parameters’” of De-
cember, 2000. Thus like President
Bush’s April 14 letter, the resolution
now before us distills the ideas of some
of our Nation’s most respected figures
in both the Democratic and Republican
parties.

Many of the principles in the resolu-
tion have been endorsed previously,
some of them repeatedly by the Con-
gress. All of them are crucial to achiev-
ing Middle East peace.

Mr. Speaker, Prime Minister Sharon
has taken a bold risk and shown great
courage in pursuing his plan for unilat-
eral withdrawal from all of Gaza and
parts of the West Bank. He did so be-
cause he believed it was the only way
to break a deadlock in the peace proc-
ess and to forge a historic path towards
the separation of the Palestinian and
Israeli peoples which is the pre-
requisite for a two-state solution. The
prime minister decided that Middle
East peace could no longer be held hos-
tage to the failure of Palestinian lead-
ership.

Prime Minister Sharon has pursued
his plan despite repeated political ob-
stacles. The Israeli people as a whole
overwhelmingly embrace his initiative,
but many of his traditional allies do
not. In fact, Mr. Sharon’s plan was de-
feated in a referendum of his own
Likud parties membership. He has been
forced to fire some members of his cab-
inet in order to assure cabinet support
for the plan. Other ministers have re-
signed in protest. Mr. Sharon has lost
his once formidable parliamentary ma-
jority and now leads a minority gov-
ernment. Perhaps most painfully for
him, he has parted ways with a settle-
ment movement that he once unoffi-
cially led. As one senior U.S. official
recently expressed it to me, ‘“A year
ago we would have been shocked and
pleased if Sharon had decided to dis-
mantle one single settlement. Now he
insists on dismantling two dozen.”

Mr. Speaker, I met with Prime Min-
ister Sharon in his office in Jerusalem
a month ago. As critics were pro-
nouncing his plan finished, he was
buoyantly optimistic and firmly com-
mitted to overcoming opposition to his
plan. He told me he would prevail in
the cabinet, and now he has. There are
more steps required before implemen-
tation, but Mr. Sharon is committed to
the battle, and, in my view, he is fully
up to the task.
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Mr. Speaker, the Israeli people have
endured considerable heartbreak in the
peace process. They were stunned and
many still are, as are we, that an inex-
cusable Palestinian intifada erupted 4
years ago in the wake of an incredibly
generous Israeli peace offer. That
intifada, with its repeated suicide
bombings, has claimed nearly 1,000 in-
nocent Israeli lives. Proportional to
the U.S. population, that would be
50,000 lives lost at the hands of domes-
tic terrorism.

Nevertheless, another Israeli leader
has embarked on yet another bold and
politically precarious peace initiative.
That initiative deserves the support of
the Congress. So does the vast major-
ity of the Israeli people who, polls
show, support the Sharon plan. And the
Palestinian people deserve this body’s
support. They have endured all kinds of
hardships, including incompetent, cyn-
ical, and violent leadership that has led
them to the edge of the abyss.

Mr. Speaker, what we will do here
today will reverberate throughout the
Middle East. By strongly supporting
Israeli security and this new initiative,
we will embolden Israeli leaders to
take further key and courageous steps
toward the Middle East peace all sides
desire, even in the face of spirited do-
mestic opposition. And hopefully mod-
erate Palestinians will be encouraged
to push aside their failed authoritarian
leadership and take control of their
own lives.

Mr. Speaker, for the sake of a secure
Israel, increased hope for Palestinians,
and the all-important peace in the Mid-
dle East, I urge all of my colleagues to
join me in supporting this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Nevada (Ms. BERK-
LEY), a distinguished member of the
committee.

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS), ranking member
of the Committee on International Re-
lations; the gentlewoman from Florida
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN); the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER); and the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) for
their leadership on this very important
and urgent issue.

I rise today in strong support of this
resolution, in support of America’s
closest ally in the Middle East, and I
rise with the hope that a peaceful solu-
tion to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict
can be achieved.

No country in the world is more fa-
miliar with what Americans experi-
enced on September 11 than Israel.
Since Yasser Arafat turned his back on
peace with Israel and fled Camp David
to oversee the latest wave of violence,
there have been over 130 suicide bomb-
ings responsible for the death of over
500 Israelis. Thousands more have been
injured, and little progress has been
made in forging a lasting peace be-
tween the Palestinians and the Israelis.

This resolution sends a strong, bipar-
tisan message of support for strength-
ening the security and well-being of
Israel.
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The peace process is dead because the
Palestinian Authority continues to
refuse to fulfill its most basic obliga-
tions under the roadmap. It refuses to
stop the terrorist attacks against
Israel, dismantle the terrorist infra-
structure, and begin a process of polit-
ical reform.

It is time for the Palestinian leader-
ship to express their desire for a Pales-
tinian state living side by side peace-
fully with Israel rather than a Pales-
tinian state in place of Israel.

Israel has the right to secure and de-
fensible borders that reflect the demo-
graphic realities. The time is long past
for the Palestinian people to reject ter-
rorism and violence. America will
never condone terrorist acts. America
will never support those that per-
petrate them, and America will stand
side by side with Israel in its struggle
against terrorism.

This resolution, once again, sends a
clear message to the supporters of ter-
rorism and the enemies of Israel.
America will always side with demo-
cratic and peace-loving people. Amer-
ica should and does stand side by side
with the people of the State of Israel. I
urge my colleagues to vote for this res-
olution.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
PENCE).

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding me this time.
I thank her for her extraordinary lead-
ership on the Middle East and Central
Asia Subcommittee. She is a great
champion for that about which this
resolution attends today, that strong
and historic alliance between the
United States of America and Israel.

I also speak in commendation of the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY),
majority leader; and the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER), minority
whip, who have brought forward this
House concurrent resolution regarding
the security of Israel and the principles
of Middle East peace. And I also con-
gratulate the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS), my friend and
mentor on these issues, a great leader
on the world stage on behalf of human
rights and Israel.

When I met Prime Minister Sharon
during January of this year during my
first journey to Israel, he asked me if I
had ever been to that historic land, and
I replied reflexively ‘“Only in my
dreams.” And the truth is that for
many millions of American Christians,
Israel is just that. It is a dream. And it
is a dream, make no mistake about it,
Mr. Speaker, that American Christians
cherish with a fervor and the fire of
American members of the Jewish com-
munity. It was a dream that was made
real by the leadership of the United
States of America in 1948, and it is a
dream the reality of which the Amer-
ican people, even the people across the
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heartland district that I serve,
dedicated to.

It was my passion for Israel that led
me, after my return from Israel this
year, to draft a resolution, along with
the gentlewoman from Nevada (Ms.
BERKLEY), who just spoke. We authored
the Pence-Berkley resolution that was
able to endorse Israel’s right of self-de-
fense openly as this resolution does and
condemn the adjudication of Israel be-
fore the civil court of justice at the
Hague. We were both, I think, pleas-
antly surprised to see over 160 Demo-
crats and Republicans support that res-
olution.

So it was with special pride that I
learned that the leadership of this Con-
gress and the leadership of the House
Committee on International Relations
have come together in a bipartisan way
to make an affirmative statement
about Israel’s right of self-defense.
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The relationship between the United
States and Israel is truly unique and
precious. It is forged in the best values
and hopes of the peoples of both na-
tions, and it is forged in the uniqueness
that at no other time in human history
has one people so committed them-
selves to the reestablishment of an-
other people in their historic home-
land.

I see our relationship with Israel as
one of stewardship. Until such a time
that Israel has developed both the eco-
nomic and military capability to stand
on its own, the United States, as we are
doing today, must stand with Israel as
a protector, a friend, and a partner.

As a protector, this commitment be-
gins with defending the territorial in-
tegrity of Israel through military aid
and means if necessary. As a friend,
this commitment includes foreign aid
by the United States of America. And
as partner, it means partnering in a
process for peace in the Middle East,
but recognizes that the role of the
United States of America in that Mid-
dle East process is not one of an honest
broker, but it is one of a partner on one
side of the table, honestly dealing on
behalf of peace.

I am specifically pleased to see this
resolution endorsing Israel’s right of
self-defense. During my tour of Israel,
we, along with Israeli defense forces,
toured a large section of the security
fence. Mr. Speaker, during the 2 hours
that my wife and I toured that fence
with military personnel, they received
three separate calls for attempted ter-
rorist incursions along the fence line.

When we arrived at their post, I
asked the commander who had accom-
panied us, Havi, I said, ‘‘Is this a pretty
busy day?’”’ And he smiled the way that
Israelis tend to do in the face of un-
thinkable threats and terror, and said,
“Pretty typical day, Congressman.’”’
Three attempted terrorist incursions
along the fence line.

It is that reality that sent me home
to go to work here in Congress on be-
half of the statement that we will

are
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make today in deafening and bipar-
tisan terms. It is the firsthand reality
of daily terror that the people of Israel
face that makes it imperative that the
United States of America, in bipartisan
and deafening terms, be heard in this
place and on this day.

I pray for the peace of Jerusalem, Mr.
Speaker; and I close by saying that
like millions of Americans, Republican
and Democrat, as we see witness here
today, liberal and conservative, as we
see here today, I stand for the dream
that is Israel. But I stand even more
firmly for making that dream a re-
ality; not just past, not just present,
but a permanent and truly eternal re-
ality of the Nation of Israel, with Jeru-
salem as her capital.

I thank the gentlewoman for yielding
me time, I thank our leadership for
their extraordinary effort on behalf of
our great partner and ally.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, let me
first commend my friend from Indiana
for his powerful and eloquent state-
ment, and let me yield 3 minutes to my
distinguished colleague, the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL).

(Mr. PASCRELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman from California
for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I must remind my
brother from Indiana that the Mideast
is in reality a dream for Jews, Chris-
tians, and Muslims; and that is the ap-
proach. I am going to vote for this res-
olution probably, but I would like to
take the opportunity to speak about
what people in my area, my district,
and abroad should take from the reso-
lution.

The conflict in Israel is the axis on
which much of Middle East politics
spins. Let us not forget that what we
do and say here has major implications
all across the globe.

The United States is strongly com-
mitted to the security of Israel as a
Jewish state. That is not debatable.
There is no question that our friend
and ally has every right to defend itself
against terrorists who oppose freedom
and democracy. This resolution takes a
strong stand on that issue.

But equally important, this resolu-
tion stands in favor of a peaceful two-
state solution to the Israeli-Pales-
tinian conflict. Read it carefully.

A vital first step to a peaceful solu-
tion is the proposed withdrawal from
Gaza, as the Prime Minister has
planned and President Bush has en-
dorsed. But we must not forget that
this withdrawal should be a precursor
to the restart of negotiations.

By passing a resolution that endorses
the road map to peace and discusses
what should be done during final status
negotiations, the House is recognizing
the importance of negotiations led by
the United States and the quartet. We
lost valuable time in the first 8 months
of this administration when we did
nothing. We separated ourselves from
the issue.
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On a parallel track, the Congress
should be looking at ways to spur eco-
nomic development throughout Israel,
including the West Bank and Gaza.

Let us use this resolution as an op-
portunity to get back on track. We
must work to get the two sides negoti-
ating for an agreed-upon solution,
rather than imposing one which will
not have the legitimacy that is needed.
The United States must use its leader-
ship to get the Israelis and Palestin-
ians and neighboring nations in the
Middle East to the table and start the
talks, so that when we look to the fu-
ture, we will see Israeli and Palestinian
children living in peace. This is what
we want; and as committed as we are
to Israel, that must be our commit-
ment as well.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am de-
lighted to yield to the gentleman from
California (Mr. MATSUI), one of our
great Democratic leaders.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California, the
ranking member of the Committee on
International Relations, for yielding
me time.

I want to commend the gentlewoman
from Florida, obviously the gentleman
from California, the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER), and certainly
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY)
for bringing this resolution before the
floor of the House at this particular
time.

I have to say that, first, I think all of
us acknowledge, particularly with
what has been going on today in the
Middle East, and Iraq in particular,
that the whole issue of Israel’s impor-
tance to the United States could not be
more clear. Israel is important for the
strategic defense of the United States
in the free world. Given, as I said, the
fact that it is the only democracy in
that region, it is absolutely critical
that Americans understand and this
country understands the importance of
Israel from our strategic perspective.

Secondly, there is no question that
Israel has the absolute right to defend
itself from terrorist activities, and this
resolution will go a long way in ful-
filling those two principles.

Certainly the negotiation process has
broken down. When Prime Minister
Barak was negotiating with Mr. Arafat
with the help of Mr. Clinton, it was ob-
vious Mr. Arafat was not able or will-
ing to actually engage in an actual
agreement. That being the case, the
Palestinian Authority at this time has
no one in charge to negotiate, and that
is why the whole issue of the dis-
engagement policy is the correct pol-
icy.
Our resolution today, with great sup-
port from both Democrats and Repub-
licans on a bipartisan basis in the
House of Representatives, would go a
long way in at least trying to find
some leader in the Palestinian Author-
ity to stand up and say let us begin to
talk, to negotiate, because obviously
the status quo is unacceptable.

This resolution, to a large extent,
just basically puts together what is a
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reality. It puts together the point of
the fact that obviously the whole issue
of the Palestinian refugee situation
will be actually resolved once there is
a Palestinian state. So I urge the adop-
tion of this resolution.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the time for
debate on this resolution be extended
for 20 minutes, to be equally divided
between the two sides.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SIM-
MONS). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to my good friend and fellow
Californian, the gentlewoman from
California (Mrs. CAPPS).

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my California colleague for yielding
me time.

Mr. Speaker, I agree with some of the
statements contained in this resolu-
tion. Most notably, it is important
that Congress continue to recognize
and endorse President Bush’s vision of
two states, Israel and Palestine, living
side by side in peace and security.

I believe the resolution places too
much emphasis on the recent exchange
of letters between President Bush and
Prime Minister Sharon, but I am
pleased the legislation notes that
changes to a final status agreement
based on new realities on the ground
must be mutually agreed to by Israel
and the Palestinians.

I join the authors of this resolution
in support of Prime Minister Sharon’s
plan to evacuate all settlers from Gaza
and at least some from the West Bank.
This is an important step, but it must
be a first step.

The proposed Israeli withdrawal will
increase Israel’s security. It will also
ease the economic and humanitarian
crisis faced by the Palestinians.

But this plan must not be mistaken
for a complete and comprehensive
agreement that must be reached. The
only hope for resolving the deadly sta-
tus quo is for Israelis and Palestinians
to negotiate a political settlement. For
this to happen, both sides must live up
to the agreements they have previously
made. Palestinians must dismantle ter-
rorist organizations, and Israel must
impose a settlement freeze, knock
down illegal outposts, and ease the
harsh conditions of occupation.

None of this will transpire without
the hands-on, vibrant commitment of
the United States, election year or no
election year. America’s failure to en-
gage in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict
will not only doom those long-suffering
peoples to continued violence and mis-
ery, but it harms vital U.S. national
interests as well; and that is a risk we
cannot afford to take.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 2 minutes to my good friend, the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. CANTOR).

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from Florida for
yielding me time, and I want to con-
gratulate her and thank her for her
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leadership on this and many other
issues, and also the gentleman from
California (Mr. LANTOS) for his stead-
fast support of human rights across the
globe, and as well thank the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) and the
majority leader, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DELAY), for bringing this
resolution to the floor.

I rise in support of H. Con. Res. 460
because I think it recognizes the tre-
mendous accomplishments of the Bush
administration, in particular President
Bush, as far as the U.S.-Israel relation-
ship is concerned. Make no mistake
about it: this President, more than any
other, has done more to strengthen
that U.S.-Israel relationship, to recog-
nize the importance of our relationship
with our democrat ally in the Middle
East, the State of Israel and its people.
It is his policies under the Bush doc-
trine that I think reflect a very strong
moral courage that again transcends
into a moral clarity as he begins and as
he continues to implement his foreign
policy.

I think across the country what we
see are Americans who now understand
the fact that Israel has been fighting
the same war against the terrorists
that we are fighting today, and Israel
has been doing it for decades. The
bombings on the streets of Tel Aviv are
no different than the bombings that oc-
curred on September 11 in New York or
here in Washington or in Pennsylvania.
The absolute scale of a suicide bomber
on a bus may be different than those
planes running into those towers on
September 11; but make no mistake
about it, they were morally equivalent.

This resolution recognizes that this
President and this House will never,
ever accept terrorism under any, any
situation and for any reason whatso-
ever.

In this resolution, we also keep the
onus where it belongs, and that is on
the Palestinian people and their lead-
ership. We have for too long seen that
they have failed to live up to the obli-
gations that we continue to set forth in
the road map for peace and other in-
stances where we ask that they stop
the terrorist attacks, that they dis-
mantle the terrorist infrastructure and
they institute political reform so they
can ultimately achieve what their
dream is, a state living alongside the
Jewish State of Israel.

But it is not until we reach the point
that we see the Palestinians recog-
nizing Israel’s right to exist as a Jew-
ish state that this Congress or this
President will ever allow Israel to go
without secure borders and the ability
to secure its population.
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Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, before
recognizing my friend from New York,
I would like to express my deep appre-
ciation to the Republican leader for his
extraordinary efforts on behalf of this
resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
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York (Mr. CROWLEY), my good friend
and a distinguished member of the
Committee on International Relations.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, for yielding me this time, and I
want to thank the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DELAY), and the minority
whip, the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. HOYER), for introducing this reso-
lution.

I rise in strong support of this resolu-
tion, and I ask my colleagues to sup-
port it.

This bipartisan resolution shows the
United States Congress is united in our
support for our democratic ally in the
Middle East, Israel. The United States
must not only continue to support
Israel because of our shared common
values, but because we know the ter-
rible repercussions of terrorist attacks
on our own population.

The decision taken by Israeli Prime
Minister Ariel Sharon on unilateral
disengagement was necessary for the
security of Israel and her people.

This bold initiative has received
international support and needs the
support of all governments to ensure it
can be implemented to remove the fear
of terrorist strikes within Israel.

This unilateral step has to be taken
because the Palestinian Authority is
currently not a viable partner in peace.

For too long, the Palestinian Author-
ity has allowed terrorists to operate in
the territory under their control and
done little, if anything, to stop them
from attacking civilians in Israel. In
fact, in my opinion, they have been
complicit in those attacks.

The terrorism against Israel and her
people continues without a sign of it
stopping. Over the past few weeks, I
have seen countless reports of the
Israeli Defense Force preventing ter-
rorist plots to kill innocent Israeli ci-
vilians.

While I applaud the strength of the
Israeli Defense Force, the people of
Israel cannot and should not have to
live like that. The United States must
take a firm stance and continue its
support of Israel without wavering
when faced with criticism from the
Arab world.

If the peace process is to continue to
move forward, the United States must
increase its engagement and stick with
a consistent message as we continue
positive support for a lasting and
peaceful solution in the Middle East.

Once again, I want to thank the spon-
sor of this legislation and for bringing
it forward today.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
am proud to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), our
distinguished majority leader and the
author and prime sponsor of this legis-
lation.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I too want
to express my thanks to the gentleman
from California (Mr. LANTOS) for his in-
credible work on this issue and his co-
operation and his friendship. I also
want to thank the gentleman from
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Maryland (Mr. HOYER), the minority
whip, for his cooperation in developing
this resolution and for his help in
bringing it to the floor today.

It is really important for two reasons
for the record to note that this legisla-
tion is bipartisan. In the first place, it
is always valuable in times of national
conflict, and especially during election
campaigns, to show that for all of our
differences, we can all rise above our
partisan allegiances and come together
as Americans behind our President.
Secondly, it shows not only to the
country, but to the world, that one of
those issues that we can unite behind
is our national commitment to the peo-
ple of Israel.

That commitment was reaffirmed on
April 14 of this year when the Presi-
dent wrote a letter to Israeli Prime
Minister Sharon expressing his support
for Israel’s right to self-defense in a
war against Palestinian terror. In this
letter, the President established two
fundamental principles that, in light of
the repeated and willful failure of the
Palestinian Authority to dismantle the
terrorist elements within it, have be-
come unavoidable.

This resolution expresses the House’s
affirmation of those principles, specifi-
cally, that ‘‘it is unrealistic to expect
that the outcome of final status nego-
tiations will be a full and complete re-
turn to the Armistice lines of 1949.”
And that ‘“‘any agreed, just, fair, and
realistic framework for a solution to
the Palestinian refugee issue will need
to be found through the establishment
of a permanent alternative and the set-
tling of Palestinian refugees there,
rather than in Israel.”

Put simply, Mr. Speaker, Israel must
not retreat behind its 1949 borders, and
there is no so-called ‘‘right of return.”

The people of Israel are at war, and it
is our responsibility to help them win
it. As long as the Palestinian Author-
ity refuses to take the necessary steps
to end terrorism within its ranks, we
must stand with Israel.

We must stand by the commonsense
principles established in the Presi-
dent’s April 14 letter and stand against
the voices of violence and appeasement
that would sacrifice Israel’s security.

Peace cannot be negotiated with
unpeaceful men. Peace must be won.
We must stand with Israel as they
work every day towards its winning.

The alliance between the United
States and Israel is not merely one of
shared strategic goals and common in-
terests, though it is that too. No, Mr.
Speaker, the alliance between the
United States and Israel is one of
shared values and a common destiny.
From Israel we have learned the need
for an iron will in the face of terrorist
evil; and from us, Israel has learned the
value of steadfast friendship in good
times and in bad times.

Today, both the United States and
Israel are fighting a war on terror; and
one day soon, we both will win it.

So I urge all of our Members to sup-
port this resolution before us today,
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which, once again, reaffirms the un-
breakable bonds of freedom our two na-
tions share.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 10 minutes of my time to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS),
and I ask unanimous consent that he
may be permitted to control that time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. MIL-
LER of Florida). Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my good friend, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN), for her usual courtesy.

Mr. Speaker, I am delighted to yield
5 minutes to my good friend, the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. RA-
HALL).

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia for obtaining the extra time, as
well as the gentlewoman from Florida
for yielding that extra time to this
side.

Mr. Speaker, I do want to state in
the beginning, as one who has rather
regularly opposed what in the past
have traditionally been grossly one-
sided resolutions, inappropriate, in this
gentleman’s opinion, for U.S. best in-
terests in the Middle East, I do find the
current resolution a minute, itsy bitsy,
tiny bit headed in the right direction.
And I do say that, taking into perspec-
tive what I view is in America’s best
interests in this region.

Mr. Speaker, it has well been docu-
mented, and many in this body have al-
ways pointed out, how U.S. credibility
and morality across the world is at an
all-time low today. I do not think there
are many countries that would doubt
that statement; and it is due to many,
many factors: our go-it-alone approach
to the war in Iraq, unprovoked attacks,
an in-your-face type of attitude to our
allies, many of whom we badly need at
this point in time. There were no weap-
ons of mass destruction found, false re-
liance upon the neoconservatives,
bosom buddy, Ahmed Chalabi who gave
us shabby information; an insurgency
in Iraq that was more vigorous than
even the neo-cons in the Pentagon
could ever imagine, far from the state-
ment that Americans would be greeted
as liberators. We found no direct in-
volvement of Saddam Hussein on 9/11,
and I could go on and on.

But there is one particular false per-
ception we were lead to believe that is
tied directly into this resolution today.
We were told by the administration
that the victory over Saddam Hussein
would lead to a peaceful resolution of
the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. We are
still looking for that statement to be
proven correct. And, indeed, the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict is linked to
our actions in Iraq, linked to the view
of Americans around the world, linked
to our morality and credibility. It is all
linked together.

Peace on the Palestinian-Israeli front
I hope and pray is near; and perhaps in
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secret channels that may be the case.
We have not had any suicide attacks,
for example, in the last 3 or 4 months.
There has not been, thank God, in this
period an Israeli to lose his or her life
in these horrendous, condemnable sui-
cidal bombs that go off.

So now we come forth with this reso-
lution from the U.S. Congress: ‘‘Re-
garding the Security of Israel and the
Principles For Peace in the Middle
East.” I agree. Except I would add one
word in that title, and that is Regard-
ing the Security of Israel ‘‘and Pal-
estinians” and the Principles of Peace
in the Middle East.

The resolution goes on to state:
“whereas, President Bush and Prime
Minister Sharon have subsequently en-
gaged in dialogue with respect to this
initiative.”” My question would be,
where were the Palestinians in this
dialogue? Is it not their future at stake
as well? Where were the Palestinians in
this dialogue?

The response will come back, of
course, that there is no credible Pales-
tinian with whom to negotiate. There
are credible Palestinians and moderate
Palestinians and those who condemn
suicidal bombings and terrorism as
much as me and any other Member of
this body. And they are the ones we
should be reaching out to involve in
these negotiations.

Continuing further to quote from the
resolution, on the second page, second
whereas clause: ‘‘but realistic to expect
that any final status agreement will
only be achieved on the basis of mutu-
ally agreed changes that reflect these
realities.” Again I ask, where are the
Palestinians in discussions about these
“mutually agreed upon’’ efforts?

The very next paragraph: ‘‘any final
status agreement will need to be found
through the establishment of a perma-
nent alternative and settlement of Pal-
estinian refugees there rather than in
Israel.” True. I would not dispute that.
But where is that permanent alter-
native? Again, where are the Palestin-
ians involved in discussions upon the
no-return issue? Is their future not at
stake here? Should they not be in-
volved in the negotiations?

Mr. Speaker, I certainly agree with
paragraphs in this resolution. On page
3, the second and third paragraphs, yes:
two states, Israel and Palestine, living
side by side in peace and security; and
in the next paragraph, yes: all Arab
states must oppose terrorism, support
the emergence of a peaceful and demo-
cratic Palestine.

But there is a disconnect between
those whereas clauses and the first
paragraph of the resolved clause: stat-
ing the security and well being of the
State of Israel, and again I would say
the words ‘“‘and Palestine” should be
inserted therein.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, before
yielding time, I yield myself such time
as I may consume, because I would just
would like to remind my colleague, the
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gentleman from West Virginia, that
there may not have been any successful
suicide attempts in some time; there
are weekly suicide attempts which are
thwarted by the vigilance of the Israeli
Defense Force. So the fact that suicide
bombers do not succeed in blowing up
additional groups of innocent civilians
is not an indication that the attempts
at suicide bombings have come to an
end.

Secondly, may I remind my friend
that innocent civilians are Kkilled in
ways other than through suicide bomb-
ing. A pregnant mother and four of her
young daughters were Kkilled in cold
blood just this past month. A pregnant
woman with four small daughters in
her car, all six of them were killed just
this past month.

So I do not think it is accurate to
portray a picture which would indicate
that the attempts at extremist violent
terrorism is over. The attempts are
less successful than they were at a
time when Israel was less prepared to
deal with it.

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

Mr. LANTOS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from West Virginia.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding. I would
respond to the gentleman that I con-
demn those attacks as well, and I
would say that there have been at-
tempts thwarted by the Israeli security
forces.

0O 1315

Mr. Speaker, the Israelis have not
done that alone, they have had a great
deal of information submitted to them
from a lot of other countries, and from
moderate Palestinians, working within
whatever security apparatus they have
left. The Palestinians who truly want
to see peace and recognize how horren-
dous these actions are want to help
stop terrorism.

In addition, let us not forget inno-
cent Palestinians. I am sure the gen-
tleman would agree there have been a
number of those that have lost their
lives since the Intifada and many other
skirmishes.

I would say to the gentleman as well,
I am sure he recognizes that under this
administration, there have been over
900 Israelis and foreigners who have
lost their lives during the last 3 or 4
years, which is 10 times more than the
number of Israelis and foreigners that
lost their lives under the Clinton ad-
ministration.

So let us help this President take ad-
vantage of the opportunities that are
presented to him to achieve a break-
through in the region. I hope and pray
to God such may be on the table today
being worked through back channels.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, the principles that were articulated
by President Bush in his April letter to
Mr. Sharon can be seen as a first step
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in finding a resolution to the Israeli
Palestinian dispute.

This resolution demonstrates that
Congress’s position is consistent with
the majority of Israelis who endorse
the evacuation of settlers from the
Gaza Strip, and at least parts of the
West Bank. This disengagement plan is
a reflection of Israel’s basic interests
and a major recognition that settle-
ments hurt Israel’s security, economic
prosperity, and demographic future.
Disengagement will also help moderate
Palestinian leaders to make concrete
moves to finally establish a true demo-
cratic state.

By implementing this initiative, ten-
sions between Israels and Palestinians
should diminish, thus paving the way
for more renewed and more construc-
tive peace negotiations.

But disengagement should not be
seen as a substitute for negotiation.
Good faith negotiations are essential
to any long-term reconciliation. The
evacuation of Gaza must be seen as a
first step but not the last in a com-
prehensive peace process. Simply on its
own, withdrawal of Gaza will not result
in peace or security for Israel. The end
goal must be mutually agreed-upon,
negotiated solutions by all parties in-
volved that must address a host of
other key and sensitive issues. Only
then will long-term peace and stability
be achievable.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, let us not for-
get our diplomatic and our moral obli-
gation as well as our vital interest in
halting the cycle of violence and in re-
solving this protracted conflict. Our
failure to actively engage in the Middle
East peace process has damaged our
international credibility and it has
hurt our ability to promote democracy
in the region.

As we consider this resolution today
we must urge the administration to
bring both Israelis and Palestinians
back to the negotiating table, encour-
age both sides to live up to previous
commitments, and to have all parties
rededicate themselves to the principles
laid out in the so-called road map and
the quest for security and peace in the
Middle East. I believe that this resolu-
tion can represent a good starting
point for long-term stability and peace
in the region.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield an additional minute from our
time to the gentleman from California
(Mr. LANTOS) so that he can control it.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia will control an additonal
minute.

There was no objection.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend from Florida.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
distinguished Democratic leader, the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI), my dear friend and good col-
league.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
commend and thank the distinguished
ranking member of the Committee on
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International Relations, the gentleman
from California (Mr. LANTOS), for his
great leadership on this issue and for
bringing this resolution to the floor.
He has been a champion supporter for a
strong national defense for our country
and knows that it is in our interest to
have a secure and safe Israel.

I also want to commend the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. RoOsS-
LEHTINEN) for her leadership and con-
sistent leadership on this issue as well.
I commend also the makers of the mo-
tion, the majority leader the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) and
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER), our distinguished whip, for
putting before us a resolution that I
think we should all support. I think it
gets right to the point, right to the
point of what we need which is a nego-
tiated settlement between the parties.
This resolution preserves that right for
those parties.

Mr. Speaker, we can never say it
enough, America’s commitment to the
safety and security of the State of
Israel is unwavering. There are un-
breakable bonds of friendship between
the United States of America and the
State of Israel. That is for sure. The
United States stands with Israel be-
cause of our common interest, our fun-
damental from in the most basic of all
rights, the right to exist, the right to
live free from fear, the right to put our
children on a school bus in the morning
knowing that they will come home
safely in the afternoon.

Let there be no doubt the United
States of America stands with the
State of Israel because of those bonds
of friendship but really first, and more
fundamentally, because it is in our na-
tional interest to stand with the State
of Israel. I view this resolution as an
endorsement of a fresh start.

I listened intently to what my col-
leagues have said about concerns they
have about the plight of the Palestin-
ians in the region and I share them.
This resolution preserves the right for
final negotiations between the parties
for those parties to resolve their dif-
ferences. It recognizes that for Israel to
be secure and safe, it is important and
necessary for there to be a Palestinian
state.

So when the Prime Minister of Israel
Sharon announced withdrawal from
Gaza, and we do not know the extent
yet from the West Bank, I viewed it as
a new, fresh opportunity for peace in
the Middle East, which is in the na-
tional interest of our country and the
international interest of the world and,
certainly, the regional interest of those
involved directly.

By passing this resolution, the House
of Representatives will affirm the sup-
port of the United States already con-
firmed by President Bush for Prime
Minister Sharon’s withdrawal plan.
The principles endorsed by the resolu-
tion are consistent with the framework
for peace previously outlined by Presi-
dent Clinton and intended to facilitate
the implementation for the road map
for peace.
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The road map remains the best
chance for a comprehensive solution
for the differences between Israelis and
Palestinians. It is time for all parties
to the road map to use the opportuni-
ties presented by the Sharon plan to
bring an end to the violence and
achieve lasting peace in the Middle
East.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the distinguished Democratic
Leader for her powerful and eloquent
statement.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. EMAN-
UEL), my good friend.

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this resolution. I
commend our colleagues for working in
a bipartisan manner towards recog-
nizing the historic agreement in April
on some of the most important issues
in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.

This resolution puts Congress on
record today to express unwavering
support for the position we took in re-
sponse to the ongoing failure of the
Palestinian authority to crack down on
terrorist attacks, dismantle terrorist
organizations, or achieve political re-
form inside the PA.

We join with Israel in this fight and
we will do all that we can to root out
threats to our mutual security and al-
lies in the Mideast. This resolution
says to the people of Israel and to the
rest of the people of the Mideast that
the United States will never leave
Israel’s side as a friend, as we have
since 1948 been the best friend America
has in that area. We will remain united
by a common bond of common values,
of mutual love for both freedom and
liberty.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution and the
principles of the Mideast peace initia-
tive will help preserve both of our Na-
tions as unwavering symbols of free-
dom where intolerance and terrorism
still threaten liberty and peace.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. DAVIS) who, in this very
brief time with us has made a notable
contributions to the work of his body.

Mr. DAVIS of Alabama. Mr. Speaker,
I thank my good friend from California
for his commitment and the power of
his example on this issue.

Mr. Speaker, I did not want this de-
bate to end without adding my voice to
it and my strong endorsement of this
resolution. It follows a very long, very
enduring bipartisan tradition, one that
says that we are two lonely defenders
of freedom, the United States and
Israel. We are two lonely defenders in a
very difficult neighborhood in this
world and we do have a common obliga-
tion.

And that is something else that
should be said from this side of the
aisle, and our leader alluded to it very
well. A lot of us on this side of the aisle
have profound disagreements with the
administration over policy in Iraq. A
lot of us on this side of the aisle have
profound disagreements with this ad-
ministration over the skill with which
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it has gone about building a new course
for Iraq and whether we should have
gone in the first place. But none of
that should obscure that the value be-
hind that policy, if it is one of pro-
moting democracy, if it is one of ex-
panding the frontier of freedom, that is
a value that we all share.

And when we think of Abu Ghraib
and we think of all the mistakes that
have been made in the last year and a
half, the fact that those values may
not have been defended so well does not
diminish the power of those values.

And I would simply close on this ob-
servation: Whenever we think of our
friends in Israel, their lonely struggle,
we should recall the words of an old
union general who came back to Get-
tysburg, an old Union soldier who came
back to Gettysburg on the 50th anni-
versary of that fight, he reminded his
daughter in a letter that when we talk
about the cause of the Civil War, he
said, ‘“The men who won that day will
always be right; the men who lost that
day will always be wrong.”

So it is when it comes to freedom.
Those of us who believe in it, those of
us who promote the frontier of democ-
racy shall always be right and those
who stand for oppression,
authoritarianism, and who do not re-
spect the dignity of men and women
shall always be wrong. I am proud to
support this resolution.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to my colleague, the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. BAIRD).

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, because I
believe it is important for this institu-
tion to express its ongoing support of
Israel, because I believe that with-
drawal from Gaza is an important step
towards peace in the region, because 1
deplore the attacks of terrorists on in-
nocent civilians, I intend to support
this resolution.

I do want, however, to express two
concerns: First, I believe Mr. RAHALL
expressed a number of important con-
siderations and I believe those should
be taken under the deliberation of this
body.

Second, in this resolution it com-
mends principles outlined in the Presi-
dent’s letter. And I just would express
one reservation about an element to
the President’s letter. The President
wrote, “The United States will do its
utmost to prevent any attempt by any-
one to impose any other plan.” Now, I
think the President has put forward
some sound points, but we have many
friends and allies within the region
even and internationally, our friends in
Egypt and Jordan and elsewhere who
may have some good ideas.

I believe that it would be a mistake
for us to say or assume that only our
Nation can put forward a good plan and
that all other proposals will be re-
jected. I would encourage the President
and this body to consider various op-
tions.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GREEN), my good friend.
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(Mr. GREEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise in strong support of the resolution
reconfirming the commitment of the
United States and this House to sup-
port the people of Israel in their strug-
gle for a lasting peace. Specifically,
our resolution supports the principles
of peaceful resolution of the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict the President Bush
and Israeli Prime Minister Sharon laid
out when they met on April 14 of this
year.

In absence of a viable Palestinian
peace partner with whom to negotiate,
Mr. Sharon has taken an unprece-
dented step forward by planning to uni-
laterally disengage from Gaza and
parts of the West Bank.
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Since these settlements are seen by
many as an obstacle to peace, this is a
clear indication to the Palestinians
that Israel is willing to make this ef-
fort to get the stalled peace process
moving again. Peace will not be pos-
sible, however, without the combined
commitment by Israel’s neighbors and
the Palestinian people to stop ter-
rorism and stop supporting terrorism.

From my firsthand experience, from
actually my first visit with the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS) in
1993 and a visit since, it is clear that
there can be no lasting peace with
Israel if it has to constantly worry
about combating terrorists against
Israeli citizens.

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

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am very
pleased to yield a minute to my good
friend, the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. INSLEE).

(Mr. INSLEE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, in seeking
a just and lasting peace in this region,
I will be supporting this resolution, be-
cause it does recognize a fundamental
change in Israeli policy of now with-
drawing from at least a portion of the
occupied territories, and we should rec-
ognize that although this seems an ob-
vious first step, it is difficult in Israel;
and we should recognize that accom-
plishment.

But there are two points I want to
make. First, should these parties nego-
tiate ultimately some residence in
Israel of a number of Palestinians that
does not threaten the Jewish character
of the Israeli state, this Nation should
not discourage that decision by these
parties.

And, secondly, we should not act as
enablers by silence in either party’s
taking actions that makes peace im-
possible. We should not enable Pal-
estinians’ violence by not being vocal
against it, and we should not enable
Israeli continued expansion in the West
Bank, which is happening today.

I stand in unison with my Israeli
friends who are speaking out against
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the continued expansion in the settle-
ments in the West Bank, because it is
an impediment to ultimate settlement.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. SCOTT.)

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I am very delighted to join my col-
leagues in rising to offer great support
for this resolution. It is so important
and so timely at this time that this
Congress of the United States stand
united in their support of Israel.

I was over in Israel just a few months
ago, and I had a wonderful visit; but
your heart goes out for the tenacity
and the strength of Israeli people. They
are at the forefront in this world fight
on terror, have been there for a long
time. So it is very important for us to
recognize the heroic role and the heroic
struggle for world peace that Israel is
in the forefront of, and it is very im-
portant for us to recognize their strug-
gle and to give them the support as our
strongest allies in the region of the
Middle East.

It is a great honor on my part to be
able to stand and give support to this
resolution to a great nation that is
fighting an extraordinary cause under
extraordinary circumstances.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield an additional minute to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS)
from our time.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentlewoman from Florida
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, this is a historic resolu-
tion. It recognizes the security needs of
the State of Israel. It holds out the
hope for peaceful negotiations once a
negotiating partner is found on the
Palestinian side, and it underscores bi-
partisan American support for peace,
tranquility, progress, and security in
the region.

I am delighted that we are endorsing
both the President’s position and Sen-
ator KERRY’s position, which on this
issue are identical. I urge all of my col-
leagues to support this resolution.

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to close with the remainder
of the time that I have.

Mr. Speaker, in closing I would like
to congratulate the gentleman from
California (Mr. LANTOS) for always
being a leader on the human rights
front and always being a strong sup-
porter of peace in the Middle East, and
I would like to highlight some of the
more critical principles that are out-
lined in the resolution that is before
us.
I want to read just four of the
“whereas’ clauses. It says, ‘“Whereas
in the April 14, 2004, letter the Presi-
dent stated that in light of new reali-
ties on the ground in Israel, including
already existing major Israeli popu-
lation centers, it is unrealistic to ex-
pect that the outcome of final status
negotiations between Israel and the
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Palestinians will be a full and complete
return to the armistice lines of 1949,
but realistic to expect that any final
status agreement will only be achieved
on the Dbasis of mutually agreed
changes that reflect these realities.”

Furthermore, it says, ‘“Whereas, the
President acknowledged that any
agreed, just, fair and realistic frame-
work for a solution to the Palestinian
refugee issue as part of any final status
agreement will need to be found
through the establishment of a perma-
nent alternative and the settling of
Palestinian refugees there rather than
in Israel.”

And, ‘“Whereas, the principles ex-
pressed in President Bush’s letter will
enhance the security of Israel and ad-
vance the cause of peace in the Middle
East.”

Whereas, there will be no security for
Israelis or Palestinians until Israel and
the Palestinians, and all countries in
the region and throughout the world,
join together to fight terrorism and
dismantle terrorist organizations.”

And, ‘““Whereas, the United States re-
mains committed to the security of
Israel, including secure, recognized and
defensible borders, and to preserving
and strengthening the capability of
Israel to deter enemies and defend
itself against any threat.”

And I think that on that wording, we
can all come to agreement, because
this resolution is in keeping with our
national and international
antiterrorism goals, our hopes for a
lasting and profound peace and for a re-
gion of freedom-loving nations based
on the rule of law, respect for human
rights, and fundamental freedoms; and
it shows a unity of purpose.

It sends a message to the world that
the policies relating to Israel’s security
and existence as a Jewish state, relat-
ing to peace for Israel and the Palestin-
ians and relating to combating ter-
rorism are not just the President’s
policies or the position of the U.S. Con-
gress but of the United States Govern-
ment as a whole.

The path outlined in this resolution
is clear. And what awaits us at the end
of the road? Peace and stability. So let
us join together and vote overwhelm-
ingly for this measure.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

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

If I might be permitted, I would like
to express our appreciation to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Chairman HYDE)
for his extraordinary work in bringing
this resolution before the body.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in support of this resolution, and | would like
to elaborate upon the issues that are involved
in securing Israel and peace in the Middle
East.

| support the statements in the resolution
declaring that the United States is strongly
committed to the security of Israel and its well-
being as a Jewish state and that there will be
no security for lIsraelis or Palestinians until
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Israel and the Palestinians, and all countries in
the region and throughout the world, join to-
gether to fight terrorism and dismantle terrorist
organizations. | think it is vitally important that
the resolution reemphasizes the U.S. commit-
ment to the security of Israel, including secure,
recognized, and defensible borders, and to
preserving and strengthening the capability of
Israel to deter enemies and defend itself
against any threat.

However, | am concerned about the percep-
tion that the President’s letter prejudges the
final outcome of negotiations on issues like
borders and refugees. It's important to recog-
nize that Prime Minister Sharon’s plan cannot
be seen as a substitute for negotiations, that
it is a first step, not the last. The plan can pro-
vide a window of opportunity, a short-term
opening that might enable the two parties to
return to the negotiating table. Only there,
through mutual agreement, can Israel and the
Palestinians resolve some of the most sen-
sitive issues—and only then can there be real
peace and security for Israel, which is so vital
for Israel, the region and for the United States.

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, today the
House considered House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 460 regarding efforts to promote peace
and security regarding the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict. | gave thorough consideration to the
resolution language and felt compelled to cast
a nay vote.

| voted against the resolution because in my
congressional district | have one of the largest
Arab and Islamic populations in the nation. My
vote reflected my humanitarian instincts, and
my refusal to support language that was not
inclusive. Although | reject terrorism and inhu-
mane treatment by any person or government,
| contend that the resolution failed to address
fundamental and grave implications regarding
the dangerous and ongoing conflict in the re-
gion. The resolution addressed Prime Minister
Sharon’s efforts to promote peace and secu-
rity, and his dialog with President Bush. A
major failure of the resolution is that it did not
address other themes | consider important,
specifically, the pain and suffering occurring in
the region.

Although the resolution addressed the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict, it said nothing
about the plight of Palestinian civilians. Addi-
tionally, while Arab States are called upon to
be part of the fight against terrorism, the reso-
lution language did not acknowledge the dif-
ficulties confronting Palestinians. While | rec-
ognize the efforts of Israel to make conces-
sions regarding thorny issues associated with
land settlements, | believe much more needs
to be done. Finally, the resolution failed to
strike the humanitarian chord and sense of
fairness that is essential if peace and security
are to be realized in that region of the world.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, United States lead-
ership in pursuit of peace in the Middle East
is essential if we are to help bring about an
equitable and fair peace accord between
Israel and the Palestinians and end the blood-
shed. The situation in the Middle East is a
dominant issue on the minds of people in the
region and throughout the world, and we can-
not lose sight of the fact that stability in this
region is tied directly to our own national secu-
rity.

| applauded the United States leadership in
crafting the “Roadmap” to Middle East peace
coauthored by the European Union, Russia,
and the United Nations. This promising com-
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mitment has suffered at the hands of contin-
ued bloodshed and disagreement. However, |
believe we must push for follow-through on
the principles embodied in the Roadmap as a
building block for a viable Palestinian State
and secure lsrael.

Given the lack of progress in tandem by
Israel and the Palestinian Authority, the region
has suffered from the violence continuing to
engulf the region. The need to break the
deadlock is greatly apparent, and Prime Min-
ister Sharon’s proposal for Israel to unilaterally
withdraw certain military installations and set-
tlements from the Gaza Strip and West Bank
is an opportunity for progress toward peace.
Involvement by regional governments such as
Egypt in pressuring reforms from the Pales-
tinian Authority also hold promise that
progress can be made. With continued in-
volvement, we maintain the hope the next
steps will be done through successful negotia-
tion and compromise.

The resolution before us supports the con-
cepts included in President Bush’s letter to
Prime Minister Sharon dated April 14, 2004,
regarding recent actions taken by Israel and
the United States commitment to the peace
process. It includes a reaffirmation of Amer-
ica’s commitment to Israel’s security and rein-
forces that Israelis and Palestinians, and all
states in the region and beyond, must work to-
gether to fight terrorism. It also highlights high-
ly sensitive issues including future refugee re-
settlement and border lines based on negotia-
tions, which have been part of peace talks
started under President Clinton.

While | would prefer the language in this
resolution to more closely focus on the inter-
national commitment to Middle East peace
and the obligations of the parties involved, |
believe the intention of the resolution is con-
sistent with the Roadmap for Peace, and | will
support it. We must stay engaged in this mat-
ter and constantly work toward peace and se-
curity for Israel and the Palestinian people.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition
to this legislation. As | have argued so many
times in the past when legislation like this is
brought to the Floor of Congress, the resolu-
tion before us is in actuality an endorsement
of our failed policy of foreign interventionism.
It attempts to create an illusion of our success
when the truth is rather different. It seeks not
peace in the Middle East, but rather to justify
our continued meddling in the affairs of Israel
and the Palestinians. As recent history should
make clear, our sustained involvement in that
part of the world has cost the American tax-
payer billions of dollars yet has delivered no
results. On the contrary, despite our continued
intervention and promises that the invasion of
Iraq would solve the Israeli/Palestinian prob-
lem the conflict appears as intractable as ever.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution in several
places asserts that the United States is
“strongly committed” to the security of Israel.
| find no provision in the Constitution that al-
lows the United States Government to con-
fiscate money from its own citizens and send
it overseas for the defense of a foreign coun-
try. Further, this legislation promises that the
United States ‘“remains committed to
Israel, including secure, recognized, and de-
fensible borders.” So we are pledging to de-
fend Israel’'s borders while we are not even
able to control our own borders. Shouldn’t we
be concentrating on fulfilling our constitutional
obligations in our own country first, before we
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go crusading around the world to protect for-
eign borders?

| do agree with one of the statements in this
legislation, though it is hardly necessary for us
to affirm that which is self-evident: “. . . Israel
has the right to defend itself against terrorism,
including the right to take actions against ter-
rorist organizations that threaten the citizens
of Israel.” Yes, they do. But do the Israelis
really need the U.S. Congress to tell them
they are free to defend themselves?

| also must object to the one-sidedness of
this legislation. Like so many that have come
before it, this resolution takes sides in a con-
flict that has nothing to do with us. Among
other things, it affirms Israel as a “Jewish
state.” Is it really our business to endorse a
state church in a foreign country? What mes-
sage does this send from the United States to
Israeli citizens who are not Jewish?

Like my colleagues who have come to the
floor to endorse this legislation, | would very
much like to see peace in the Middle East—
and elsewhere in this troubled world. But this
is not the way to achieve that peace. As our
Founders recognized, the best way for the
United States to have peaceful relations with
others is for Americans to trade freely with
them. The best way to sow resentment and
discontent among the other nations of the
world is for the United States to become en-
tangled in alliances with one power against
another power, to meddle in the affairs of
other nations. One-sided legislation such as
this in reality just fuels the worst fears of the
Muslim world about the intentions of the
United States. Is this wise?

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong sup-
port of the pending resolution. The resolution
gives us the opportunity to express our sup-
port for the President's statements about the
Israeli government’s plans to withdraw from its
settlements from Gaza, and about other key
matters related to the dispute between Israel
and the Palestinians.

Our debate today also gives us an oppor-
tunity to look at the larger picture. It is critical
that we continue to support President Bush’s
performance-based, goal-driven roadmap to a
final and comprehensive settlement of the
Israel-Palestinian conflict. Congress should
join President Bush in pressing all parties to
take necessary steps toward peace, as pro-
vided in the roadmap and in President Bush’s
statement of April 14, 2004.

According to the roadmap, during Phase |,
the Palestinians should, among other things,
reiterate their commitment to a two-state solu-
tion, immediately undertake a cessation of vio-
lence against Israelis and end official incite-
ment, and reform their institutions. Israel
should begin with affirming its commitment to
a two-state solution, ending official incitement,
and resuming security cooperation with the
Palestinians; it should also freeze settlement
activity, immediately dismantle unauthorized
settlement outposts erected since March 2001,
and improve the humanitarian situation by lift-
ing curfews and easing restrictions on the
movement of persons and goods.

Despite the great political risks involved, it is
essential not only for the United States, but
also for other governments in the region, to
demonstrate their leadership by assisting the
Palestinians and lIsraelis in fulfilling their re-
sponsibilities. Such actions will create an envi-
ronment conducive to real achievements on
the ground, allowing for a true peace to take
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root. | commend the leadership Egypt and Jor-
dan have shown in this area, and welcome
their continued efforts, which are alluded to in
the Resolution under consideration.

As the House affirmed when it passed H.R.
1950,

The United States has a vital national se-
curity interest in a Middle East in which two
states, Israel and Palestine, will live side by
side in peace and security, based on the
terms of United Nations Security Council
Resolutions 242 and 338. A stable and peace-
ful Palestinian state is necessary to achieve
the security that Israel longs for. The Pales-
tinian leadership and Israel should take con-
crete steps to support the emergence of a
viable, credible Palestinian state.

| express full support for President Bush
when he said the following on April 14, 2004:

I welcome the disengagement plan pre-

pared by the Government of Israel, under
which Israel would withdraw certain mili-
tary installations and all settlements from
Gaza, and withdraw certain military instal-
lations and settlements in the West Bank.
These steps will mark real progress toward
realizing the vision I set forth in June of 2002
of two states living side by side in peace and
security, and make a real contribution to-
ward peace.
Even as we support Israel in the ways dis-
cussed in the Resolution, we also need to
keep in mind Israel's commitments to the
President and the American people that were
part of the April 15 package.

I will vote for this resolution for the reasons
| have stated. It should not need to be said,
but our support for Israel, or the Palestinians,
does not imply support for actions that violate
human rights standards or the expectations
established by the roadmap. Our credibility re-
quires that we do not undermine our most im-
portant policies in any of our actions or state-
ments.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
support of H. Con. Res. 460 and Prime Min-
ister Ariel Sharon’s proposed disengagement
plan to remove settlements and certain military
outposts from Gaza and areas of the West
Bank.

This initiative gives hope for the future of
the peace process and the effort to end the
suffering of the Israeli and Palestinian people.

Since putting forth a bold peace initiative at
Camp David in 2000, the Israeli side has en-
dured years of terrorist attacks that have taken
the lives of nearly 1,000 civilians. Israeli troops
are now reengaged in Palestinian areas they
once hoped they had left for good.

Among Palestinians there is also despair.
Instead of taking the measures to pursue
statehood and independence, the Palestinian
leadership has recruited their children for sui-
cide attacks, and weakened their economy
with corruption and the siphoning of funds for
terrorist activities.

The disengagement plan presents a much
needed opportunity to reduce tensions, make
Israel more secure, and give the Palestinian
people an opportunity for self-governance. The
proposal will also set the stage for future ne-
gotiations by putting pressure on the Pales-
tinian leadership to undertake the internal eco-
nomic and political reforms necessary to im-
prove quality of life and build the institutions
for statehood.

| believe it is equally important that in en-
dorsing the Sharon initiative on April 14, the
President also underscored two fundamental
realities to be taken into consideration once
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final status negotiations ultimately resume.
First, that the open-ended Palestinian claim to
a right of return for refugees is demographi-
cally untenable for Israel’s future as a Jewish
state. And second that existing demographics
need to be taken into account in future nego-
tiations to provide Israel with secure, recog-
nized, and defensible borders and provide the
territory for a Palestinian state.

Some say a clear U.S. position on these
issues prejudges the outcome of the negotia-
tions, but these realities are the very same
principles that guided the peace effort initiated
by President Clinton at Camp David. Those
negotiations failed not because of the U.S. po-
sition, but because Yasser Arafat responded
to Israel’s offer with terrorism and violence in-
stead of full-faith negotiations.

The Israeli and Palestinian people deserve
a better future. | urge my colleagues to sup-
port his resolution and the commitment of the
United States to remain engaged and stand
prepared to broker a final status agreement
when a credible and willing Palestinian leader-
ship prepared to embrace peace emerges.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, this resolution af-
firms Congress’s bipartisan support for the
principles outlined by President Bush and
Prime Minister Sharon regarding Israel’s pro-
posed disengagement plan. Congressional
support for the disengagement from Gaza and
removal of settlements is a positive step to-
ward reducing tensions with the Palestinians
and could help revitalize the stalled Mideast
peace process.

Our nation’s support for Israel is of the ut-
most importance and could not be clearer. We
stand firmly in support of Israel in the fight
against terrorism. We must acknowledge the
strategic importance of Israel as the only de-
mocracy in the region and, above all, Israel's
absolute right of self-defense. We will continue
to offer our steadfast support as Israel faces
the ongoing threat of terrorism.

In 2000, then lIsraeli Prime Minister Barak
and Palestinian Authority Chairman Arafat
were close to forging an accord on final status
issues, but Arafat walked away. There is no
doubt that Arafat is not capable of negotiating
a peace agreement. At this time, Israel lacks
a viable Palestinian partner to negotiate a
peace agreement, yet the people of Israel
continue to face the daily threat of suicide
bombers. This status quo is unacceptable.
The framework laid out by Prime Minister
Sharon and President Bush provides a sound
basis for Israelis to live their lives with a de-
creased threat of terror until a viable Pales-
tinian partner emerges.

This resolution goes a long way toward ac-
knowledging the realities on the ground today
and the impact they will have on final status
negotiations. It recognizes that the Palestinian
claim to a right of return beyond the borders
of a future Palestinian state is demographically
untenable for Israel’s future as a Jewish state.
As such, negotiations must ensure that Israel
can live as an independent state within se-
cure, recognized and defensible borders that
reflect this reality. At the same time, we recog-
nize the importance and support the establish-
ment of a separate Palestinian state that can
live in peace with its neighbor, Israel.

Recently, Israel has been waging a signifi-
cant campaign to eliminate the terrorist threat,
resulting in a three-month period of calm de-
spite terrorist groups’ intent to continue violent
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attacks on lIsraelis. This period of calm com-
bined with the steps taken in Sharon’s dis-
engagement plan could provide an opportunity
to reassess of the status of peace negotiations
and get the discussions back on track.

It is our hope that the Israeli and Palestinian
people ultimately live as independent nations
in peace and security. | sincerely hope these
new efforts will revitalize the stalled Mideast
peace process and bring all parties back to
the negotiating table. Until those negotiations
restart, the agreement reached by the Presi-
dent and Prime Minister Sharon will promote
Israel’'s continuing efforts to defend itself from
terrorism, and Congress fully supports this
agreement.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | rise in reluctant
opposition to this resolution. Like my col-
leagues, | support a strong and stable State of
Israel. Like my colleagues, | support the peace
process and fervently hope that peace will
someday come to this troubled land. This res-
olution, however, does not advance that proc-
ess in any helpful or meaningful way.

This resolution does not call on both Israelis
and Palestinians to work together to find a
peaceful solution to this conflict. In order to
reach peace, all parties in the process must
work together. This resolution does not make
that clear.

| am disappointed that the House Leader-
ship brought this resolution to the floor instead
of House Resolution 479, of which | am a co-
sponsor. House Resolution 479 applauds
Israelis and Palestinians who are working to-
gether to conceive pragmatic, serious plans
for achieving peace and encourages both
Israeli and Palestinian leaders to capitalize on
the opportunity offered by these peace initia-
tives. I'm enclosing, for the record, a copy of
that resolution.

Ultimately, Middle East peace can only be
achieved with all parties working together to
find a solution. To play a constructive role, the
United States must be perceived by all parties
as an honest, objective broker. This resolution
frustrates that goal.

H. RES. 479

Whereas ending the violence and terror
that have devastated Israel, the West Bank,
and Gaza since September 2000 is in the vital
interests of the United States, Israel, and
the Palestinians;

Whereas ongoing Israeli-Palestinian con-
flict strengthens extremists and opponents
of peace throughout the region, including
those who seek to undermine efforts by the
United States to stabilize Iraq and those who
want to see conflict spread to other nations
in the region;

Whereas more than 3 years of violence, ter-
ror, and escalating military engagement
have demonstrated that military means
alone will not solve the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict;

Whereas despite mutual mistrust, anger,
and pain, courageous and credible Israelis
and Palestinians have come together in a
private capacity to develop serious model
peace initiatives, like the People’s Voice Ini-
tiative, One Voice, and the Geneva Accord;

Whereas those initiatives, and other simi-
lar private efforts, are founded on the deter-
mination of Israelis and Palestinians to put
an end to decades of confrontation and con-
flict and to live in peaceful coexistence, mu-
tual dignity, and security, based on a just,

lasting, and comprehensive peace and
achieving historic reconciliation;
Whereas those initiatives demonstrate

that both Israelis and Palestinians have a
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partner for peace, that both peoples want to
end the current vicious stalemate, and that
both peoples are prepared to make necessary
compromises in order to achieve peace;

Whereas each of the private initiatives ad-
dresses the fundamental requirements of
both peoples, including preservation of the
Jewish, democratic nature of Israel with se-
cure and defensible borders and the creation
of a viable Palestinian state; and

Whereas such peace initiatives dem-
onstrate that there are solutions to the con-
flict and present precious opportunities to
end the violence and restart fruitful peace
negotiations: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives—

(1) applauds the courage and vision of
Israelis and Palestinians who are working
together to conceive pragmatic, serious
plans for achieving peace;

(2) calls on Israeli and Palestinian leaders
to capitalize on the opportunity offered by
these peace initiatives; and

(3) urges the President of the United States
to encourage and embrace all serious efforts
to move away from violent military stale-
mate toward achieving Israeli-Palestinian
peace.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, there is much
in H. Con. Res. 460 that | do support. | sup-
port the finding that “there will be no security
for Israelis or Palestinians until Israel and the
Palestinians, and all countries in the region
and throughout the world, join together to fight
terrorism and dismantle terrorist organiza-
tions.” | support the finding that “the United
States remains committed to the security of
Israel, including secure, recognized and defen-
sible borders, and to preserving and strength-
ening the capability of Israel to deter enemies
and defend itself against any threat.” And |
support the right of Israel to defend itself
against terrorism.

But what | do not support, and what | think
is inappropriate for Congress to do, is to pre-
determine the outcome of certain questions
that the Israelis and Palestinians must them-
selves decide. It is not the place of the U.S.
Congress, if we wish to preserve the U.S. as
an honest broker of a negotiated peace, to cir-
cumscribe the rights of Palestinian refugees. It
is not the place of the U.S. Congress to con-
done, as “new realities on the ground in
Israel,” unlawful settlements of Israelis in the
Occupied Territories.

Congress did not have to make inappro-
priate judgments such as these to offer sup-
port for the security of Israel. | believe that H.
Con. Res. 460 is more of a disservice than an
aid to the peaceful resolution of the conflict,
and for that reason, | must vote against it.

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, | will
vote “Yes” on H. Con. Res. 460 because |
strongly support Israel and desire to promote
her security. However, | would like to express
my hesitation and concern with certain as-
pects of the policy that the Resolution seems
to affirm. | believe that it would be prudent to
obtain some answers before we completely
commit to affirming the plan to resettle Israelis
currently living in Gaza. It is important to know
what the United States’ commitment will be in
supporting Prime Minister Sharon’s initiative,
including any undertaking regarding funding,
humanitarian aid or other assistance, or mili-
tary personnel to police the area.

One of the major questions | have, Mr.
Speaker, is whether supporting the Gaza pull-
out and a future Palestinian state is the proper
diplomatic message we wish to send to those
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who would terrorize Israel, her people, and all
of those who desire freedom and peace. | be-
lieve we must think proactively rather than re-
actively. We must ask ourselves, “how will
supporting this plan affect our continued war
against terrorism and what will be the eventual
impact on Israel?” We must always be ready
to re-evaluate our policies for the future in light
of current circumstances and reflection on his-
tory.

Mr. Speaker, in resolving to support con-
tinuing efforts to build the capacity and will of
Palestinian institutions to fight terrorism, | fur-
ther urge caution and great care to be taken
in distinguishing between those who have
proved themselves willing to work for peace
and those who have continued in their battle
against it.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Speaker, the House of
Representatives is committed to Israel's de-
fense as a sovereign, independent, Jewish
state. Its democratically-elected leaders face
enormous challenges defending Israeli citizens
in the face of a terrorist threat.

In this resolution, the House applauds the
efforts of Israel’s Prime Minister, Ariel Sharon,
to further the peace process through a plan to
withdraw from the Gaza Strip and to consider
current realities in future negotiations on
Israel’'s borders and the status of Palestinian
refugees. It also credits the President of the
United States with having the courage to sup-
port the Israeli government in this effort.

Mr. Speaker, the President was absolutely
right when he stated, on April 14th in a letter
to Prime Minister Sharon, that “it is unrealistic
to expect that the outcome of final status ne-
gotiations between Israel and the Palestinians
will be a full and complete return to the armi-
stice lines of 1949.” He was also correct in ac-
knowledging that a final status agreement for
Palestinian refugees will almost certainly not
include their resettlement in the State of Israel.

None of this precludes the establishment of
a Palestinian state. The President stated two
years ago his vision of two states living side
by side and remains committed to the Road
Map as the only widely accepted path to
peace in the region. But, Mr. Speaker, as this
resolution accurately states, terrorist elements
within Palestinian society must be defeated
and the rule of law must prevail in any newly
created Palestinian entity. And, perhaps as im-
portantly, Arab states must state clearly that
they will live in peace with Israel and support
the emergence of a peaceful and democratic
Palestine.

An end to the Israel-Palestinian conflict pre-
sents huge challenges and requires difficult
decisions. Past leaders have opted for overly-
simplified solutions that, | would argue, have
made the problem worse. | strongly support
the President’s efforts to facilitate peace in the
region, and to give his backing to Israel’s
democratically-elected leaders as they work to
protect the citizens of Israel from terrorism.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, | strongly
support an end to terror and violence in the
Middle East, so | voted for resolution sup-
porting peace between the Israelis and Pal-
estinians, and American engagement.

At the same time, this resolution does not
tell the whole story. It rightfully holds the Pal-
estinians to their commitments, but says noth-
ing about the commitments made by Israel to
freeze all settlement growth and remove illegal
outposts in the West Bank. It rightfully sup-
ports the withdrawal of Israeli settlements and
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military installations from the Gaza Strip, but
says nothing about the need for a return to
negotiations.

The ultimate resolution of the Israeli-Pales-
tinian conflict, the preservation of Israel as a
Jewish and democratic state, and security for
Israel can only come through a negotiated so-
lution, the outline of which has been known for
years. President Bush has diminished Amer-
ica’s leadership role, despite backtracking only
a week later in discussions with King Abdullah
of Jordan.

American leadership is needed now more
than ever to re-engage with regional allies and
the Palestinian Authority to make the Israeli
withdrawal from Gaza a success and to en-
sure that leaving Gaza is the first step towards
peace. Helping Israel and the Palestinians to
live up to their previous commitments and re-
newing negotiations can bring security to
Israel, independence to the Palestinians, and
peace to the region. An expression of support
for Israel would be more effective if it dealt
with the entire picture.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to join
my colleagues in expressing support for the vi-
sion for peace that President George Bush
outlined in his letter to Israeli Prime Minister
Ariel Sharon on April 14, 2004. Today we are
considering a resolution that affirms many of
the principles laid out in the President’s letter.
These principles include recognition that the
United States remains committed to the peace
and security of the Israeli people. We believe
that peace cannot be achieved until all states
in the region, and the Palestinians themselves,
join in the fight against terrorism. And we be-
lieve that Israel has a right to defend itself
against terrorism.

But this resolution falls short of fully ex-
pressing the President’s vision as it was ar-
ticulated in his letter. Along with assurances to
Israel, the President’s letter also acknowl-
edges that peace is not possible without a
Palestinian state. As the President himself
said, this state must be “viable; contiguous,
sovereign, and independent, so that the Pales-
tinian people can build their own future.”
President Bush, as President Clinton did be-
fore him, understands that a lasting peace
cannot be achieved if the Palestinians are
consigned to live in cantons and denied basic
rights as citizens of a nation state.

This resolution makes only a passing ref-
erence to a Palestinian state, thereby missing
a critical aspect of the formula for peace.
Without the hope of a Palestinian state or the
promise of democratic opportunity for the Pal-
estinian people to live in their own country,
lasting peace cannot be achieved. The true
hope for peace lies in a Palestinian right to
self-determination.

President Bush wisely recognized that, in
order to prevent the Palestinian “Right of Re-
turn” to the Israeli state, Palestinian refugees
must be able to return to their own homeland.
Without their own state, millions of Palestinian
refugees around the world will remain state-
less people. As long as this is the case, peace
will remain elusive.

Mr. Speaker, | appreciate this opportunity to
recognize the progress that President Bush
has made toward a just and lasting peace.

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
support of H. Con. Res. 460 and the principles
it supports.

The conflict between Israel and the Pales-
tinian people has been a long and terrible
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blight in our shared human history. The harm
this conflict has caused spreads far beyond
the borders of Israel and it is incumbent upon
all who support freedom and peace to resolve
this situation.

| am strongly committed to the security and
well-being of a Jewish state, and like Presi-
dent Bush, | do not believe lasting security
and peace will come to the region until a two-
state solution is achieved and the Palestinian
people and surrounding nations actively pur-
sue an end to terrorist organizations. Sadly,
currently Israel has no partner for peace within
the Palestinian leadership. As a result, both
Israel and the Palestinian people are left to
suffer.

Israel has a right to defend itself and its
people from violence and the threat of ter-
rorism. To further the security of Israel, Prime
Minister Sharon will initiate a plan to withdraw
all Israeli villages and military personnel from
the Gaza Strip as well as other villages and
military personnel from the West Bank and ex-
tend a temporary security fence. Like the reso-
lution we now consider, | fully support “efforts
to continue working with others in the inter-
national community to build the capacity and
will of the Palestinian institutions to fight ter-
rorism, dismantle terrorist organizations, and
prevent the areas from which Israel has with-
drawn from posing a threat to the security of
Israel.”

Like so many on both sides of this conflict
and throughout the international community, |
remain hopeful that peace can and will be
achieved. My district is home to Seeds of
Peace, which brings young Israelis and Pal-
estinians together. | believe this is an ex-
tremely important program, and | believe we
must continue to support and encourage both
diplomatic and personal dialogue between
Israel and Palestinians.

Mr. Speaker, again | would like to voice my
support for H. Con. Res. 460, for lasting secu-
rity for the state of Israel and for peace in the
Middle East.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | would like to ex-
press my support for the DelLay-Hoyer Israel
resolution and urge Congress to strongly en-
dorse the Sharon disengagement plan. Sharon
is pursuing this plan even in the face of oppo-
sition from his own party.

This disengagement plan proves once again
that Israel is willing to make difficult sacrifices
in order to pursue a peace agreement. Dis-
mantling settlements has always been dis-
cussed in the context of negotiations with the
Palestinians, but offered only in exchange for
an end to terrorism. Unfortunately, with Arafat
still in power, the continued terrorism against
Israeli civilians, and the political process on
hold indefinitely, Israel is willing to take action
for peace on its own.

The United States is engaged in a war on
terrorism to defend our nation from the relent-
less men and women who hate our way of life
and seek our destruction. We are taking what-
ever steps are necessary to protect our citi-
zens. | sincerely hope that a viable two state
solution can soon be reached, but in the
meantime we must allow Israel, our friend, our
ally, and a strong democracy that shares our
values to do the same.

Israel has enjoyed steadfast bipartisan sup-
port from Congress for years. This resolution
by Mr. DELAY and Mr. HOYER will send a
strong message to Israel that despite our par-
tisan disputes on many foreign and domestic
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issues, the Democrats and Republicans in this
Congress stand with Israel.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. Speaker,
| intend to vote for H. Con. Res. 460, a resolu-
tion regarding Israel's security and the prin-
ciples of Middle East peace. | welcome this
opportunity to explain my reasoning to my col-
leagues.

The resolution, which was formulated with
more than the usual bipartisan consultation,
affirms the goal of Israeli and Palestinian
states “living side by side in peace and secu-
rity.” It acknowledges, as President Clinton did
in the plan he offered at Taba, that the adjust-
ment of boundaries must take into account the
existence of Israeli population centers. But it
makes clear that final boundaries would be
subject to Israeli-Palestinian negotiation. Pre-
sumably this would leave open the consider-
ation of land swaps and the contiguity of Pal-
estinian territory, as did the Taba proposal.

The resolution has some curious and unfor-
tunate omissions. There is no specific ref-
erence to settlement evacuation, the focus of
the plan by Prime Minister Sharon, for which
the United States is offering support. There is
no mention of the Road Map, our country’s
primary current diplomatic initiative, very much
in need of invigoration. In a more positive
omission, the resolution declines to endorse
Israeli construction of a “security” fence.

On balance, the resolution offers a timely
endorsement of the proposed evacuation of all
settlements in Gaza and some settlements in
the West Bank. This proposal is under attack
from the right wing of the Prime Minister's own
party. It could be a first step toward returning
to the path of negotiations envisioned in the
Roadmap, and for that reason | intend to vote
“yes.”

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, today this
House passed a resolution expressing support
for Israel’s right to exist as a Jewish state, ex-
pressing support for a two-state solution to the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict, and insisting that
the Palestinians and all Arab states create and
utilize the capacity to dismantle terrorist orga-
nizations and fight terrorism. These are all
things we should and must support.

But once again, this House has missed an
opportunity to express support not only for
Israel’s withdrawal from settlements in the Pal-
estinian territories, but also support for the re-
building of infrastructure in a future democratic
Palestine.

This conflict isn’t about who has the strong-
er military, and it's not about lines in the sand.
It's about people’s lives, and it's about the no-
tion that we humans are better than all the
death and destruction that's become so com-
monplace. There are channels in place to
achieve peace; we must utilize them. | oppose
unilateral action in peace just as | oppose uni-
lateral action during war. Unilateralism may
work in the short term, but it is unsustainable
in the long term. That's why the U.S., the
world’s largest democracy, must provide lead-
ership to both the Israelis and the Palestinians
to take steps towards peace.

In 2002, President Bush established what
he called the “Road Map” to Peace in the
Middle East. This Road Map established bilat-
eral, incremental steps that Israel and the Pal-
estinians must take to attain peace. The Quar-
tet—composed of the U.N., the U.S., the EU,
and Russia—was intended to be the group
overseeing this process. But the Bush Admin-
istration has chosen rhetoric over action, let-
ters over deeds, meetings over negotiations.
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President Bush’s letter to Ariel Sharon—the
principles of which this resolution endorses—
is not suitable compensation for neglecting to
sit down with leaders on both sides to work
out a peaceful resolution of this long-standing
crisis.

This House must stop passing strongly-
worded resolutions on behalf of a President
who is unwilling to fully support those state-
ments through diplomatic means in the Middle
East. To achieve a real and lasting peace, we
must instead engage in balanced efforts to re-
establish trust, respect and cooperation be-
tween Israelis and Palestinians.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today with
regret and oppose the resolution on the floor.

My opposition to this resolution does not
stem from favoring one side over another, but
rather because | favor peace above all else;
and like previous resolutions passed by this
institution will not help to bring about peace,
security, and prosperity to the suffering on
both sides of this conflict.

This resolution, like past resolutions, allows
this Congress to emote, nothing more. It al-
lows members—who take little real notice of
the dreadful situation facing Israelis and Pal-
estinians—to feel good about “doing some-
thing.”

But in reality, what we are voting on makes
no commitment about peace. It makes no ef-
fort to find common ground. It doesn’t really
hold terrorists accountable for the maelstrom
of destruction and tragedy they have caused.
It doesn’t remove any illegal settlements. It
doesn’t invigorate legitimate Palestinian de-
mocracy. And most of all, it doesn’t force our
aggravatingly lethargic and timid peace initia-
tives to the importance it deserves.

The withdrawal of Israeli troops and settle-
ments from the Gaza is a good step. No one
can possibly deny it. But imposing a solution
on the Palestinians will land their problems not
just on the doorstep of Israel, but on the door-
step of the United States as well.

This withdrawal demands that it be followed
by strong American action. | am afraid that
this Congress and the current administration
are unprepared to deal with a post-withdrawal
Palestinian entity.

| am pleased that the resolution makes clear
that this body supports a two state solution. |
am also pleased that it encourages a continu-
ation of dialogue between the parties.

The commitments of finding peace do not
begin and end with one side. All sides, from
the parties on the ground, to those orches-
trating the negotiations have responsibilities
that go far beyond what is on the floor today.

| am voting against this resolution not be-
cause of what it contains—although | do find
some of the word choices problematic—| am
voting against it because what it does not con-
tain. That is, simply, a way to find peace in the
bleakness following the collapse of Oslo.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong support of H. Con. Res. 460, and |
thank the leadership on both sides of the aisle
for their efforts in bringing this important state-
ment of Congressional support for Israel to the
floor. Few causes unite our political system as
much as support for our beleaguered ally, our
fellow democracy, the State of Israel, which
long before September 11th was fighting daily
against radical Islamist terrorism.

American support for Israel has been a key
element of our foreign policy ever since Presi-
dent Harry Truman defied his advisors and
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chose to make the United States the first na-
tion to recognize the new Jewish state in Pal-
estine. That historic decision put the United
States firmly in the camp of those who support
the return of the Jewish people to Zion, with
full sovereignty over their affairs, and perfect
legitimacy in their right to live as a free and
independent people in their own homeland.

In the sixties and seventies, when the rest
of the world turned its back on Israel, during
those years when the Arab states swore to
destroy Israel and drive the Jews into the sea,
it was the United States that sold Israel the
arms it needed to defend itself. During the
eighties and nineties, as the threat of armed
conflict began to fade with the supply of U.S.
military equipment to the Israel Defense
Forces, and diplomacy began to displace the
threat of war, it was the United States that led
the world toward a peaceful resolution of the
Arab-Israeli conflict. And so it is today.

Though many are now willing to grudgingly
accept Israel’s right to exist, they continue to
resist its right to define its own identity as a
democratic Jewish state. In this resolution we
make perfectly clear our ironclad support for
this principle.

Though many are now willing to grudgingly
acknowledge that Israelis have the right to live
in peace, they continue to shrink from recog-
nizing Israel’s right to self-defense. In this res-
olution we make perfectly clear our strong
support for that right, particularly in Israel’s de-
cision to take the fight against terrorism di-
rectly to those responsible for the violence.

Though many are now willing to concede
that Prime Minister Sharon’s plan for dis-
engagement from Gaza is an important step
forward, they continue to resist accepting this
step as a demonstration of Israel’'s genuine
willingness to make sacrifices for peace. In
this resolution we make perfectly clear our ap-
preciation for the real courage and powerful
leadership this step represents.

Guileful advocates complain about Pales-
tinian refugee rights and speak innocently of
their so-called “right of return.” We know this
is no more than a call for Israel’s elimination
by demographic means. Shrewd propa-
gandists blandly describe the Palestinian cam-
paign of terror, of bus-bombings and mass-
murder in pizzerias and discos as an “upris-
ing” and even have the nerve to complain of
its cost to Palestinian civilians. We know the
terrorists come from among the Palestinian
people and it is incumbent on the Palestinian
people to stop them without reward. Naive dip-
lomats urge Israel to once again shake hands
with terrorist thugs whose promises are worth-
less and whose intentions are only of Israel's
ultimate demise. We know that political reform
in the Palestinian Authority is an absolute pre-
requisite to achieving peace. Outrage and bile
are spent in unlimited quantities over Israeli
settlements, as if building a house and bomb-
ing a bus were somehow equivalent or even
related. We know that Israel has already of-
fered to make concessions for peace and that
secure and recognized borders are essential
for any final status agreement to hold. And we
know too that ultimately, all the contentious
issues between lIsraelis and Palestinians, over
security, borders, refugees, water, Jerusalem
and many others, will have to be decided not
on a battlefield, but at a bargaining table; not
by suicide bombers but by negotiators.

Mr. Speaker, Israel is engaged, as it has
been since its first days as a sovereign state,
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in a fight for its life. Israel's enemies can ful-
minate and dispense their vitriol. We know,
and we make clear today in this resolution that
a safe, secure Israel is the fundamental re-
quirement on which Arab-Israeli peace can,
one day we hope, be made. | again thank the
leaders of the House for bringing this impor-
tant resolution to the floor and | urge all Mem-
bers to join me in voting in support of it.

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, | rise today on behalf of the people of the
4th Congressional District to express my sup-
port of the Hoyer-DelLay Israel Resolution,
which intends to seek a peaceful resolution to
the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.

| have always been a strong supporter of
Israel and | believe the people of Israel have
a fundamental right to defend themselves
against terrorism and those trying to destroy
the freedoms and rights of Israel. As a mem-
ber of the U.S.-Israel Security Caucus, | be-
lieve the United States must assist Israel in its
fight against terrorism because it is the only
democracy in the Middle East and has proven
to be a reliable ally.

The Hoyer-DelLay Israel Resolution begins
the process of disengaging from the Gaza
Strip and parts of the West Bank and is a
positive step towards peace. | commend
Prime Minister Ariel Sharon’s plan to begin
this process regardless of the absence of a
viable Palestinian peace partner with whom to
negotiate. The process will only be successful
if backed by a democratic ally, the United
States. | recognize this resolution as an impor-
tant initiative that will hopefully reduce ten-
sions with the Palestinians, perhaps revital-
izing the seemingly stalled peace process.

The Hoyer-DelLay agreement enunciates a
number of principles, which must be appro-
priately addressed before a lasting peace set-
tlement can be reached. The resolution recog-
nizes the need for Israel to have defensible
borders reflecting demographic realities. It also
appropriately recognizes the need for Pales-
tinian refuges to understand they will not be
returning to Israel and the need for Palestin-
ians to end their campaign of terror. These in-
tentions leave me hopeful in finding a way for-
ward toward a resolution of the dispute.

| have voiced my concerns on numerous oc-
casions that the United States must not dictate
Israeli policy, but must encourage Israel to do
what it believes is right to protect its people
and prevent more Israeli deaths. | am pleased
that the work of my colleagues and | is ensur-
ing a steadfast commitment to Israel’'s secu-
rity, which includes intentions of securing de-
fensible borders and preserving and strength-
ening Israel’s capacity to defend itself against
any threat or possible combination of threats.

Israel and Palestine living side by side in
peace and extended security is only a vision
that can be fully achieved if terrorism is fully
defeated. | have always been a strong sup-
porter of Israel and will continue to support ef-
forts of this government to fight for the security
of Israel and the best interest of its people.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of House Concurrent Resolution 460, which
endorses President Bush’s April 14, 2004 let-
ter embracing the disengagement plan pro-
posed by Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon to
unilaterally withdraw from Gaza and parts of
the West Bank.

Critics have expressed concern that Presi-
dent Bush’s letter prejudges the final outcome
of negotiations on sensitive issues like borders
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and refugees. However, the President and
Secretary of State have indicated that it does
not undermine the fundamental requirement
that all issues be mutually agreed upon in final
status negotiations.

The problem right now is that Israel has no
reliable Palestinian partner capable of negoti-
ating a final status agreement. Israel's dis-
engagement plan responds to the void left by
the failure of the current Palestinian leadership
to lead. | would also suggest that the Israeli
disengagement initiative is in the interests of
Israelis and Palestinians alike. It will help Pal-
estinians to take concrete moves to establish
a democratic state, and it will help preserve
both the Jewish and democratic character of
Israel over the long term while contributing to
its security.

It is also important to remember that policy
articulated in the President’s letter is con-
sistent with the peace negotiations initiated by
President Clinton at Camp David. Those nego-
tiations took into account the fact that the Pal-
estinian claim to an open-ended right of return
would be demographically untenable for
Israel’'s future as a Jewish state. The Clinton
negotiations also operated on the premise that
the final settlement negotiated in accordance
with UN Resolutions 242 and 338 would in-
volve mutually agreed-upon adjustments to the
1949 armistice lines to provide Israel with se-
cure, recognized, and defensible borders that
reflect demographic realities and to provide
the Palestinians with territory for their own
state.

By passing this resolution today and ex-
pressing its support for the April 14 letter and
the disengagement plan, | believe Congress
can help show its support for an enduring and
sustainable peace settlement in the Middle
East.

Months of cooperation and shuttle diplo-
macy between Washington and Jerusalem led
to a White House meeting on April 14th, 2004
and an historic agreement between President
Bush and Prime Minister Sharon on some of
the most important issues in the conflict. That
agreement was included in a letter the Presi-
dent sent to Prime Minister Sharon, enun-
ciating a number of principles that are specifi-
cally referenced in the resolution before this
House today, among them: The need for
Israel to have defensible borders that reflect
demographic realities; the need for Palestinian
refugees to understand that they will not be
returning to Israel; the need for Palestinians to
end their campaign of terror and for Israel to
have the ability to defend itself against that
terror.

H. Con. Res. 460 strongly endorses the
principles articulated in the April 14th letter
and sends a strong, bipartisan show of sup-
port for that agreement.

These principles are clearly framed as sub-
ject to future negotiations between the parties.
They lay out basic parameters that reflect the
reality of the Middle East today and, as such,
could play a useful role in helping promote re-
alistic peace negotiations.

The resolution also expresses support for
“efforts to continue working with others in the
international community to build the capacity
and will of the Palestinian institutions to fight
terrorism, dismantle terrorist organizations,
and prevent the areas from which Israel has
withdrawn from posing a threat to the security
of Israel.”

Such efforts are desperately needed, as it
will not be possible to reach a comprehensive
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solution to the conflict in the Middle East until
the Palestinians renounce the use of terror
and return to the negotiating table. Today, for
example, we know that Palestinian terrorists
are continuing to smuggle guns and explo-
sives from Egypt into Gaza. Recent press re-
ports indicated that the terrorists are now
using an elaborate network of tunnels to carry
out such smuggling. For example, a May 16,
2004 article that appeared in the Jerusalem
Post reported that:

A short list of items smuggled via the tun-
nels to terrorists in the Gaza Strip includes
Katyusha rockets, mortars, shoulder-mount-
ed anti-aircraft missiles, antitank grenades,
large amounts of explosives, ammunition,
and rifles. The arms come from Egypt, Iraq,
Sudan, and Libya. The underground smug-
gling is necessary because the navy has suc-
cessfully blocked attempts by Palestinians
to smuggle weapons into Gaza via the sea.

The army frequently conducts operations
along the Philadelphi Route and in the out-
skirts of Rafah in an attempt to uncover and
destroy the tunnels. One of the painstaking
tasks is similar to that in which the five sol-
diers died on Wednesday evening: boring
holes meters under the ground, placing ex-
plosives to blow up tunnels.

The IDF has uncovered and destroyed 11
tunnels this year—and close to 100 during the
past three and a half years.

As lsrael proceeds to withdraw from Gaza,
the Bush Administration needs to put pressure
on the Egyptian government to shut down
these terrorist smuggling tunnels. Egypt is a
substantial recipient of U.S. economic aid and
an ally of the U.S., and it has a responsibility
to ensure that its borders are not being used
by terrorist organizations seeking to smuggle
weapons into Gaza for use in terrorist attacks
against Israel. The President and Secretary of
State Colin Powell need to take forceful action
now to convince Egypt to shut down all of
these smuggling tunnels at once.

In closing, | believe that this resolution re-
flects the strong bipartisan support which ex-
ists in the Congress for Israel’'s security, and
for the conclusion of a Middle East Peace
agreement that is consistent with the protec-
tion of Israel’s security and self determination
for the Palestinian people, including a Pales-
tinian state.

| urge adoption of the resolution.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). The question
is on the motion offered by the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. RoOS-
LEHTINEN) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, H. Con. Res. 460.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.
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HONORING 40TH ANNIVERSARY OF
PASSAGE OF CIVIL RIGHTS ACT
OF 1964

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I move to suspend the rules and
agree to the resolution (H. Res. 676)
recognizing and honoring the 40th an-
niversary of congressional passage of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. RES. 676

Whereas 2004 marks the 40th anniversary of
congressional passage of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964 (Public Law 88-352);

Whereas the Civil Rights Act of 1964 was
the result of decades of struggle and sacrifice
of many Americans who fought for equality
and justice;

Whereas generations of Americans of every
background supported Federal legislation to
eliminate discrimination against African
Americans;

Whereas a civil rights movement developed
to achieve the goal of equal rights for all
Americans;

Whereas President John F. Kennedy on
June 11, 1963, in a nationally televised ad-
dress proposed that Congress pass a civil
rights act to address the problem of invid-
ious discrimination;

Whereas a broad coalition of civil rights,
labor, and religious organizations, culmi-
nating in the 1963 march on Washington, cre-
ated national support for civil rights legisla-
tion;

Whereas during consideration of the bill a
historic prohibition against discrimination
based on sex was added;

Whereas the Congress of the United States
passed the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and
President Lyndon Johnson signed the bill
into law on July 2, 1964;

Whereas the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
among other things, prohibited the use of
Federal funds in a discriminatory fashion,
barred unequal application of voter registra-
tion requirements, encouraged the desegre-
gation of public schools and authorized the
United States Attorney General to file suits
to force desegregation, banned discrimina-
tion in hotels, motels, restaurants, theaters,
and all other places of public accommoda-
tions engaged in interstate commerce, and
established the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission;

Whereas title VII of the Act not only pro-
hibited discrimination by employers on the
basis of race, color, national origin, and reli-
gion but sex as well, thereby recognizing the
national problem of sex discrimination in
the workplace;

Whereas the Congress of the United States
has amended the Civil Rights Act of 1964
from time to time, with major changes that
strengthened the Act;

Whereas the 1972 amendments, among
other things, gave the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission litigation author-
ity, thereby giving the EEOC the right to sue
nongovernment respondents, made State and
local governments subject to title VII of the
Act, made educational institutions subject
to title VII of the Act, and made the Federal
Government subject to title VII, thereby
prohibiting Federal executive agencies from
discriminating on the basis of race, color,
sex, religion, and national origin;

Whereas the 1991 amendments to the Civil
Rights Act overruled several Supreme Court
decisions rendered in the late 1980s and al-
lowed for the recovery of fees and costs in
lawsuits where plaintiff prevailed, for jury
trials, and for the recovery of compensatory
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and punitive damages in intentional employ-
ment discrimination cases, and also ex-
panded title VII protections to include con-
gressional and high level political ap-
pointees;

Whereas the Civil Rights Act of 1964 is the
most comprehensive civil rights legislation
in our Nation’s history; and

Whereas we applaud all those whose sup-
port and efforts lead to passage of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives—

(1) recognizes and honors the 40th anniver-
sary of congressional passage of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964; and

(2) encourages all Americans to recognize
and celebrate the important historical mile-
stone of the congressional passage of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) and
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
ScoTT) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks and include extraneous mate-
rial on H. Res. 676, currently under con-
sideration.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.
Res. 676, which recognizes the 40th an-
niversary of Congress’ passage of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, and calls on all
Americans to recognize and celebrate
the historical milestone that it rep-
resents.

The Civil Rights Act of 1964 has been
a cornerstone in the effort to end dis-
crimination on the basis of race, color,
national origin, religion, and sex. It
has been used successfully by Federal
prosecutors to desegregate hotels, mo-
tels, restaurants, theaters, and other
places of public accommodation en-
gaged in interstate commerce. To-
gether with the Voting Rights Act of
1965 and the Fair Housing Act of 1968,
and the Supreme Court’s decision in
Brown v. Board of Education, the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 has done much to
remedy the sad legacy of discrimina-
tion in America.

As I noted in my comments on the
resolution commemorating the 50th an-
niversary of Brown on the House floor
last month, the quest for civil rights
has been, and must continue to be, a
bipartisan effort. This was particularly
true in the passage of the 1964 Civil
Rights Act.

Recognizing that segregationists in
the Democratic Party could forestall
the passage of any civil rights legisla-
tion, the Kennedy administration ac-
tively sought to build a bipartisan con-
sensus in favor of the bill from the mo-
ment of its introduction. In that spirit,
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Republican ranking member William
M. McCulloch joined with Democratic
chairman Emanuel Celler to guide the
bill through the House Committee on
the Judiciary. Their efforts ultimately
led 138 Republicans to join 152, mostly
Northern Democrats to overwhelm-
ingly pass a compromise measure in
the full House on February 10, 1964.

In the Senate, bipartisanship was
even more important for passage of the
act. Due to the rules of that body, a
minority of Senators, mostly Southern
Democrats, were able to prevent a vote
on the act for 52 days. Against this
backdrop, Republican Minority Leader
Everett McKinley Dirksen succeeded in
drafting an alternative clean bill with
Majority Leader Mike Mansfield that
kept most of the substantive provisions
of the House bill, while tweaking it suf-
ficiently to gain the support of a few
swing Republican Senators. The Dirk-
sen-Mansfield substitute worked. After
an impassioned floor speech by Senator
Dirksen, the Senate voted 71 to 29 to
invoke cloture on June 10, 1964. After a
few more days of procedural wrangling,
28 Republicans joined with 45 Demo-
crats to pass the Civil Rights Act by a
73 to 27 margin.

When the Senate-passed measure re-
turned to the House for final action, a
bipartisan coalition succeeded in en-
suring that the bill would go to the
floor without an amendment. On July
2, 1964, the House passed the Civil
Rights Act with yet another bipartisan
vote of 289 to 126. The bill went to the
White House where President Johnson
signed it into law before a live tele-
vision audience the same day.

The legislative history of the Civil
Rights Act demonstrates what can hap-
pen when Republicans and Democrats
work together. Neither side got every-
thing it wanted, but they succeeded in
passing landmark legislation that,
while imperfect, did a great deal to
remedy discrimination and promote
equality of all Americans, regardless of
color, creed, or sex.

Passage of the Civil Rights Act of
1964 was one of the highlights of the
history of Congress, and I hope that all
Members will join me in recognizing its
importance.

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

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
resolution which honors the 40th anni-
versary of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
and the many civil rights advances
since its enactment.

I want to first commend our col-
league, the gentlewoman from the Dis-
trict of Columbia, for introducing the
resolution. I also want the record to re-
flect her long efforts to make real the
promise of our civil rights laws as
Chair of the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission, working with the
New York Human Rights Commission
as a legal scholar, and a distinguished
Member of this House.
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It is difficult to overstate the impor-
tance of the Civil Rights Act. It is a
monumental achievement, reflecting
the best values of this Nation: equal-
ity, fairness, and respect for the dig-
nity of all people. No one should forget
how difficult it was to get this legisla-
tion through, how hard the forces of
bigotry fought its passage, how strong
the resistance was, and still is, to its
enforcement.

Reflecting on these past achieve-
ments should be an occasion, most of
all, for us to learn from the past and to
remember that our society has changed
for the better. We can be more inclu-
sive. We can fight Big Industry. We can
continue our progress as a Nation to-
ward the promise that all people are
created equal and that our Nation will
treat every person in that spirit.

The resolution notes that the strug-
gle did not end with this watershed leg-
islation. Rather, it marks an impor-
tant milestone in the fight against dis-
crimination.
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Today, as our Nation continues that
fight, we should draw inspiration from
this achievement to move forward and
tackle the remaining threats to equal-
ity. This anniversary gives us the op-
portunity to reflect and remember that
true progress is possible, even against
tremendous odds. That experience
proves that we have no right to resign
ourselves to the remaining injustices
because we know what is possible.

I urge my colleagues to support the
resolution, and I commend the gentle-
woman from Washington, DC, for intro-
ducing it.

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

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 4 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Washington, DC, (Ms. NORTON),
the sponsor of the legislation.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Virginia for yield-
ing me this time, and I appreciate his
work in managing this bill and bring-
ing it forward on our side, and his own
work for civil rights in his own State
of Virginia. I want to thank the distin-
guished chairman, the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER), for
his support and cosponsorship of this
important resolution. I also want to
thank the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS),
for his work on the resolution as well
as for his steadfast effort of four dec-
ades in establishing and preserving
civil and human rights in the Congress
and in our country.

Not surprisingly, but nevertheless
with gratification, I note that this res-
olution is also cosponsored by all the
members of the Congressional Black
Caucus.

As a former chair of the Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity Commission, I
was pleased to introduce this resolu-
tion and to work with the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER)
and the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
CONYERS) to perfect its wording.
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The 1964, Civil Rights Act was en-
acted during the most fruitful period
for civil rights legislation in our his-
tory since the Civil War. President
Kennedy called on Congress to pass a
civil rights bill, and the great march
on Washington of 1963 was perhaps the
seminal event leading to passage. After
much debate, on July 2, 1964, Congress
passed the Act. President Lyndon
Johnson, whose political skills and
dedication to civil rights were vital to
passage, signed the bill into law.

The 1964 Civil Rights Act is the most
comprehensive civil rights legislation
in the Nation’s history. The Act,
among other things, prohibits the use
of Federal funds in a discriminatory
fashion, bars unequal application of
voter registration requirements, en-
couraged the desegregation of public
schools, and authorized the TUnited
States Attorney General to file suits to
compel desegregation. And very impor-
tantly in this period of many dem-
onstrations, it banned discrimination
in hotels, motels, restaurants, thea-
ters, and all other places of public ac-
commodation engaged in interstate
commerce.

The Act contained a historic prohibi-
tion against discrimination based on
sex. That was inserted at the very end,
but has since changed the workplace
and our country profoundly.

Perhaps the most important provi-
sion of this very important Act was the
creation of the Equal Employment Op-
portunity Commission, which was es-
tablished to administer the Nation’s
first Federal antidiscrimination em-
ployment law that had been a major
goal of African Americans throughout
the 20th Century.

Mr. Speaker, the 1964 Act is one of
the great milestones of the United
States Congress. We see the fruits of
the Act virtually everywhere in our
country. Forty years later, may the act
inspire us to continue to do what is
necessary to arm the EEOC and the
Justice Department, and to arm our-
selves to carry its work to completion.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS), a stalwart in
the Civil Rights movement.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I want to thank my friend and col-
league for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of House Resolution 676, recognizing
the 40th anniversary of the congres-
sional passage of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964. I want to thank my good friend
of many years, a colleague in the stu-
dent nonviolent coordinating com-
mittee during the early 1960s, the gen-
tlewoman from the District of Colum-
bia (Ms. NORTON), for bringing forth
this resolution.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank her for all of her hard work for
many years for civil rights and social
justice, and for having the courage dur-
ing and after law school at Yale Uni-
versity to come south and work in Mis-
sissippi during one of the most difficult
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periods in the history of our country
and in the history of our struggle for
civil rights. And for helping to organize
the march on Washington 41 years ago,
I thank her, thank her for keeping the
faith, thank her for keeping her eyes
on the prize.

Mr. Speaker, the Civil Rights Act of
1964 just did not happen. It just did not
happen. It took many years, many
months of struggle on the part of a dis-
ciplined and organized movement that
created a climate, created an environ-
ment for action on the part of the
President of the United States and the
Members of the Congress.

One must understand that in the
American south during the 1950s and
1960s, there were signs that said,
“white men, colored men; white
women, colored women; white waiting,
colored waiting.”” Segregation and dis-
crimination were the order of the day.
As a child growing up in the American
south, and as a participant in the civil
rights movement, I saw those signs.
There were separate water fountains in
department stores, in public buildings.
A sign in front of the fountain marked
“white”’ and a spigot marked ‘‘colored”
for people to get water to drink.

Black people could not go into a
store, buy a pair of shoes. And some-
times they were not even allowed to
try on those shoes. They would go into
a store and they were not even allowed
to try on a suit, and women were not
allowed to try on a dress. They were
welcome to go into a drugstore to get
a prescription filled, but they were not
allowed to sit down at the Ilunch
counter and have a soda or something
to eat. They had to take it out on the
streets and stand up to drink or eat.
There were separate waiting rooms in
bus stations and train stations. People
could not stay in the same hotel. Peo-
ple could not ride in the same taxi
cabs.

When I look back on it, Mr. Speaker,
the drama of the movement, the sit-
ins, the freedom rides, the stand-ins at
the theaters, the marches, all were the
action of an ordinary people using the
philosophy and the discipline of non-
violence. People had been beaten, peo-
ple had been arrested and jailed, some
had been shot and even killed. Medgar
Evers was shot and killed in May of
1963 at his home in Jackson, Mis-
sissippi. Police Commissioner Bull
Connor in Birmingham, Alabama, used
fire hoses and dogs on nonviolent
protestors. Four little girls were killed
while attending Sunday school on Sun-
day morning September 15, 1963, when
their church was bombed. Because of
what happened in Birmingham, Ala-
bama, and other parts of the American
south, there was a sense of righteous
indignation.

All across America, by the hundreds
and thousands, people started demand-
ing that the Federal Government act.
People sent letters, telegrams, and pe-
titions to Members of Congress and to
the White House. And President Ken-
nedy responded on June 11 in a nation-
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ally televised address to the Nation
and he urged the Congress to pass a
Civil Rights Act.

The Congress debated the proposed
Act for many days, long nights, and it
was finally passed on July 2, 1964.
Forty years ago, President Lyndon
Johnson signed into law that Act. I
think it is fitting and appropriate, Mr.
Speaker, for us to pause and celebrate
the distance we have come and the
progress we have made. Because of the
actions of hundreds of our citizens, and
because of the response of the United
States Congress, President John F.
Kennedy, and President Lyndon John-
son we have witnessed what I like to
call a nonviolent revolution in Amer-
ica, a revolution of values, a revolution
of ideas.

Today, because of the actions of 1964,
we are a better Nation, we are a better
people, better in the process of laying
down the burdens of race. The signs
that I saw back then, the young people
today will never see. The only place
they will see those signs will be in a
museum, in a book, or a video. Those
signs are gone, and they will never,
ever return to America.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from California
(Mr. Cox).

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
chairman for yielding me this time.

Today, we celebrate the anniversary
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which
was the subject of debate in this very
body 40 years ago and which was en-
acted into law almost on this very day,
on July 2. This anniversary is impor-
tant because guaranteeing the equal
treatment, the equal recognition of
every American before the law has
been a work in progress for the en-
tirety of the existence of this Nation
and it remains a work in progress still.

It is important also because with this
enactment, the United States finally
established in permanent, positive law
the fulfillment of the vision of the
grand words of our founders; that our
Nation would not treat its citizens dif-
ferently any more than they are treat-
ed differently in the eyes of God, their
creator. The Act said that we will not
tolerate discrimination against women
or against men of any race or back-
ground or belief, even when the offense
is not committed by a State govern-
ment or by the Federal Government.

When the Congress finished this mo-
mentous work in 1964, our Nation had
already made significant progress in
advancing the rights of women and mi-
norities. In 1964, Senator Margaret
Chase Smith became the first woman
to be considered by a major party for
nomination to the Presidency of the
United States. She finished second in
the balloting to Barry Goldwater. But
in that same year, reflecting how far
we still had to go, and may have to go,
a former Klu Klux Klansman filibus-
tered the Civil Rights Act on the floor
of the other body for 14 hours.

History will record that one of the
great leaders in the passage of the 1964
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Civil Rights Act was Senator Everett
Dirksen, who indeed led the fight to
protect the rights of all Americans
here in the United States and, ulti-
mately, to extend that vision around
the world. Today, we can look back at
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 in even
greater appreciation, if not awe, of its
significance.

Remember that this legislation had
been enacted in prototypical form, in
the 19th century by this Congress, but
it had been stricken down by the Su-
preme Court. In 1964, the Congress
acted and we made it stick. This legis-
lation finally said to the world that if
you are an American, our government
will protect your freedom not only
from outside aggressors, but from
those in your own country who would
deny employment benefits to you or
deny you access to a public place be-
cause of your race, color, religion, sex
or national origin.

This Act created a law enforcement
organization, the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission, and it en-
hanced the power of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice, which had been cre-
ated initially to prevent discrimina-
tion against American citizens. Now
the Department of Justice was given
more tools to combat public and pri-
vate discrimination. There were major
steps in continuing a national tradi-
tion of expanding protection for indi-
viduals that dates back to the estab-
lishment of our Nation.

From the statement of equality in
the first line of the Declaration of
Independence to the founding of the
Republican Party for the purpose of op-
posing slavery in 1854, to the first at-
tempts to enact effective civil rights
legislation in the years after the war,
to the establishment of voting rights
for women, to the defeat of fascism and
Soviet communism, our Nation has
moved deliberately, if not promptly, to
become the Nation in which freedom
for individuals is paramount.

O 1400

As a legal act, the Civil Rights Act of
1964 required courage, persistence, and
dedication to enact. Countless lives
were taken and sacrificed in attacks
against the ideas it embodies. There
were battles for this rule of law that
made it possible. America had its very
own domestic terrorist organization,
the Ku Klux Klan, organized to murder
opponents and to destroy the principle
of freedom that we fight to protect
today from terrorists around the world.
As we memorialized President Reagan
a few weeks ago, we were reminded of
our national mission to protect free-
dom, and we once again heard the final
line of the ‘“‘Battle Hymn of the Repub-
lic.” That simple line speaks to us even
now as our soldiers are deployed
around the world: ‘“‘Let us die to make
men free.”

Forty years ago, this and the other
body approved the Civil Rights Act
with overwhelming bipartisan support.
What we do here today while our sol-
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diers still give their lives to make oth-
ers free is remind the world once again
that our Nation stands for freedom and
equality. To us, these are priceless. I
commend the authors of this resolution
for so doing and urge its adoption.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE), a mem-
ber of the Committee on the Judiciary.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, my first thought was to come
to this podium with a prepared text to
be able to salute the 40th anniversary
of the congressional passage of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964. But I thought
it would be more appropriate to speak
from the heart and recollection of the
pain that was experienced by many in
this country without the passage of
this act.

Might I first give my accolades and
appreciation to the gentlewoman from
the District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON)
for her fight on the battlefield for civil
rights; to the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. LEWIS), our own special icon and
warrior for peace; to the members of
the Committee on the Judiciary and
others, chairman and ranking member,
for allowing us this small moment of
acknowledgment in the backdrop of the
death of Schwerner, Goodman and
Chaney, three young men of different
backgrounds and religious faiths who
came together in destiny down in Mis-
sissippi just to be able to stand up for
the opportunity and freedom for a peo-
ple who had been disenfranchised from
the time that they came to this Na-
tion.

Is it not interesting that the 1964 act
prohibited discrimination, if you will,
in voter registration and public
schools. Some would say, did we not
have Brown v. Board of Education in
1954? And yet 10 years later we needed
the Civil Rights Act to encourage de-
segregation in our schools. There are
reasons that many of us support spe-
cific political philosophies because
Lyndon Baines Johnson, a President
from Texas, helped to be part of the
movement of this bill and we had to or-
ganize, yes, some Southerners and
Northerners and moderates, to come
together to push for the support and
legislation of this bill.

But most of all I believe that this
day allows us to remember that we are
on a journey of freedom and that jour-
ney is not yet complete, for now we
suffer with unequal educational sys-
tems in our public schools, inner cities
that are crumbling; and, yes, we suffer
from an election system that is yet not
fair.

So I stand before you to acknowledge
the fact that we are grand and greater
because of the 1964 Civil Rights Act;
but what I would simply say to Amer-
ica, our journey is yet not finished and
we would join together in working in
our Congress to be able to have a fair
and equitable system of health care, of
an educational system, and of an eco-
nomic system that treats all of us fair-
ly.
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I hope, finally, that we will address
the question of an unequal criminal
justice system because the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 is that. It is the planting of
the seed to ensure that all America
joins in civil rights, not just African
Americans, not just Hispanics, but im-
migrants, Anglos, Asians and all will
join together and recognize that this
Nation is a better place if you acknowl-
edge first that race is a factor in this
country and if you acknowledge first
that we have not yet finished the jour-
ney for civil rights in America.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support of H.
Res. 676, a bill recognizing and honoring the
40th anniversary of Congressional passage of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964. It is imperative
that we take a step back to recognize the
years of bondage and enslavement; needless
lynching and bloodshed; and the years of dis-
crimination and hatred that Civil Rights Act of
1964 sought to curtail.

The legal protection of U.S. citizens, regard-
less of race, color, sex, religion and national
origin against the vice of discrimination in the
workplace and places of public accommoda-
tion; the prohibition of unequal application of
voter registration requirements; the encour-
agement of continued desegregation of public
schools; and the establishment of the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission highlight
the basic tenets set forth in the Civil Rights
Act of 1964.

| speak out today to commemorate the
progress we have made in casting out the de-
mons of prejudice and discrimination. | speak
out today to recognize the steps we have
taken as a nation to get closer to the Amer-
ican Creed. However, | must speak out today
to call attention to the progress we have yet
to make in order to fulfill the tenets of Civil
Rights Act of 1964. | speak out today to chal-
lenge this nation to uphold our founding prin-
ciples of equal opportunity for all, regardless
of race, color, sex, religion and national origin.

Despite the 40 year life span of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, in 2004, we still attempt to
take the life out of this act by violating its prin-
ciples. Although the U.S. Supreme Court af-
firmed Prairie View A&M University student
voter rights in 1979 when it was challenged in
Waller County, Texas, attempts to disenfran-
chise Prairie View A&M University students
continue today.

On November 5, 2003, the Waller County,
Texas District Attorney requested that the
county Elections Administration bar the stu-
dents at Historically Black College Prairie View
A&M University from voting locally by virtue of
his unilateral interpretation of “domicile” for
voting purposes. Texas voter registration law
only requires a person to be a resident of the
county at least 30 days prior to the elections.
African-American students represent the ma-
jority of Prairie View A&M’s student body of
7,000 members, and these students, con-
stitute a major voting bloc in Waller County.
The District Attorney’s request sought to effec-
tively disenfranchise African-American college
students in this area; as such, this request
suggested a form of voter intimidation and
likely had the effect of denying or abridging
the right to vote on account of race or color.
Despite a prolonged dialogue with Texas offi-
cials regarding this matter, relief from the
pressures and intimidation experienced by the
students when attempting to exercise their
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rights was never provided. This example does
not stand alone among the long list of dis-
criminatory acts that continue to plague our
nation.

| ask you, Mr. Speaker, my colleagues:
Have we truly upheld the Civil Rights Act of
19647 If your answer is no, you are one step
closer in helping us to realize our U.S. com-
mitment to equality. You must now join the
front lines in the battle against discrimination
and injustice. If your answer is yes, | ask that
you call your attention to all of the overt and
covert discriminatory acts that occur across
our nation, such as the attempted disenfran-
chisement of the Prairie View A&M University
students in Waller County, Texas.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, | would like to ask
my colleagues to support H. Res. 676 be-
cause of the significant and far-reaching im-
pact the Civil Rights Act of 1964 continues to
have on our nation. The Civil Rights Act of
1964 is one of the essential, yet fragile
threads that keep our nation civil. In fact, the
passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
helped to mend our nation’s worn fabric, tat-
tered by hostility and hatred, into a nation that
strives for the liberties and rights of all.

The fight to achieve equality is by far not
over, but honoring and reflecting upon legisla-
tion such as the Civil Rights Act of 1964 will
bring this nation one step closer to upholding
unity and justice for all. | implore all of my col-
leagues to keep the spirit of equality and
equal opportunity, the spirit of the Civil Rights
Act alive, when governing this nation. As an
original cosponsor of this bill, | find this resolu-
tion not only pertinent, but a necessary re-
minder to encourage us to move in the right
nation, which is a nation for all.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. DAVIS).

Mr. DAVIS of Alabama. Mr. Speaker,
I thank my friend from the great State
of Virginia for yielding time.

Mr. Speaker, there are three of us
who are African American who were
not even born when this act was
passed: the gentleman from Tennessee
(Mr. ForD), the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MEEK), and me. I should begin
by saying that those of us who were
born in the late 1960s, we are not only
the legatees of what was done here 40
years ago; we are very much the hope
of what was done here 40 years ago. It
was somehow imagined by the people
who sat in this Chamber 40 years ago
close to this very day that if they made
this change in our laws that they
would somehow open up the talent base
in this country, that they would some-
how build an America that had never
been; and the fact that we commend
this day shows us the continuing power
of law.

It is sometimes fashionable to say
that you cannot legislate morality in
this country, and all of us have said
that on our favorite issue or another;
but this is the reality: law can be used
to shape our moral character; law can
be used to set the boundaries of what
we will tolerate and what we will not
accept and that is exactly what we did
40 years ago. We used the power of law
to shape the American dream and to
talk about its outer aspirations.
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It is ironic as I stand here, one of the
reasons that more Members are not in
this Chamber right now is because at
this very moment an African American
Secretary of State is briefing the Con-
gress. Another reason more Members
are not here is because at this very mo-
ment a young, dynamic black Demo-
crat named Barak Obama is in this
building receiving members of the Con-
gressional Black Caucus. A black Sec-
retary of State; a black U.S. Senator
about-to-be, born in Illinois; a black
national security adviser. Whatever we
disagree on, that is an America that no
one would have contemplated 40 years
ago.

I end just on this note. By thinking
about frankly a lot of people who never
had the chance to serve in this Cham-
ber, all of the brilliant African Ameri-
cans who were born too early to be in
Congress, who were born too early to
shape this country’s agenda, they could
have been here if America had been a
little bit fairer and if our dream had
been a little bit more secure in this
country.

They are really the people we ought
to be thinking about today in some
sense because when that Congress
passed the civil rights law and Lyndon
Johnson signed it into law, this is what
it did: it created an America where tal-
ent is the outer limit of what you can
be. And yes, as my friend from Texas
said, we routinely fall short of that
goal, but at least we have it as a value,
at least we have it as a goal; and it
somehow defines what we can be and
what we can still dream.

So as one young African American
Member of this institution, I simply
say this. We are so much freer than we
used to be as a country. We are also so
much more American.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
BISHOP).

Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
let me thank my colleague from Vir-
ginia, and let me thank everyone who
has taken the time to commemorate
this very, very historic law. The Civil
Rights Act of 1964 certainly has
changed the history of America. It cer-
tainly has affected my life and the
lives of many others who were simi-
larly situated, having grown up in the
segregated South in Mobile, Alabama;
having attended segregated schools;
having segregated public accommoda-
tions.

I was just struck as I reflect every
day on how different life is today in
2004 from the way that it was in 1964,
the year that I graduated from high
school. I am grateful that this Nation
passed through the Congress the Civil
Rights Act of 1964. I am grateful that I
had an opportunity as a young attor-
ney with the NAACP Legal Defense and
Educational Fund as an Earl Warren
Fellow to help in the implementation
and the interpretation of the 1964 Civil
Rights Act, particularly as it related
to employment discrimination and the
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other aspects of it in terms of my early
days as a civil rights attorney.

It was very meaningful to me. Cer-
tainly the interpretations have meant
worlds for the changes that have been
implemented in this country and the
model that this has set for other na-
tions around the world, particularly in
South Africa. I, therefore, would like
to just register my heartfelt thanks to
all those who had a hand in passing
this law and for all those who have
paid the price and worked so hard to
see that it is implemented in the way
that Congress intended.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself the balance of my time.
I again want to thank the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
for her leadership. I urge Members to
not only remember the need for the
Civil Rights Act but also to commit to
support its principles.

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

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself the balance of my
time.

Mr. Speaker, in listening to my
friends from the other side of the aisle
talk in support of this very important
and meritorious resolution, they seem
to have forgotten that the advances of
civil rights that were passed in Con-
gress in the 1960s were only made pos-
sible due to the fact that civil rights
was a bipartisan project. Republicans
and Democrats joined together to pass
not only the civil rights bill of 1964 but
the Voting Rights Act of 1965 and the
Fair Housing Act of 1968.

When we talk about civil rights in
the 21st century, it seems to me that
we ought to hearken back on repeating
what worked in the 20th century. I did
not hear very much praise for the Re-
publican efforts to get the civil rights
acts passed. I would remind my friends
on the Democratic side of the aisle
that we are just as much for civil
rights as you are; and when we work on
this on a bipartisan basis, we can ac-
complish a lot more while each side
maybe strikes a few fewer political
points.

I urge the adoption of this resolution.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, it is my
honor to rise today in support of House Reso-
lution 676 and to celebrate the 40th anniver-
sary of congressional passage of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964.

This landmark piece of legislation has been
a cornerstone of our democracy for the past
40 years. The leaders who championed these
important protections were visionaries armed
with a truly moral cause. Congress sent the
Civil Rights Act to President Johnson who
signed the measure into law on July 2, 1964.
That date will forever serve as the date our
country embraced the fundamental right to
equality. No longer would Americans tolerate
injustice and discrimination.

As the Representative of a racially, eth-
nically, and spiritually diverse constituency, |
have witnessed the blending of cultures and
the strong and vital community that has re-
sulted from those forces. The Civil Rights Act
of 1964 was the pivotal moment in American
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history that ensured the vitality of Northwest
Indiana, and all of our communities. Though
this legislation required decades of struggle
and sacrifice in order to be realized, the gains
we have been able to achieve as its result
have been unparalleled.

The Civil Rights Act of 1964 was passed in
the 88th Congress to enforce the constitutional
right to vote, tackling discriminatory tests and
obstacles placed in the path of many who
sought to have a voice in their representation.
It banned discrimination in federally assisted
programs and outlawed segregation in busi-
nesses such as theaters, restaurants, and ho-
tels. Title VII of the Act took the fundamentally
important step of prohibiting discrimination by
employers on the basis of race, color, national
origin, religion or sex. It provided crucial en-
forcement mechanisms, by enlisting the district
courts, the Attorney General, the Commission
on Civil Rights, and the newly established
Commission on Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity. Each provides vigorous and proactive
protection of constitutional rights and takes ac-
tion against those who continue to discrimi-
nate. This piece of legislation was a critical
step in our Nation’s efforts to address the
issues of fundamental rights and institutional-
ized discrimination.

This legislation was, above all “essentially
moral in character,” as Senate Minority Leader
Everett M. Dirksen stated. Passing the legisla-
tion was the right thing to do at the time, and
vigorously enforcing it is the right thing to do
in our time.

Mr. Speaker, at this time | ask that you and
my other distinguished colleagues join me in
recognizing that the Civil Rights Act of 1964
was the result of many years of struggle and
sacrifice by Americans who fought for equality
and justice, to whom we owe a great debt of
gratitude. | applaud all those whose support
and efforts led to the passage of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, the most comprehensive
civil rights legislation in our Nation’s history. It
is with great honor and pride that | commemo-
rate the 40th anniversary of this landmark leg-
islation.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of H. Res. 676, a resolution recognizing
and honoring the 40th anniversary of the pas-
sage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, brought
to the floor by ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON from
the District of Columbia and spearheaded by
the venerable House Judiciary Committee
ranking member, Representative JOHN CON-
YERS. | thank you both for your unwavering
leadership.

Mr. Speaker, July 2, 2004 marks the 40th
anniversary of President Lyndon B. Johnson’s
signing into law of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.
This landmark legislation ended the disenfran-
chisement of millions of Americans and struck
a final blow to the Jim Crow laws that existed
in many parts of our country.

As many of us know, the Civil Rights bill
ended de jure segregation and discrimination
in public accommodations, publicly owned or
operated facilities and schools, employment
and union membership, and voter registration.
Just imagine what this country would be like
without the enactment of these laws—a coun-
try where some people are treated like sec-
ond-class citizens solely because of the color
of their skin? How atrocious a thought? Where
people are denied employment because of
their color, national origin, religion or sex? The
Civil Rights Act of 1964 and its progeny se-
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cured equal rights under the law for all Ameri-
cans—the importance of passage of this bill
cannot be overstated.

In the early 1960s, millions of Americans
continued to suffer under the oppressive hand
of Jim Crow laws. The Freedom Rides of the
1960s, led by religious leaders, civil rights ac-
tivists, students and many others, empowered
African Americans to organize and attempt to
vote throughout the Deep South. Many Free-
dom Riders, such as Chaney, Schwerner and
Goodman gave their lives for the cause of
equal rights for all. Their names are indelibly
inked in our collective consciousness, but
there were many equally brave and coura-
geous individuals whose names will not be re-
corded in the history books. However, none
are forgotten. Due to their courage, we cele-
brate the 40th anniversary of the passage of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964. | believe that
commemorating passage of the Act reflects
our commitment to bring this Nation closer to
the ideals and values that each of us holds
dear—equality for all.

Mr. Speaker, while | have come here to
commemorate these great laws, | must also
recognize that while the Act brought our Na-
tion closer to fulfilling the promises guaranteed
in the Constitution, de facto discrimination
continues to pervade many of our institutions.
Though we are a country on the brink of em-
bodying a truly democratic Nation, we are also
a Nation grappling with ensuring that the goals
of the Act are achieved. We only need look to
the 2000 Presidential Election in which many
African Americans reported being turned away
from voting polls. Our election process was
marred by the disenfranchisement of thou-
sands in Florida and on a smaller scale in
other states polling places. These incidents of
disenfranchisement show that though we are
close, we are not there yet.

Mr. Speaker, as we honor the enactment of
this momentous law, it is imperative that we
also acknowledge that many of our Nation’s
communities have not progressed much since
1964 and still suffer the ravages of discrimina-
tion. Though the Civil Rights Act of 1964
brought us closer to dismantling the legacy of
slavery, many American men, women and
children still feel its impact. Many of our
schools remain segregated (de facto) and un-
derfunded. In fact, the No Child Left Behind
Act, which authorizes funding and establishes
accountability for our public schools, will be
underfunded by at least $8 billion in the FY 05
budget. Many African Americans remain in the
lowest economic brackets, where unemploy-
ment often reaches double digits in some
communities, including my own. Women still
earn $0.76 on the dollar to men for the same
work and the same hours.

On that note, as my time to speak is short,
| leave with two quotes from Reverend Dr.
Martin Luther King, Jr., whose name is syn-
onymous with the peaceful advancement of
the civil rights movement. The first is one of
my favorites and is taken from writings during
his time spent imprisoned for standing up to
the ugly face of discrimination and segrega-
tion—"“injustice anywhere is a threat to justice
everywhere.” (Letter from a Birmingham Jail,
April 16, 1963). Until we promote economic
and educational policies that level the playing
field for those that have been left behind—left
behind many times in fact—then the injustice
of second class citizenship will persist.

The last is a quote by Dr. King that is not
as often quoted but is equally remarkable in
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its insight—"[A]ll progress is precarious, and
the solution of one problem brings us face to
face with another problem.” (Martin Luther
King, Jr., “Strength to love,” 1963). | find
these words encouraging because they are
wrought with optimism for the future. We are
progressing steadily in our fight toward equal-
ity, and although we have many more prob-
lems to overcome and to confront, united, |
am confident we will win this fight.

We must sustain the legacy of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 by continuing to enact leg-
islation that represents what it stands for—our
country’s highest ideals of equality and oppor-
tunity for all citizens.

| call upon my colleagues to join me in hon-
oring the 40th anniversary of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 by voting in favor of passage of
this resolution.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, | strongly support
H.R. 676, which recognizes and honors the
40th anniversary of congressional passage of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

On July 2nd, we will mark the passage of
this historic act, which finally guaranteed equal
rights for minorities in America. It is hard to
believe that it was only 40 years ago when,
facing prejudice and stubborn odds, President
Lyndon Johnson guided the Civil Rights Act
through the House and Senate and signed
into law legislation that guaranteed rights that
so many of our fellow citizens had been de-
nied.

The Act made racial discrimination in public
placed illegal and established standards to
thwart the rigged voting system in the South.
It also required employers to provide equal
employment opportunities no matter a per-
son’s race. Projects involving federal funds
could be halted if there was evidence of dis-
crimination based on color, race or national or-
igin. These are things inherent in our society
today, but for much of the 20th century, these
protections only existed for white Americans—
not blacks.

Mr. Speaker, were it not for the unshakable
faith and fierce determination of members of
the civil rights movement—many who literally
sacrificed their lives—the Civil Rights Act may
have taken many more years to arrive.

Our own colleague, and my good friend,
Senior Chief Deputy Whip JOHN LEWIS, was
one of the leaders of that civil rights move-
ment. He was just out of his teens when he
was beaten because of his participation in the
Freedom Rides. Yet he was not deterred. At
the age of 23, he joined Dr. King on the steps
of the Lincoln Memorial for the March on
Washington, and in the years that followed, he
continued the fight for freedom and human
rights, despite more than 40 arrests, physical
attacks and serious injuries.

In the years that followed its passage, the
Civil Rights Act opened doors and created op-
portunities for black and minority Americans
that were long overdue. With federal protec-
tions, blacks could attend any school or uni-
versity, be hired for any job, and finally enjoy
the Constitutional freedoms so many of us
take for granted.

However, Mr. Speaker, despite much
progress, minority Americans still struggle for
equal access and advancement. Right now we
face a struggling economy that is not pro-
ducing enough jobs, and it has imposed even
greater hardships on minorities. Since March
2000, black unemployment has soared to
nearly 11 percent, almost double that of
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whites. And there is still a glaring wage gap
confronting minorities in the workforce. Black
men earned 73.9 percent of what white men
earned in 2002, measured by median full-time
wages and salaries. That's barely up from
73.4 percent a decade ago.

In our health system, minorities still repeat-
edly receive inferior care. Last year’s Institute
of Medicine report found that health care deliv-
ery is very unequal depending on the race or
ethnicity of the patient. That inequality is
thought to be a major reason that African-
Americans frequently have worse health out-
comes than whites. The black infant mortality
rate in fact remains twice as high as the white
rate, and 20 percent of black Americans lack
regular access to health care compared with
less than 16 percent of whites.

Without early and advanced education, indi-
viduals face a great handicap in this world.
Yet in our school system today separate and
unequal is still the reality in far too many
places. Even in higher education, there exists
a large gap between the percentage of whites
with a college degree and the percentage of
blacks.

So Mr. Speaker, today let us acknowledge
that the Civil Rights Acts we passed in Con-
gress was a crucial step forward for our Na-
tion. Our laws require vigilance so that every
citizen has an equal shot at the American
dream. As Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., said,
“Human progress is neither automatic nor in-
evitable . . . Every step toward the goal of
justice requires sacrifice, suffering, and strug-
gle; the tireless exertions and passionate con-
cern of dedicated individuals.”

Today, we must redouble our commitment
to the Civil Rights Act and the America envi-
sioned by JOHN LEWIS and every citizen who
fought for equal rights four decades ago, and
continue the effort for justice and equality. We
have not yet reached the Promised Land, but
it is up to us to ensure that America achieves
the full measure of its promise.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, | rise to explain my
objection to H. Res. 676. | certainly join my
colleagues in urging Americans to celebrate
the progress this country has made in race re-
lations. However, contrary to the claims of the
supporters of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and
the sponsors of H. Res. 676, the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 did not improve race relations or
enhance freedom. Instead, the forced integra-
tion dictated by the Civil Rights Act of 1964 in-
creased racial tensions while diminishing indi-
vidual liberty.

The Civil Rights Act of 1964 gave the fed-
eral government unprecedented power over
the hiring, employee relations, and customer
service practices of every business in the
country. The result was a massive violation of
the rights of private property and contract,
which are the bedrocks of free society. The
federal government has no legitimate authority
to infringe on the rights of private property
owners to use their property as they please
and to form (or not form) contracts with terms
mutually agreeable to all parties. The rights of
all private property owners, even those whose
actions decent people find abhorrent, must be
respected if we are to maintain a free society.

This expansion of federal power was based
on an erroneous interpretation of the congres-
sional power to regulate interstate commerce.
The framers of the Constitution intended the
interstate commerce clause to create a free
trade zone among the states, not to give the
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federal government regulatory power over
every business that has any connection with
interstate commerce.

The Civil Rights act of 1964 not only vio-
lated the Constitution and reduced individual
liberty; it also failed to achieve its stated goals
of promoting racial harmony and a color-blind
society. Federal bureaucrats and judge’s can-
not read minds to see if actions are motivated
by racism. Therefore, the only way the federal
government could ensure an employer was
not violating the Civil Rights Act of 1964 was
to ensure that the racial composition of a
business’s workforce matched the racial com-
position of a bureaucrat or judges defined
body of potential employees. Thus, bureau-
crats began forcing employers to hire by racial
quota. Racial quotas have not contributed to
racial harmony or advanced the goal of a
color-blind society. Instead, these quotas en-
couraged racial balkanization, and fostered ra-
cial strife.

Of course, America has made great strides
in race relations over the past forty years.
However, this progress is due to changes in
public attitudes and private efforts. Relations
between the races have improved despite, not
because of, the 1964 Civil Rights Act.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, while | join in
sponsors of H. Res. 676 in promoting racial
harmony and individual liberty, the fact is the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 did not accomplish
these goals. Instead, this law unconstitution-
ally expanded federal power, thus reducing lib-
erty. Furthermore, by prompting race-based
quotas, this law undermined efforts to achieve
a color-blind society and increased racial
strife. Therefore, | must oppose H. Res. 676.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). The question
is on the motion offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the resolution, H.
Res. 676.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

————

IDENTITY THEFT PENALTY
ENHANCEMENT ACT

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I move to suspend the rules and
pass the bill (H.R. 1731) to amend title
18, United States Code, to establish
penalties for aggravated identity theft,
and for other purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 1731

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Identity Theft

Penalty Enhancement Act’’.
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SEC. 2. AGGRAVATED IDENTITY THEFT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 47 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended by adding after
section 1028, the following:

“§ 1028A. Aggravated identity theft

““(a) OFFENSES.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Whoever, during and in re-
lation to any felony violation enumerated in
subsection (c), knowingly transfers, possesses, or
uses, without lawful authority, a means of iden-
tification of another person shall, in addition to
the punishment provided for such felony, be
sentenced to a term of imprisonment of 2 years.

““(2) TERRORISM OFFENSE.—Whoever, during
and in relation to any felony violation enumer-
ated in section 2332b(g)(5)(B), knowingly trans-
fers, possesses, or uses, without lawful author-
ity, a means of identification of another person
or a false identification document shall, in addi-
tion to the punishment provided for such felony,
be sentenced to a term of imprisonment of 5
years.

“(b) CONSECUTIVE SENTENCE.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law—

“(1) a court shall not place on probation any
person convicted of a violation of this section;

“(2) except as provided in paragraph (4), no
term of imprisonment imposed on a person under
this section shall run concurrently with any
other term of imprisonment imposed on the per-
son under any other provision of law, including
any term of imprisonment imposed for the felony
during which the means of identification was
transferred, possessed, or used;

“(3) in determining any term of imprisonment
to be imposed for the felony during which the
means of identification was transferred, pos-
sessed, or used, a court shall not in any way re-
duce the term to be imposed for such crime so as
to compensate for, or otherwise take into ac-
count, any separate term of imprisonment im-
posed or to be imposed for a violation of this sec-
tion; and

‘“(4) a term of imprisonment imposed on a per-
son for a violation of this section may, in the
discretion of the court, run concurrently, in
whole or in part, only with another term of im-
prisonment that is imposed by the court at the
same time on that person for an additional vio-
lation of this section, provided that such discre-
tion shall be exercised in accordance with any
applicable guidelines and policy statements
issued by the Sentencing Commission pursuant
to section 994 of title 28.

‘““(c) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘felony violation enumerated in
subsection (c)’ means any offense that is a fel-
ony violation of—

‘(1) section 641 (relating to theft of public
money, property, or rewards), section 656 (relat-
ing to theft, embezzlement, or misapplication by
bank officer or employee), or section 664 (relat-
ing to theft from employee benefit plans);

““(2) section 911 (relating to false personation
of citicenship);

““(3) section 922(a)(6) (relating to false state-
ments in connection with the acquisition of a
firearm);

‘“(4) any provision contained in this chapter
(relating to fraud and false statements), other
than this section or section 1028(a)(7);

““(5) any provision contained in chapter 63
(relating to mail, bank, and wire fraud);

““(6) any provision contained in chapter 69
(relating to nationality and citicenship);

‘““(7) any provision contained in chapter 75
(relating to passports and visas);

“(8) section 523 of the Gramm-Leach-Bliley
Act (15 U.S.C. 6823) (relating to obtaining cus-
tomer information by false pretenses);

““(9) section 243 or 266 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1253 and 1306) (relat-
ing to willfully failing to leave the United States
after deportation and creating a counterfeit
alien registration card);

‘“(10) any provision contained in chapter 8 of
title II of the Immigration and Nationality Act
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(8 U.S.C. 1321 et seq.) (relating to various immi-
gration offenses); or

“(11) section 208, 811, 1107(b), 1128B(a), or
1632 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 408,
1011, 1307(b), 1320a-7b(a), and 1383a) (relating
to false statements relating to programs under
the Act).”.

(b) AMENDMENT TO CHAPTER ANALYSIS.—The
table of sections for chapter 47 of title 18, United
States Code, is amended by inserting after the
item relating to section 1028 the following new
item:

“1028A. Aggravated identity theft.”.

(c) APPLICATION OF DEFINITIONS FROM SEC-
TION 1028.—Section 1028(d) of title 18, United
States Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘and sec-
tion 10284 after ‘‘In this section’’.

SEC. 3. AMENDMENTS TO EXISTING IDENTITY
THEFT PROHIBITION.

Section 1028 of title 18, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(7)—

(A) by striking ‘‘transfers’
“transfers, possesses,’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘abet,”” and inserting ‘‘abet, or
in connection with,”’;

(2) in subsection (b)(1)(D), by striking ‘‘trans-
fer’” and inserting ‘‘transfer, possession,’’;
(3) in subsection (b)(2), by striking

years’’ and inserting ‘5 years’’; and

(4) in subsection (b)(4), by inserting after ‘‘fa-
cilitate’’ the following: ‘“‘an act of domestic ter-
rorism (as defined under section 2331(5) of this
title) or’’.

SEC. 4. AGGREGATION OF VALUE FOR PURPOSES
OF SECTION 641.

The penultimate paragraph of section 641 of
title 18 of the United States Code is amended by
inserting ‘‘in the aggregate, combining amounts
from all the counts for which the defendant is
convicted in a single case,’”’ after ‘‘value of such
property’” .

SEC. 5. DIRECTIVE TO THE UNITED STATES SEN-
TENCING COMMISSION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Pursuant to its authority
under section 994(p) of title 28, United States
Code, and in accordance with this section, the
United States Sentencing Commission shall re-
view and amend its guidelines and its policy
statements to ensure that the guideline offense
levels and enhancements appropriately punish
identity theft offenses involving an abuse of po-
sition.

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying out this sec-
tion, the United States Sentencing Commission
shall do the following:

(1) Amend U.S.S.G. section 3BI1.3 (Abuse of
Position of Trust of Use of Special Skill) to
apply to and punish offenses in which the de-
fendant exceeds or abuses the authority of his
or her position in order to obtain unlawfully or
use without authority any means of identifica-
tion, as defined section 1028(d)(4) of title 18,
United States Code.

(2) Ensure reasonable consistency with other
relevant directives, other sentencing guidelines,
and statutory provisions.

(3) Make any mnecessary and conforming
changes to the sentencing guidelines.

(4) Ensure that the guidelines adequately meet
the purposes of sentencing set forth in section
3553(a)(2) of title 18, United States Code.

SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

In addition to any other sums authoriced to
be appropriated for this purpose, there is au-
thorized to be appropriated to the Department of
Justice, for the investigation and prosecution of
identity theft and related credit card and other
fraud cases constituting felony violations of
law, $2,000,000 for fiscal year 2005 and $2,000,000
for each of the 4 succeeding fiscal years.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) and
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
ScoTT) each will control 20 minutes.

and inserting

“three
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman

from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER).
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks and include extraneous mate-
rial on H.R. 1731, currently under con-
sideration.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, identity theft and iden-
tity fraud are terms used to refer to all
types of crime in which someone
wrongfully obtains and uses another
person’s personal data in some way
that involves fraud or deception, typi-
cally for economic or other gain in-
cluding immigration benefits.

The Federal Trade Commission re-
ceived 161,819 complaints of someone
using another’s information in 2002. In
2003 the FTC performed a random sam-
pling of households. The results from
the survey suggest that almost 10 mil-
lion Americans were the victim of
some form of ID theft within the last
year, which means that despite all of
the attention to this type of crime
since September 11, 2001, the incidence
of this crime is increasing.

As border security and international
cooperation increases to combat ter-
rorism, al Qaeda and other terrorist or-
ganizations increasingly turn to stolen
identities to hide themselves from law
enforcement. For example, according
to testimony from the Inspector Gen-
eral of the Social Security Administra-
tion, five Social Security numbers as-
sociated with some of the September 11
terrorists appeared to be counterfeit.
One was assigned to a child and four of
the terrorists were associated with
multiple Social Security numbers.
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Since September 11, 2001, Federal and
State officials have taken notice of
this crime because of the potential
threat to security. But the cost to the
consumer and corporations is equally
alarming. The FTC estimates that loss
to business and financial institutions
from identity theft to be $47.6 billion
per year. The costs to individual con-
sumers is estimated to be approxi-
mately $5 billion a year.

As this crime increases, we must find
new ways to combat it. Web sites de-
veloped by the FTC and consumer
groups encourage consumers to protect
themselves by shredding mail and
keeping a close watch over their credit
report. Yet the FTC statistics suggest
that identity thieves are obtaining an
individual’s personal information for
misuse not only through ‘‘dumpster
diving” but also through accessing in-
formation that was originally collected
for an authorized purpose, a so-called
“‘insider threat.”
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In one such case, U.S. attorneys
charged a 33-year-old customer service
representative from Long Island, New
York with identity theft and fraud.
This individual was using his position
at a company that provided computer
services to banks and lending compa-
nies to access personal consumer credit
information from three credit report-
ing agencies. The scheme allowed him
to access personal information of over
30,000 victims.

The insider threat from identity
theft and identity fraud is a threat to
personal security as well as national
security. The U.S. Attorney in Atlanta
charged 28 people as a part of a fraud
ring to supply over 1,900 individuals
with fraudulent Social Security cards.
The cards were supplied by a Social Se-
curity Administration clerk in ex-
change for $70,000 in payoffs.

Under current law, many identity
thieves are receiving short terms of im-
prisonment or probation; however,
many of these thieves will use false
identities to commit much more seri-
ous crimes. Thus H.R. 1731 provides en-
hanced penalties for persons who steal
identities to commit terrorist acts, im-
migration violations, firearms offenses,
and other serious crimes. The bill
would amend current law to impose a
higher maximum penalty for identity
theft used to facilitate acts of ter-
rorism.

This legislation will allow prosecu-
tors to identify identity thieves who
steal an identity, sometimes hundreds
or even thousands of identities, for pur-
poses of committing one or more
crimes. Importantly, it will facilitate
the prosecution of terrorists who steal
identities with the intent of subse-
quently committing terrorists acts. It
also directs the Sentencing Commis-
sion to apply the guidelines for abuse
of trust to an insider who uses his posi-
tion to steal identities.

I support this common sense legisla-
tion and urge my colleagues to join me
in its passage.

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

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
H.R. 1731. Although I agree with the
purpose of the bill, my position is
based on the reliance in the bill of
mandatory minimum sentencing. By
adding mandatory minimum sen-
tencing and denying probation and con-
current sentences, the bill imposes un-
necessary and unproductive restric-
tions on the ability of the Sentencing
Commission and judges, in individual
cases, to assure a rational and just sys-
tem of sentencing as a whole and for
individuals.

The notion that Congress is in a bet-
ter position to determine at the front
end what the sentence has to be for an
individual case than the judge who has
heard the case and applies guidelines
established by the sentencing profes-
sionals not only defeats the rational
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sentencing system that Congress
adopted but also makes no sense in our
separation of powers scheme of govern-
ance. Moreover, the notion of man-
dating a 2-year or b5-year sentence to
someone who is already willing to risk
a 15-year sentence is not likely to add
any deterrence.

Mandatory sentences do not work.
They have been studied extensively and
have been shown to be ineffective in
preventing crime. They distort the sen-
tencing process. They discriminate
against minorities in their application,
and they waste money. In a study re-
port entitled ‘‘Mandatory Drug Sen-
tences: Throwing Away the Key or the
Taxpayers Money?’’ The Rand Corpora-
tion concluded that mandatory min-
imum sentences were less effective
than either discretionary sentencing or
drug treatment in reducing drug-re-
lated crime and far more costly than
either. The Judicial Conference of the
United States has reiterated its opposi-
tion to mandatory minimum sen-
tencing over a dozen times to Congress,
noting that though sentences ‘‘severely
distort and damage the Federal sen-
tencing system undermine the
Sentencing Guideline regimen’ estab-
lished by Congress to promote fairness
and proportionality,” and ‘‘destroy
honesty in sentencing by encouraging
charge and fact plea bargains.” The
U.S. Sentencing Commission indicated
its opposition to the Senate bill, which
is virtually identical to this bill, for
similar reasons.

Both the Judicial Center in its study
report entitled ‘‘The General Effects of
Mandatory Minimum Prison Terms: a
Longitudinal Study of Federal Sen-
tences Imposed’ and the United States
Sentencing Commission in its study
entitled ‘‘Mandatory Minimum Pen-
alties in the Federal Criminal Justice
System” found that minorities were
substantially more likely than whites
under comparable circumstances to re-
ceive mandatory minimum sentences.
The Sentencing Commission also re-
flected that mandatory minimum sen-
tences increased the disparity in sen-
tencing of like offenders with no evi-
dence that mandatory minimum sen-
tencing had any more crime-reduction
impact than discretionary sentences.

Chief Justice Rehnquist has spoken
often and loudly about these wasteful
cost increases. One quote attributed to
him says: ‘“‘Mandatory minimums are
perhaps a good example of the law of
unintended consequences.”

Mr. Speaker, there is one good part
of the bill, and that is an authorization
for funding to investigate consumer
credit card fraud cases. I introduced in
the committee a newspaper report of
an identity theft case in which a Sen-
ator from New Mexico, Senator DOMEN-
IcI, was the victim. It involved about
$800 worth of fraudulent credit card
purchases. We checked with the FBI.
No action is being taken on this case
because of limitations on resources.
That is not surprising because these
cases often involve stolen credit cards
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with the card stolen in one jurisdic-
tion, purchases made in another juris-
diction, a suspect living entirely some-
where else, and so the local place can-
not effectively investigate these cases.
They can be solved because there is
usually a paper trail leading right back
to the suspect, but it takes resources.
Mandatory minimum sentences will do
nothing in cases that are not inves-
tigated and not prosecuted, and this
bill does provide funds to investigate
and prosecute cases such as Senator
DOMENICI’S.

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, because
this bill primarily focuses on the nar-
row piece of the identity theft problem,
much of which has nothing to do with
consumer identity theft, through the
discredited and ineffective and costly
mechanism of mandatory minimum
sentencing, I cannot support the bill.

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

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 56 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. CARTER).

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to be the author and sponsor of
H.R. 1731, the Identity Theft Penalty
Enhancement Act, and appreciate the
support of the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Chairman SENSENBRENNER) and
the fact that he advanced this impor-
tant legislation. I would also like to
thank the gentleman from California
(Mr. ScHIFF) for his support as the lead
co-sponsor on this bill.

This legislation addresses the grow-
ing occurrences of identity theft. It
will facilitate the prosecution of crimi-
nals who steal identities in order to
commit felonies.

Felonies arising from identity theft
are a very serious problem. Four years
in a row, the Federal Trade Commis-
sion has reported identity theft as the
number one consumer-reported com-
plaint filed with the Commission. More
than 200,000 identity theft complaints
were reported in 2003.

Mr. Speaker, unfortunately, the men-
tions of ID theft are becoming all too
commonplace. Just recently, last
month, I believe, two brothers were
convicted in Dallas of running an ID
theft ring to buy luxury cars and ob-
tain bank loans worth over $1 million,
sometimes using the names of dead
people. In Collin County, Texas, a
former Texas driver’s license bureau
clerk pleaded guilty to selling ID cards
to illegal immigrants using stolen in-
formation from immigration papers.

Just as concerning, the trafficking of
identities aids terrorist crimes. Terror-
ists can move more freely in the United
States with illicit IDs, credit cards,
and other documentation. Insufficient
legislation and prosecution has allowed
a situation to arise where identities
are easy to steal without fear of re-
prisal. Last year, the U.S. Department
of Homeland Security warned that
would-be terrorists may try to use sto-
len IDs, uniforms, and vehicles to enter
sensitive facilities in order to carry out
an attack.
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The Identity Theft Penalty Enhance-
ment Act gives prosecutors greater
power in convicting and sentencing
identity theft. First, it creates a new
separate crime of aggravated identity
theft for any person who uses the iden-
tity of another person to commit cer-
tain felonies. It provides a separate
sentence of 2 years for most felonies
and b years for terror-related felonies
is mandatory. It would run consecu-
tively to any other sentences.

Second, the bill lessens the burden
prosecutors face when seeking convic-
tions of aggravated identity theft.
Under this bill, if a thief uses the sto-
len identity in connection with another
Federal crime and the intent of the un-
derlying Federal crime is proven, the
prosecutor may not need to prove the
intent to use the false identity in a
crime.

H.R. 1731 addresses the improper re-
ceipt that Social Security, Medicare,
disability, veterans and other benefits
by misuse of illegally obtained Social
Security numbers. We have a responsi-
bility to protect the benefit programs
of the Social Security Administration
from these identity thieves.

This legislation also addresses a
prevalent mode of identity theft which
is committed by insiders of organiza-
tions who illegally use or transfer indi-
viduals’ identifying information which
has been entrusted to them. This is an
increasing problem which we must pro-
tect all our consumers from. Last year
Texas witnessed an example of this
when a University of Texas student
who was trusted with access to the
University’s database stole 55,000 So-
cial Security numbers, including one of
my staffers.

A recent report by researchers at
Michigan State University estimates
about half of all identity crimes were
the result of personal information
being stolen from corporate databases.
This legislation directs the U.S. Sen-
tencing Commission to amend its
guidelines to appropriately punish ID
theft offenses involving the abuse of a
position.

I urge my fellow colleagues to favor-
ably support H.R. 1731. And, again, I
thank the chairman for his support and
the hard work of his staff on behalf of
this legislation.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. SCHIFF), a distin-
guished member of the Committee on
the Judiciary and a former assistant
U.S. Attorney.

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

I also want to thank the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER),
our distinguished chairman; and the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
COBLE), subcommittee Chair, for mov-
ing this legislation through the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary and onto the
House floor.

I joined the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. CARTER) in introducing this legis-
lation in response to the plague of
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identity theft that has beset the coun-
try. Identity theft has now topped the
list of consumer complaints filed with
the FTC for the last 4 years in a row,
impacting millions of Americans and
costing consumers and businesses bil-
lions of dollars.

My home State of California ranks
number three in the number of victims
of identity theft per capita with over
37,000 complaints reported by con-
sumers, costing over $40 million just
last year alone. Nationally, California
cities crowd the top ten list of metro-
politan areas with the highest per cap-
ita rates of identity theft reported. The
Los Angeles-Long Beach metropolitan
area, which includes my district, is
particularly prone to such crimes and
ranks number two nationally with over
13,000 victims.

A victim of identity theft usually
spends a year and a half working to re-
store his or her identity and good
name. Many of my constituents have
contacted me. Many of my colleagues
have heard similar urging that Con-
gress act quickly and effectively to
crack down on this growing epidemic.
For this reason, I joined the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. CARTER) in intro-
ducing the Identity Theft Penalty En-
hancement Act, legislation that will
make it easier for prosecutors to target
those identity thieves who steal an
identity for the purpose of committing
other serious crimes. The bill will
stiffen penalties to deter such offenses
and strengthen the ability of law en-
forcement to go after identity thieves
and prove their case.
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Our legislation also makes changes
to close a number of gaps identified in
current Federal law. Identical legisla-
tion was introduced by Senators FEIN-
STEIN and KYL, passing by unanimous
consent in the Senate in January of
last year. H.R. 1731 has also been en-
dorsed by the Justice Department and
the Federal Trade Commission.

I am very mindful of the reservations
that my colleague, the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. ScoTT) has expressed
about mandatory minimums in gen-
eral, and I share those concerns about
the practice of mandatory minimums. I
think my difference with the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT)
comes in where there are appropriate
exceptions. In this case, I believe there
is an appropriate exception, and I be-
lieve the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
ScoTT) believes this is not an appro-
priate case for an exception. But let me
outline why I believe that this is an ap-
propriate exceptional case.

First, we have the epidemic nature of
the crime, which rather than abate has
merely grown and proliferated over the
last several years.

Second, because the enhanced pen-
alties are reserved for aggravated iden-
tity theft, they must be committed in
connection with other serious felony
offenses. But since the underlying of-
fense and the identity theft are gen-
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erally merged for sentencing purposes,
prosecutors have little incentive to
charge identity theft. This current sen-
tencing structure and practice is
flawed because it does not reflect the
impact on the victim, in addition to
the impact and loss to the financial in-
stitution.

I was pleased to work with the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. CARTER) as
well as sponsors from the other body in
order to make some additional im-
provements to the bill in committee.
These improvements respond to spe-
cific concerns that were raised by the
Social Security Administration. In ad-
dition, we respond to the ever-growing
problem of insider theft. A peer review
study will be coming out later this
yvear that will show perhaps as much as
70 percent of identity theft cases are
facilitated through the workplace.

Homeland security concerns have
certainly highlighted the need to pro-
tect against identity theft, given the
potential ease with which a terrorist
can assimilate to or move about in our
society with stolen identity docu-
ments.

In order total protect the good credit
of hard-working Americans and their
reputations and to protect the home-
land, the time to strengthen the law is
now. I also support the effort of the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT)
to increase the resources for the en-
forcement of these laws. Merely in-
creasing the deterrent value is not
enough if the resources lag behind.

I want to thank my colleague for all
his efforts along those lines, and again
want to thank my colleagues, Mr.
Speaker, for acting on this piece of leg-
islation, and urge their support.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from California for his remarks and
also for his hard work on this legisla-
tion. As I have indicated, I agree with
the purpose of the legislation. How-
ever, 1 disagree with the use of the
mandatory minimums.

With mandatory minimums, low
level offenders frequently get too much
time. The more serious violators often
get too little time. That is why we
have the Sentencing Commission, that
is why we have judges who will hear
the evidence and impose the appro-
priate punishment in the individual
case.

Mr. Speaker, I would hope that we
would reject the legislation so that we
could eliminate the mandatory mini-
mums.

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

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself the balance of my
time.

Mr. Speaker, the only opposition to
this bill appears to come from those
who are opposed in principle to manda-
tory minimum sentences. I think that
opponents of mandatory minimums
would have a much more compelling
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case if they could assure Congress that
the judges are faithfully following the
sentencing guidelines that were passed
20 years ago at the time when Congress
abolished parole and passed the law es-
tablishing determinant sentencing.
Sadly, I am afraid the evidence does
not support that.

The most disturbing recent example
of judges deciding to ignore the sen-
tencing guideline’s recommendations
comes from Supreme Court justice An-
thony Kennedy’s testimony before a
House appropriations subcommittee in
which he stated that judges who depart
downward are courageous, and the
judges should not have to blindly fol-
low unjust guidelines.

Now, Congress creates crimes, Con-
gress prescribes the penalties for
crimes, and the reason that there were
sentencing guidelines passed to begin
with was to prevent both prosecutors
and defense counsel from shopping
around for judges to try cases that met
with their own particular views on
what the sentence should be, should
the defendant be convicted.

Well, because of statements like Jus-
tice Kennedy’s, we now have to have
mandatory minimums when we feel the
crime is important enough that some-
body should at least spend a day in jail
or more. That is why there are manda-
tory minimums in the bill that is be-
fore us that deals with identity theft
and identity fraud.

I would urge the House to reject the
argument that mandatory minimums
are bad per se. We need a mandatory
minimum in this burgeoning crime. I
urge support of this bill.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). The question
is on the motion offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1731, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

——————

LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS
SAFETY ACT OF 2003

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I move to suspend the rules and
pass the bill (H.R. 218) to amend title
18, United States Code, to exempt
qualified current and former law en-
forcement officers from State laws pro-
hibiting the carrying of concealed
handguns, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 218

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“Law En-

forcement Officers Safety Act of 2003’".
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SEC. 2. EXEMPTION OF QUALIFIED LAW EN-
FORCEMENT OFFICERS FROM STATE
LAWS PROHIBITING THE CARRYING
OF CONCEALED FIREARMS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 44 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after section 926A the following:

“§926B. Carrying of concealed firearms by

qualified law enforcement officers

‘‘(a) Notwithstanding any other provision
of the law of any State or any political sub-
division thereof, an individual who is a quali-
fied law enforcement officer and who is car-
rying the identification required by sub-
section (d) may carry a concealed firearm
that has been shipped or transported in
interstate or foreign commerce, subject to
subsection (b).

‘“(b) This section shall not be construed to
supersede or limit the laws of any State
that—

‘(1) permit private persons or entities to
prohibit or restrict the possession of con-
cealed firearms on their property; or

‘(2) prohibit or restrict the possession of
firearms on any State or local government
property, installation, building, base, or
park.

‘““(c) As used in this section, the term
‘qualified law enforcement officer’ means an
employee of a governmental agency who—

‘(1) is authorized by law to engage in or
supervise the prevention, detection, inves-
tigation, or prosecution of, or the incarcer-
ation of any person for, any violation of law,
and has statutory powers of arrest;

¢“(2) is authorized by the agency to carry a
firearm;

‘(3) is not the subject of any disciplinary
action by the agency;

‘‘(4) meets standards, if any, established by
the agency which require the employee to
regularly qualify in the use of a firearm;

¢“(5) is not under the influence of alcohol or
another intoxicating or hallucinatory drug
or substance; and

‘‘(6) is not prohibited by Federal law from
receiving a firearm.

“(d) The identification required by this
subsection is the photographic identification
issued by the governmental agency for which
the individual is employed as a law enforce-
ment officer.

‘“(e) As used in this section, the term ‘fire-
arm’ does not include—

‘(1) any machinegun (as defined in section
5845 of the National Firearms Act);

‘(2) any firearm silencer (as defined in sec-
tion 921 of this title); and

‘“(3) any destructive device (as defined in
section 921 of this title).”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for such chapter is amended by in-
serting after the item relating to section
926A the following:

““926B. Carrying of concealed firearms by
qualified law enforcement offi-
cers.”.

SEC. 3. EXEMPTION OF QUALIFIED RETIRED LAW

ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS FROM
STATE LAWS PROHIBITING THE CAR-
RYING OF CONCEALED FIREARMS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 44 of title 18,
United States Code, is further amended by
inserting after section 926B the following:
“§926C. Carrying of concealed firearms by

qualified retired law enforcement officers

‘‘(a) Notwithstanding any other provision
of the law of any State or any political sub-
division thereof, an individual who is a quali-
fied retired law enforcement officer and who
is carrying the identification required by
subsection (d) may carry a concealed firearm
that has been shipped or transported in
interstate or foreign commerce, subject to
subsection (b).

““(b) This section shall not be construed to
supersede or limit the laws of any State
that—
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‘(1) permit private persons or entities to
prohibit or restrict the possession of con-
cealed firearms on their property; or

‘(2) prohibit or restrict the possession of
firearms on any State or local government
property, installation, building, base, or
park.

‘“(c) As used in this section, the term
‘qualified retired law enforcement officer’
means an individual who—

‘(1) retired in good standing from service
with a public agency as a law enforcement
officer, other than for reasons of mental in-
stability;

‘“(2) before such retirement, was authorized
by law to engage in or supervise the preven-
tion, detection, investigation, or prosecution
of, or the incarceration of any person for,
any violation of law, and had statutory pow-
ers of arrest;

““(3)(A) before such retirement, was regu-
larly employed as a law enforcement officer
for an aggregate of 15 years or more; or

‘(B) retired from service with such agency,
after completing any applicable proba-
tionary period of such service, due to a serv-
ice-connected disability, as determined by
such agency;

‘“(4) has a nonforfeitable right to benefits
under the retirement plan of the agency;

‘“(5) during the most recent 12-month pe-
riod, has met, at the expense of the indi-
vidual, the State’s standards for training and
qualification for active law enforcement offi-
cers to carry firearms;

““(6) is not under the influence of alcohol or
another intoxicating or hallucinatory drug
or substance; and

‘(7 is not prohibited by Federal law from
receiving a firearm.

‘“(d) The identification required by this
subsection is—

‘(1) a photographic identification issued by
the agency from which the individual retired
from service as a law enforcement officer
that indicates that the individual has, not
less recently than one year before the date
the individual is carrying the concealed fire-
arm, been tested or otherwise found by the
agency to meet the standards established by
the agency for training and qualification for
active law enforcement officers to carry a
firearm of the same type as the concealed
firearm; or

‘“(2)(A) a photographic identification
issued by the agency from which the indi-
vidual retired from service as a law enforce-
ment officer; and

‘“(B) a certification issued by the State in
which the individual resides that indicates
that the individual has, not less recently
than one year before the date the individual
is carrying the concealed firearm, been test-
ed or otherwise found by the State to meet
the standards established by the State for
training and qualification for active law en-
forcement officers to carry a firearm of the
same type as the concealed firearm.

‘‘(e) As used in this section, the term ‘fire-
arm’ does not include—

‘(1) any machinegun (as defined in section
5845 of the National Firearms Act);

‘“(2) any firearm silencer (as defined in sec-
tion 921 of this title); and

‘“(8) a destructive device (as defined in sec-
tion 921 of this title).”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for such chapter is further amended
by inserting after the item relating to sec-
tion 926B the following:

¢926C. Carrying of concealed firearms by
qualified retired law enforce-

ment officers.”.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) and
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the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
ScoTT) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman

from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER).
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
have a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, is
it the committee position to pass this
bill?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, the committee position is to pass
the bill, and I have made the motion to
do so.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, is it the intent to
divide time equally for and against the
bill?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, if the gentleman will yield further,
it is the intent of the chairman of the
committee to divide time based upon
requests that are made by Republican
Members on this side. I have no idea
how time on the Democratic side will
be divided, since I would assume that
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
SCcoTT), the ranking member of the sub-
committee, will be recognized for 20
minutes to manage the time on the
Democratic side.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In an-
swer to the gentleman’s previous in-
quiry, a motion that the House suspend
the rules is debatable for 40 minutes,
one-half in favor of the motion, one-
half in opposition thereto.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, fur-
ther parliamentary inquiry. Since the
chairman of this committee is opposed
to his own committee’s position, is it
not uncommonly unfair to allow some-
one opposed to the bill, A, to manage
the bill, and also to close? I understand
the right to close at the end of the bill
in favor of the committee position.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
chairman of the committee offered the
motion to pass the bill.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, 1
find this uncommonly unfair.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks and include extraneous mate-
rial on H.R. 218, as amended.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. COBLE).

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Wisconsin for yielding
me time.

Mr. Speaker, as I said at the sub-
committee hearing and as I said at the
full committee hearing, and as I will
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reiterate today, reasonable men and
women have adamantly supported this
bill before us, and reasonable men and
women have adamantly opposed it. So
that is where we are.

Today I rise in support of H.R. 218,
the Law Enforcement Officers Safety
Enhancement Act of 2003. H.R. 218
would exempt qualified current and
former law enforcement officers from
State laws prohibiting the carrying of
concealed firearms.

Currently, most States do not recog-
nize within their borders concealed
carry permits issued in other States.
This legislation, Mr. Speaker, would
allow active and retired law enforce-
ment officers to carry a concealed
weapon in any of our 50 states. There
are important provisions in the bill
that require such officers to maintain
appropriate firearms training and to
carry identification recognizing their
affiliation with a law enforcement
agency.

Further, the bill has garnered tre-
mendous bipartisan support, and re-
cently passed the House Committee on
the Judiciary by a vote of 23 to 9. On
June 15, the Subcommittee on Crime,
Terrorism, and Homeland Security
held a legislative hearing on H.R. 218,
and some concerns were raised regard-
ing States’ rights, coordinating ade-
quate training standards and the liabil-
ity problems that may arise by having
law enforcement officers using fire-
arms outside of their respective juris-
dictions.

While there may be room for im-
provement, I do believe that the bill
before us is a positive step toward en-
suring that law enforcement officers
have the means to defend themselves
and other innocent victims from poten-
tial acts of violence and crime.

Mr. Speaker, having said that, I
would, at this time, like to engage in a
colloquy with my good friend, the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. ScoTT), who is the ranking mem-
ber on the Committee on the Judiciary
Subcommittee on Crime, Terrorism,
and Homeland Security.

The gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
ScoTT) authored an amendment which
passed the full committee, and which I
supported, and I think which was sup-
ported in toto by the membership and
which is included in the version of the
bill we are considering today, that
would exclude someone from the defini-
tion of qualified law enforcement offi-
cer if that person is under the influence
of alcohol or any other intoxicating or
hallucinatory drug. As I said, I sup-
ported the amendment.

I just want to clarify that the amend-
ment only applies during the time that
the officer involved is actually under
the influence of the alcohol or drug. In
other words, as an example, if an offi-
cer is going on a 3-day trip, for exam-
ple, out of his home State, and he is
going to be under the influence of alco-
hol or a drug during 2 hours of that
trip, let us say, then he would only lose
his coverage under this bill for that 2
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hour period and not for the entire 3-day
trip.

I just want to clarify that if he does
carry his weapon during that 2-hour pe-
riod, he would not be subject to any
special penalty as a result of this law,
but rather would just be subject to
whatever the penalty is under the ap-
plicable local law.

I would ask my friend from Virginia,
the ranking member, if that is his un-
derstanding as well.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COBLE. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
the gentleman has correctly stated the
intent of my amendment.

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, I thank the gentleman.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
H.R. 218. This bill authorizes so-called
qualified active and retired Federal
and State law enforcement officers to
carry concealed weapons interstate
without regard to State and local laws
prohibiting or regulating such -car-
riage.

“Law enforcement officer’” includes
corrections, probation, parole and judi-
cial officers, as well as police, sheriffs
and other law enforcement officials,
and just about anybody who has statu-
tory power of arrest and anyone who is
engaged through employment by a gov-
ernment agency in the prevention, de-
tection, investigation, supervision,
prosecution or incarceration of law vio-
lators.
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In the past, we have considered this
bill under the title, Community Pro-
tection Act. The rhetoric surrounding
the bill was an indication that its pur-
pose was to aid in protecting the public
by putting tens of thousands of addi-
tional armed law enforcement officers
in a position to protect the public as
officers travel from State to State and
jurisdiction to jurisdiction.

From the name of the current bill, it
appears that the emphasis now is on
the safety of the officers as they travel.
Yet the language is exactly the same.

One of the problems with even sug-
gesting that purpose of a Federal law is
for law enforcement officers to assist
in protecting the public outside their
jurisdictions is that it may give them
encouragement or even a sense of obli-
gation to do so.

I submitted for the record in the
hearing before the subcommittee a
long list of articles and reports in in-
stances where, even in the same juris-
diction, off-duty plainclothes law en-
forcement officers have shot, or been
shot by, other off-duty officers, or got-
ten shot by them or uniform officers,
in gun battles because the plainclothes
officers were mistaken as criminals.

If off-duty officers in the same juris-
diction are being shot by their fellow
officers, encouraging out-of-state offi-
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cers to join in such activities through
a Federal law will certainly only add to
the problem. Therefore, any perceived
benefit that could arise from such en-
gagement is of dubious value.

Now, this is especially true when
there are officers from small jurisdic-
tions who may not be trained in how to
tell fellow police officers from crimi-
nals. Such training would be routine in
large cities; but if it is a small jurisdic-
tion where everyone knows everybody,
that training would not take place.

It is this specter of individually de-
termined engagement in law enforce-
ment actions by out-of-state plain-
clothes off-duty officers who may not
be trained for specific situations that
gives police chiefs and local and State
governments huge concern. Clearly,
they see these officers as more of a
challenge to law enforcement than a
help.

The bill not only takes away the
ability for local law enforcement lead-
ers to manage concealed firearms ac-
tivities from out-of-state officers, but
it also overrides the ability of the po-
lice department to regulate its own of-
ficers.

The bill overrides a police chief’s
ability to regulate his own officers in
what they do with their own private
funds within their jurisdiction. It also
eliminates control over concealed
weapons activities of retired officers
within their own jurisdiction.

Now, it also even overrides a police
chief’s ability to say what the officers
can do with agency-issued guns in their
possession within their own jurisdic-
tion.

State legislatures can authorize out-
of-state off-duty officers to carry con-
cealed weapons within their jurisdic-
tions. Some have, although most have
not. I do not know what the liability
implications are for local jurisdictions
when officers become engaged in out-
of-state shoot-outs. Which jurisdiction
is liable for the conduct of the out-of-
state active or retired officer who may
be negligent? The jurisdiction viewed
as allowing an unfamiliar, untrained
officer to participate in the shoot-out
or the jurisdiction that issued the gun
and certified the officer to carry it or
other concealed weapons across State
lines? The liability insurance implica-
tions alone should give Congress pause
in imposing an interstate concealed-
carry provision on State and local gov-
ernments.

Now, most organizations rep-
resenting policymakers in law enforce-
ment, like police chiefs, have opposed
this legislation. Congress should not
usurp State and local control of law en-
forcement activities, as this bill will
do. So we should oppose this bill.

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

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. KELLER).

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
SENSENBRENNER) for yielding me this
time.
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Mr. Speaker, the Law Enforcement
Officers Safety Act is a commonsense
piece of legislation that will make our
communities safer by allowing quali-
fied law enforcement officers to carry
their concealed firearms across State
lines. Criminals do not recognize juris-
dictional boundaries, particularly when
it comes to seeking revenge against the
police officers who arrested them.

If a doctor were traveling on vaca-
tion and he came across a child in a
traffic accident who needed CPR to
save his life, our society would expect
the doctor to be a good Samaritan and
save the child’s life, regardless of State
boundaries.

Similarly, law enforcement officers
are, in effect, always on duty; and we
are right to expect a police officer to
come to the aid of a crime victim, and
we are right to give that police officer
the ability to provide that help by
passing this important law.

If our airline pilots have the ability
to carry firearms across jurisdictional
boundaries, surely our police officers
should have that same right.

Without this law, a police officer
from Orlando, Florida, who wanted to
take his family on a vacation to D.C.
to see the monuments would have to
travel through six separate States
where he would face an instant patch-
work of concealed weapons laws which
would make it legal for him to have a
gun in some jurisdictions and illegal in
others. This law solves that problem
and enhances the ability of that officer
to defend his family and our commu-
nities.

For these reasons, I am proud to be a
cosponsor of this legislation and was a
vocal advocate in passing the bill
through the Committee on the Judici-
ary in a clean form. It is a very popular
bill. It has 296 cosponsors in the House.
It passed the Senate by a vote of 90 to
8 as an amendment to another piece of
gun legislation. It is supported by po-
lice officers and other organizations
across the U.S.

In summary, Mr. Speaker, this is a
good bill, and I urge my colleagues to
vote ‘“‘yes” on H.R. 218.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. DELAHUNT), a distinguished mem-
ber of the Committee on the Judiciary
and a highly respected district attor-
ney from Massachusetts.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. ScorT) for yielding me this time,
and I rise in opposition to this pro-
posal, which I consider dangerous as
well as irresponsible. I guess the ques-
tion that I would pose is, what has hap-
pened to States’ rights?

The gentleman from Florida indi-
cated that criminals do not respect ju-
risdictional lines. That is true, they do
not. However, the United States Con-
stitution respects State lines and State
boundaries, because the Founders be-
lieved that Federalism was an impor-
tant concept in our democracy. It
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seems that the evolution of the funda-
mental principle of the Reagan revolu-
tion is no longer operative in this
Chamber. I would suggest that a true
conservative should deplore what this
proposal does to that core American
concept of Federalism.

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the
chairman of the full committee, the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER), for his opposition to this
bill. I agree with his statement that it
is an affront to State sovereignty and
the Constitution. In fact, what we are
doing is undermining the 10th amend-
ment, which reserves so many rights to
the States. We are doing it daily in this
Chamber, and we are doing it in a way
that should cause every American cit-
izen, and particularly those who call
themselves conservative, should cause
them profound concern.

I can remember before I ran for office
to this branch, in the previous election
there was much to-do about a so-called
Contract With America. Well, that con-
tract seems to have been discarded. It
no longer has value, presumably, at
least political value. It is clear that
States’ rights and local control are no
longer in vogue today. Washington
knows best. I guess that is the current
refrain. The new term is ‘‘preemption.”
Preemption of States’ rights. Preemp-
tion is a word we have heard a lot
about. It does not just apply to our for-
eign policy, I would suggest. It now ap-
plies to American democracy.

This bill represents a quantum leap,
if you will, in terms of the erosion of
the rights granted to States under the
10th amendment. It would amend title
XVIII to exempt current and retired
law enforcement officers from State
and local laws that prohibit the car-
rying of concealed weapons. As the
ranking member indicated, I served as
the chief law enforcement officer, the
elected district attorney in metropoli-
tan Boston, for more than 20 years; and
I cannot understand why Congress be-
lieves that it is in a better position
than State and local law enforcement
to make decisions as to what is best in
their jurisdictions. It was the former
Chair of the Committee on the Judici-
ary, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HYDE), who made the statement a
while back that the best decisions on
fighting crime are made at the local
level, not here in Washington.

Congress has never passed a bill that
gives anyone a right to carry weapons
in violation of State and local laws
until now, in our entire constitutional
history. Purportedly, involving public
safety, this bill will allow people from
out of State to come into my home
State with a loaded, concealed weapon
without the duty to notify public safe-
ty officials in Massachusetts or in Bos-
ton or in any community in the Com-
monwealth of Massachusetts.

The reality is that this legislation
will preempt, if you will, or supersede,
the laws of 31 States that currently re-
strict carrying a concealed weapon to
on-duty officers. That is the law in 31
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States. Yet Washington knows best.
Let us just discard those 31 State laws
that regulate the carrying of concealed
weapons by on-duty officers in their ju-
risdictions. Of course, it also disregards
State laws that oppose conditions on
how and when retired officers may
carry a concealed weapon. And it ig-
nores the reality that there has been
constructive and thoughtful delibera-
tive efforts by other State legislatures,
as well as the State of New Jersey,
that have addressed exactly these
issues. These issues have been ad-
dressed in a thoughtful and delibera-
tive way at the State and local level.

This bill does not limit the weapons
that officers can carry, like some
States do. This bill also does not limit
the maximum age for an officer car-
rying a concealed weapon, like some
States do. And this bill does not allow
local departments to deny permits to
retirees no matter where they come
from, like some States do. Under this
proposal, a retired Customs inspector
from Alabama can come into Massa-
chusetts carrying a concealed weapon,
and my local sheriff or my local police
chief can do nothing about it.

With the passage of this bill, Con-
gress will enable officers who retire or
resign, or resign while under investiga-
tion for domestic abuse, racial
profiling, excessive force, or substance
abuse to be eligible for a concealed
weapon permit. It is all too easy to
imagine a scenario where there will be
a tragedy under these circumstances,
and we will be responsible for it. The
rationale often in support of this pro-
posal is that law enforcement officers,
whether active or retired, are never off
duty.

Now, I have profound respect for the
hard work of law enforcement officials
everywhere. I was part of them. I know
them. But when they go off duty and
travel to my State and to my home-
town, they should respect the rules and
policies of the local police departments
and the communities where I live and
where they are visitors. The Federal
Government should not strip sheriffs
and police officers of the authority and
discretion to determine who can carry
concealed weapons within their juris-
dictions. Why should Congress, of all
places, why should Congress decide if
an off-duty or retired police officer
from another State can carry a hidden
firearm into my community or into
your community?

Mr. Speaker, by no means does this
bill reflect Federal support for State
and local law enforcement. It will not
reduce violence; and I dare say, to the
contrary, it very well may undermine
public safety.
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So, for all these reasons, I urge my
colleagues to defeat this proposal.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 6 minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM), the
author of the bill.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker,
this bill has been a long time coming.
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And for those to say that this violates
States rights, when they themselves
have voted for hundreds of bills on this
floor against States rights, I think is
an oxymoron.

I also believe that one can spend this
any way they want if one is opposed to
it. But look who is for it. A super ma-
jority in the Senate has already passed
this bill, this House floor, over 300
votes, on this floor.

We have policemen in D.C. that gave
their lives to save Members of Congress
and they are waiting outside for the
passage of this bill, Mr. Speaker. They
are so excited. This is the number one
legislative act for law enforcement, the
number one. During Memorial Day, we
mourned our law enforcement agents
that we lost. They had us up on the
stage that support this bill as recogni-
tion. Those in opposition can spin this
any way they want.

Who else supports this bill? The
ranking member and the chairman in
the subcommittee and the committee
were overridden by their own com-
mittee on the amendments. The Scott
amendment, which is good, and I think
it improves the bill, and it does. I wish
I had thought of it. But in this body to
override a chairman and a ranking mi-
nority in their own committee takes
guts, and it is guts because it supports
the right thing.

We all say we support law enforce-
ment. Well, they support this, even the
Retired Chiefs of Police. We had a chief
of police oppose this, but the Retired
Chiefs of Police support this bill.

If one looks at what this bill does,
the training that is required, all of the
access to anyone that would use this
bill is in the bill. The liability itself is
in this bill. And I would say that if one
takes a look also at who supports these
positions, they wrote this, the law en-
forcement agencies helped over the
years write this bill. It helps them. If
one looks to Law Enforcement Alliance
of America, LEAA, the National Asso-
ciation of Police, NAPO, the National
Law Enforcement Council, and FOP,
all of them support this bill, Mr.
Speaker.

Very rarely can we come across and
have a bill that is passed out of the
committee over the objection of the
chairman and the ranking member to
make it to the floor, and that time be
controlled by both the people that are
opposed to this bill.

Now, the chairman granted me 5 min-
utes. I thank the chairman for that.
But I also think it is unfair for some-
one that is opposed to the bill be on the
floor closing, because that is usually in
the committee position. The com-
mittee position is to pass this bill.
Even though the chairman purported
the bill to pass it, he is speaking
against it. He wants to close, which I
do not think is fair.

And who is it not fair for? It is not
fair for the millions of law enforcement
agents that risk their lives every day.
They give their lives for us, almost as
many of those have been lost in Iraq.
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When they arrest somebody that is not
always a good guy, their families are
getting killed when they retire. And
they said, hey, we want protection.
Give us protection against the bad
guys. Because they do carry weapons.

I would like to submit, Mr. Speaker,
the letter from the President of the
United States. And I will read, “I am
pleased to offer my support for the Law
Enforcement Officers’ Safety Act. Our
Nation relies upon the men and women
in law enforcement to keep the streets
and neighborhoods safe. This legisla-
tion will better protect our Nation
from danger by ensuring that these
first responders are ready to handle an
emergency, regardless of their location
and duty status.”

The President is saying this helps us
in homeland security. We will be
struck, Mr. Speaker, by some terrorist
act. I think it is inevitable. And we
want the people that are highly trained
that protect us every day, to have the
right to speak.

Mr. Speaker, I think we owe it to the
very people what support this bill
across the land. They are waiting out-
side. I am not supposed to speak about
who is in the gallery, Mr. Speaker, but
I was if allowed to do that, I would say
that law enforcement agents are there
to support this bill. And I do not know
what I can do to have a position sup-
ported by the Senate super majority, a
super majority of this body, a super,
super majority of law enforcement
agents, and someone to oppose it is
just wrong.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the chairman
for his courtesy of the 5 minutes and
extra minute, but I also would submit
my disappointment that the control-
ling of the time was not by the sub-
committee as originally set, agreed
upon, and that the right to close does
not fall on someone that supports this
bill.

Mr. Speaker, at this time, I will in-
sert the letter that I referred to earlier
in the RECORD.

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, DC, June 18, 2004.
Mr. CHUCK CANTERBURY,
National President, Fraternal Order of Police,
Grand Lodge, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHUCK:

I am pleased to offer my support for the
Law Enforcement Officers’ Safety Act. Our
Nation relies upon the men and women in
law enforcement to keep the streets and
neighborhoods safe. This legislation will bet-
ter protect our Nation from danger by ensur-
ing that these first responders are ready to
handle an emergency regardless of their lo-
cation and duty status.

I am particularly pleased that the Senate
sponsors named this provision after our mu-
tual friend, Steven Young. I know how hard
you and Steve worked for passage of this
bill, and I look forward to honoring his mem-
ory by signing it.

Sincerely,
GEORGE W. BUSH.

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

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself the balance of the
time.
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Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
this legislation and urge my colleagues
to vote against it.

I would ask my colleagues to ignore
the list of organizations that have sup-
ported the bill and read what the bill
does. In Federalist Paper number 45,
James Madison, in explaining the divi-
sion of power between the States and
the Federal Government envisioned,
stated, ‘‘The powers reserved to the
several States will extend to all objects
which, in the ordinary course of affairs,
concern the lives, liberties, and prop-
erties of the people, and the internal
order, improvement, and prosperity of
the State.”

This legislation takes away the abil-
ity of the 50 States to govern their in-
ternal order. Just look at the title of
the bill: “To amend title 18, United
States Code, to exempt qualified cur-
rent and former law enforcement offi-
cers from State laws prohibiting the
carrying of concealed weapons.” In ex-
ercising its authority to keep internal
order, the State has traditionally con-
trolled who, within its borders, may
carry concealed weapons and when law
enforcement officers may carry fire-
arms.

This legislation undermines the
power of the individual states and frus-
trates the principles of Federalism. As
long as they do not infringe on the
rights granted under the second
amendment to the Constitution, laws
regulating the carrying of concealed
firearms should remain within the ju-
risdiction of the State government
where they can be more effectively
monitored and enforced.

Currently Federal law is silent on the
issue of allowing State and local law
enforcement officers to carry concealed
weapons across State lines, allowing
each individual State to decide wheth-
er or not it wishes and to what extent
to allow this practice.

Additionally, current Federal law
does not mandate that the States allow
both active and retired State and local
law enforcement officers to carry a
concealed weapon without the permis-
sion of each specific State. I under-
stand that at least six States and the
District of Columbia currently forbid
officers from other States to carry con-
cealed weapons. Thirty-one States re-
strict carrying a concealed weapon to
an officer off duty. And nine States
allow an out-of-state officer to carry a
concealed weapon.

H.R. 218 would override State right to
carry laws and mandate that active
and retired police officers could carry a
concealed weapon anywhere within the
United States. Such a measure is an af-
front to State sovereignty and the Con-
stitution.

I have received letters from the Na-
tional League of Cities and State lead-
ers around the country objecting to
this legislation because it replaces the
judgment of State and local govern-
ments with the judgment of Congress
on an important safety issue. The
International Association of Police
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Chiefs, the Major City Chiefs, and the
Police Executive Research Forum also
object to this legislation. So law en-
forcement is not unanimous in support
of it.

The IACP testified at a hearing be-
fore the Subcommittee on Crime, Ter-
rorism, and Homeland Security that
H.R. 218 will create a dangerous situa-
tion for law enforcement and citizens
alike because there is so much vari-
ation in training standards for law en-
forcement. In addition to these vari-
ations, it may be difficult for officers
to recognize official badges held by le-
gitimate officers and fake badges and
fake ID cards, which are easily obtain-
able on the Internet.

I am also very concerned who will
bear the responsibility and liability for
potential actions that these officers
might take while out of their State. It
is a real possibility that the law en-
forcement agency that trained these
officers could wind up being forced to
defend itself against actions taken by
an off duty, out-of-state officer.

I received a letter from Joseph
Polisar, president of the International
Association of Chiefs of Police. And I
will insert it in the RECORD in total,
but I would like to just read one para-
graph.

‘“Finally, the IACP is concerned
about or concerned over the liability of
law enforcement agencies for the ac-
tions of off-duty officers who use or
misuse their weapon while out of
State. If an off-duty officer who uses or
misuses their weapon while in another
State, it is likely that their depart-
ment will be forced to defend itself
against liability charges in another
State. The resources that mounting
this defense would require could be bet-
ter spent serving the communities we
represent.”

Because of all of the concerns that I
have expressed, I must oppose this leg-
islation and ask that my colleagues
join me in my opposition. I realize this
is a tough vote, but this is not a good
bill. I believe that the issues at hand
could be better addressed by the States
in an appropriate manner through the
use of reciprocity agreements, many of
which already exist, rather than taking
away the right of the States to legis-
late in this area which H.R. 218 does.

An approach of reciprocity agree-
ments would allow individual States to
have the final say on whether or not it
believes allowing out-of-state officers
to carry concealed weapons within its
borders would enhance rather than un-
dermine public safety.

The letter previously referred to fol-
lows:

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
CHIEFS OF POLICE,
Alexandria, VA, June 23, 2004.
Hon. JAMES SENSENBRENNER,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE SENSENBRENNER: On
behalf of the International Association of
Chiefs of Police (IACP), I am writing to ex-
press our strong opposition to H.R. 218, the
Law Enforcement Officers Safety Act of 2003.
This bill would authorize off-duty and re-
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tired law enforcement officers to carry con-
cealed weapons throughout the country.

It is the IACP’s belief that states and lo-
calities should have the right to determine
who is eligible to carry firearms in their
communities. It is essential that state and
local governments maintain the ability to
legislate concealed carry laws that best fit
the needs of their communities. This applies
to laws covering private citizens as well as
active and former law enforcement per-
sonnel.

The IACP strongly believes that each state
should retain the power to determine wheth-
er they want police officers that are trained
and supervised by agencies outside of their
state carrying firearms in their jurisdic-
tions. Why should a police chief who has em-
ployed the most rigorous training program, a
strict standard of accountability and strin-
gent policies be forced to permit officers who
may not meet those standards to carry a
concealed weapon in his or her jurisdiction?

However, in addition to these fundamental
questions over the preemption of state and
local firearms laws, the IACP is also con-
cerned with the impact that this legislation
may have on the safety of our officers and
our communities.

There can be no doubt that police execu-
tives are deeply concerned for the safety of
our officers. The IACP understands that the
proponents of S. 2563 contend that police offi-
cers need to protect themselves and their
families while traveling, and that under-
cover officers may be targets if recognized
on vacation or travel. These are consider-
ations, but they must be balanced against
the potential dangers involved. In fact, one
of the reasons that this legislation is espe-
cially troubling to our nation’s law enforce-
ment executives is that it could in fact
threaten the safety of police officers by cre-
ating tragic situations where officers from
other jurisdictions are wounded or killed by
the local officers. Police departments
throughout the nation train their officers to
respond as a team to dangerous situations.
This teamwork requires months of training
to develop and provides the officers with an
understanding of how their coworkers will
respond when faced with different situations.
Injecting an armed, unknown officer, who
has received different training and is oper-
ating under different assumptions, can turn
an already dangerous situation deadly.

In addition, the IACP is concerned that the
legislation specifies that only an officer who
is not subject to a disciplinary action is eli-
gible. This provision raises several concerns
for law enforcement executives. For exam-
ple, what types of disciplinary actions does
this cover? Does this provision apply only to
current investigations and actions? How
would officers ascertain that an out-of-state
law enforcement officer is subject to a dis-
ciplinary action and therefore ineligible to
carry a firearm?

Additionally, while the legislation does
contain some requirements to ensure that
retirees qualify to have a concealed weapon,
they are insufficient and would be difficult
to implement. The legislation fails to take
into account those officers who have retired
under threat of disciplinary action or dis-
missal for emotional problems that did not
rise to the level of ‘“‘mental instability.” Of-
ficers who retire or quit just prior to a dis-
ciplinary or competency hearing may still be
eligible for benefits and appear to have left
the agency in good standing. Even a police
officer who retires with exceptional skills
today may be stricken with an illness or
other problem that makes him or her unfit
to carry a concealed weapon, but they will
not be overseen by a police management
structure that identifies such problems in
current officers.
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Finally, the IACP is also concerned over
the liability of law enforcement agencies for
the actions of off-duty officer who uses or
misuses their weapon while out of state. If
an off-duty officer who uses or misuses their
weapon while in another state, it is likely
that their department will be forced to de-
fend itself against liability charges in an-
other state. The resources that mounting
this defense would require could be better
spent serving the communities we represent.

The TACP understands that at first glance
this legislation may appear to be a simple
solution to a complex problem. However, a
careful review of these provisions reveals
that it has the potential to significantly and
negatively impact the safety of our commu-
nities and our officers.

Again, the TACP is strongly opposed to this
legislation and we urge you to oppose it as
well.

Thank you for attention to this important
issue to law enforcement executives.

Sincerely,
JOSEPH POLISAR,
President.
Mr CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, | rise

today to strongly urge Members to vote “yes”
on my bill, the Law Enforcement Officers Safe-
ty Act of 2003 (H.R. 218) to allow qualified off-
duty and retired law enforcement officers to
carry concealed weapons in any jurisdiction.
The bill has broad bipartisan support with 296
€OSponNsors.

The benefits of the legislation are twofold—
officer safety and improved public safety.
Many jurisdictions do not allow off-duty officers
to carry concealed weapons. Due to the
unique responsibilities and dangers that come
with law enforcement, off-duty officers are at a
greater risk than most Americans. It is not un-
common for off-duty officers to run into people
they have arrested or helped to incarcerate.
There have been documented instances
where felons have sought retribution against
officers who helped to put them in jail or pris-
on. It is only right that the men and women
who put their lives on the line everyday when
they go to work be afforded the right to protect
their families and themselves while they are
off duty.

These concerns apply not only to off-duty
officers, but to retired officers as well. A crimi-
nal who is seeking retribution does not care
that the officer who put them away is retired.
It is a disservice to those men and women
who risked their lives to perform a public serv-
ice to be deprived of the right to defend them-
selves and their families simply because they
retired.

Legal issues are also posed when neigh-
boring jurisdictions have different regulations
for carrying concealed weapons. An off-duty
officer is faced with a problem when he is
traveling state to state or even city to city. In
a circumstance where his/her home jurisdic-
tion requires off-duty officers to carry, but he
is traveling to a jurisdiction where the law pro-
hibits carrying concealed weapons, the officer
is forced to choose which law to break. Does
he leave his gun at home and break the law
in his home jurisdiction, or take it with him and
break the law when he enters the next juris-
diction?

Aside from the issues of self-defense and
jurisdictional conflicts, H.R. 218 provides addi-
tional officers to prevent crime, without the
cost. There are countless stories of retired and
off-duty officers who have prevented crime
and protected everyday citizens because they
were allowed to carry concealed weapons. In
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this time of heightened security, it seems only
logical that additional means to prevent crime
and even terrorism be implemented. Off-duty
and retired law enforcement officers have the
training to recognize suspicious activity and
prevent crime. When qualified off-duty and re-
tired police officers are allowed to carry, more
law enforcement officers are put on the street
at zero cost to taxpayers.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to take a minute
to read some stories from around the United
States where off-duty officers have prevented
crimes, in part, because they were allowed to
carry their firearm. The first story is from my
hometown of San Diego.

OFFICER FINDS WORK ON HER DAY OFF
(By Joe Hughes)

HILLCREST.—For San Diego police Officer
Sandra Oplinger, it was anything but an off
day. Olinger ended up capturing a suspected
bank robber at gunpoint on her day off yes-
terday.

She happened to be in the area of Home
Savings Of America on Fifth Avenue near
Washington Street about 12:30 p.m. when she
saw a man running from the bank, a trail of
red smoke coming from an exploded red dye
packet that had been inserted into a wad of
the loot.

With her gun drawn, she tracked down and
caught the man. Citizens helped by gath-
ering up loose bank cash. The incident began
when a man entered the bank and asked a
teller if he could open an account. The teller
gave him a blank form and he left. He re-
turned 10 minutes later, approached the
same teller and declared it was a robbery,
showing a weapon and a demand note he had
written on the same form the teller had
given him.

He then grabbed some money and ran out
the door. The dye pack exploded outside,
leaving a trail of smoke that attracted
Oplinger’s attention and led to the suspect’s
arrest.

The names of the man and a possible ac-
complice in a nearby car were not imme-
diately released. A gun was recovered.

DEPUTY APPARENT TARGET OF ROBBERY,
CARJACKING

Gunfire was exchanged on Milwaukee’s
north side Wednesday during an attempted
robbery and carjacking.

An off-duty Milwaukee County Sheriff’s
deputy was the victim of an attempted rob-
bery and carjacking Wednesday afternoon as
he was leaving the Advance Auto Parts store
near Teutonia and Hampton Avenues, WISN
12 News reported Ben Tracy said. The dep-
uty, who had a gun exchanged fire with one
of the suspects. No one was injured or hit by
gunfire, Tracy reported. Milwaukee Police
and Milwaukee County Sheriff’s deputies
were on the scene. They were examining a
car they believe belongs to the suspects.
They were searching for two suspects.

OFF-DUTY OFFICER SHOOTS ATTACKER

An off-duty Houston police officer shot a
man in southwest Houston early Sunday.

The officer, whose identity was not re-
leased, was working in the parking lot of a
reception hall in the 9500 block of Wilcrest.
About 3 a.m., he repeatedly asked two men
who were talking to two women to leave the
parking lot and go inside the building, offi-
cials said.

The men refused to leave and confronted
the officer. The confrontation escalated to
an assault, according to the Houston Police
Department, with one of the men knocking
off the officer’s eyeglasses.

The officer, whose vision was impaired
after being hit, said he saw a man approach-
ing him with his arms near his pockets, po-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

lice said. They said the officer asked him to
stop, when he didn’t, the officer drew his
weapon and fired. Daryl D. Gorman, 30, was
taken to Ben Taub Hospital with gunshot
wounds to the hip and left side investigators
said. He was listed in fair condition Sunday.

The officer, a 16-year veteran of the
Fondren division, received facial injuries. No
charges had been filed Sunday.

OFF-DUTY POLICE OFFICER, SUSPECTED
ROBBER SHOOT EACH OTHER

SOUTH GATE, CA. (AP).—An off-duty police
officer exchanged gunfire with a would-be
robber early Saturday morning. Both men
were wounded but were expected to survive,
police said. Fabian Mejia, a three-year vet-
eran of the Calexico Police Department, was
using a corner pay phone shortly after mid-
night when a 19-year-old gunman demanded
money from him, said Lt. Darren Sullivan of
the South Gate Police Department.

After the men shot each other, the suspect
got in a car and left as Mejia called 911. Po-
lice arrested the gunman and an 18-year-old
woman with him after they arrived at a
nearby hospital, Sullivan said. Their names
were not immediately released. Mejia was in
stable condition at a hospital while the sus-
pected robber was in serious but stable con-
dition, said Sullivan.

Mejia was in South Gate, just southwest of
Los Angeles, to visit his parents, Sullivan
said.

OFFICER SHOOTS AT YARD-STATUE THIEVES

(By Peggy O’Hare)

An off-duty Houston police officer followed
two men who stole concrete statues from his
front yard Tuesday and fired at the driver
when he pointed a gun at him, authorities
said.

Officer J.H. Lynn said two men forced
their way through his front yard’s locked
gate at 12:45 p.m., took two statues from the
lawn and drove off.

The officer followed the thieves to get
their license plate number. When they
reached the 1000 block of West 25th, they
turned around and drove toward Lynn, with
the driver pointing a handgun at the officer.

Lynn fired his duty weapon one time at the
driver, but the pair drove through a ditch
and sped away.

TULSA POLICEMAN SHOOTS INTRUDER
(By Mick Hinton)

TULSA.—A month after joining the Tulsa
police force, Mark Sole shot the hand of an
intruder early Monday in the front yard of
the officer’s home. The intruder and an ac-
complice are suspected of breaking into
Sole’s garage. Sole and his wife were awak-
ened about 6 a.m. by noises coming from
their garage. Sgt. Wayne Allen said. The offi-
cer found two men in his garage. Allen said
one man ran, but Sole held the other at gun-
point in his front yard. ‘‘He ordered the sus-
pect to take his hands out of his pocket, and
the suspect had a dark metallic object,”
Allen said. The officer apparently thought it
was a weapon and shot the man in the hand,
Allen said.

Police arrested John Warren Kays, 29, of
Tulsa and took him to Tulsa Regional Med-
ical Center, where he was being treated,
Allen said.

CoP SAVES TEENS FROM PIT BULLS
(By Bradley Cole)

EAST CHICAGO.—AN EAST CHICAGO POLICE
OFFICER SHOT AND KILLED TWO PIT BULLS
TUESDAY AS HE CAME TO THE RESCUE OF TWO
LOCAL TEENS WHO FACED SERIOUS INJURY. Po-
LICE OFFICER JOHN MUCHA WAS ASLEEP TUES-
DAY AFTERNOON AFTER WORKING A MIDNIGHT
SHIFT WHEN THE PIERCING SCREAM OF A 16-
YEAR-OLD BOY WOKE HIM UP. MUCHA RAN TO
THE WINDOW AND SAW TWO PIT BULLS ATTACK-
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ING A YOUNG MAN IN THE 5000 BLOCK OF TOD AV-
ENUE. BEFORE HE COULD REACT, MUCHA
WATCHED AS THE BOY, WITH THE PIT BULLS
CHASING HIM, JUMPED A FENCE TO SAFETY.
THEN HE HEARD A SECOND SCREAM. AS MUCHA
TURNED TO THE WINDOW AGAIN, HE SAW THE PIT
BULLS PIN A 14-YEAR-OLD GIRL TO THE SIDE-
WALK AND BEGIN MAULING HER.

East Chicago Sgt. Joe De La Cruz said
Mucha, in his underwear and T-shirt,
grabbed his gun and ran barefoot into the
street. As Mucha approached the girl, the
two pit bulls turned their attention toward
him, De La Cruz said. ‘‘Officer Mucha then
positioned himself between the girl and the
pit bulls,” De La Cruz said. ‘“The dogs made
a pass at him, then attacked. He shot at the
dogs, wounding them both, before they ran
off.” De La Cruz said Mucha took after the
first dog, which he managed to corner. He
said the dog tried to attack Mucha again, he
shot it and killed it.

Within seconds, Mucha ran after and spot-
ted the second dog on a nearby porch. Once
again, as Mucha approached the dog, it tried
to attack and was shot to death.

Police said the boy wasn’t seriously in-
jured, but the girl was taken to St. Cath-
erine Hospital in East Chicago, where she
was treated and released. De La Cruz said
the dogs’ owner, Anna Gonzalez, 24, of 5013
Tod Ave., received numerous tickets from
East Chicago dog warden Steve Ruiz before
the incident. He said she also received nu-
merous tickets afterward and has prompted
the city to once again crack down on pit
bulls. “We passed an ordinance 10 years ago
that anyone who owns a pit bull must have
$1 million in insurance,” De La Cruz said.
“All pit bulls must be registered at City
Hall. They must be on a leash and muzzled
when they’re walked.” De La Cruz said pit
bulls are becoming a problem again, and the
city plans to step up its efforts to ensure
that pit bull owners are complying with the
law.

Mucha will receive an official commenda-
tion from East Chicago Police Chief Frank
Alcala for his bravery, De La Cruz said.

H.R. 218 is strongly supported by the Law
Enforcement Alliance of America, the Fraternal
Order of Police, the National Troopers Coali-
tion, the National Association of Police Organi-
zations, the International Brotherhood of Po-
lice Officers, and many others. In most cases,
H.R. 218 is their #1 legislative priority. These
groups have worked tirelessly for over 10
years to see the passage of this legislation. |
want to thank them for all their hard work and
diligence in seeing H.R. 218 come to the
Floor.

| also want to thank the 296 members who
cosponsored H.R. 218 this year. Their support
has been crucial in getting a vote on this bill
this year.

During this time of heightened security, it
makes sense to put more qualified officers in
a position to prevent crime. Mr. Speaker, |
strongly urge my colleagues to vote ‘“yes”
today on this crucial piece of legislation. |
thank Members and so will their cops.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield back the balance of my time,
and ask for a no vote.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TERRY). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 218, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.
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A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

INCREASING MAXIMUM AMOUNT
OF HOME LOAN GUARANTY
AVAILABLE UNDER HOME LOAN
GUARANTY PROGRAM OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS

Mr. BROWN of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and pass the bill (H.R. 4345) to amend
title 38, United States Code, to increase
the maximum amount of home loan
guaranty available under the home
loan guaranty program of the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs, and for other
purposes.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 4345

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. INCREASE IN, AND ANNUAL INDEX-
ING OF, MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF
HOME LOAN GUARANTY FOR CON-
STRUCTION AND PURCHASE OF
HOMES.

(a) MAXIMUM LOAN GUARANTY BASED ON 100
PERCENT OF THE FREDDIE MAC CONFORMING
LOAN RATE.—Section 3703(a)(1) is amended
by striking ‘‘$60,000”’ each place it appears in
subparagraphs (A)(i)(IV) and (B) and insert-
ing ‘““the maximum guaranty amount (as de-
fined in subparagraph (C))”.

(b) DEFINITION.—Such section is further
amended by adding at the end the following
new subparagraph:

‘(C) In this paragraph, the term ‘maximum
guaranty amount’ means the dollar amount
that is equal to 25 percent of the Freddie
Mac conforming loan limit limitation deter-
mined under section 305(a)(2) of the Federal
Home Loan Mortgage Corporation Act (12
U.S.C. 1454(a)(2)) for a single-family resi-
dence, as adjusted for the year involved.”.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TERRY). Pursuant to the rule, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
BrROWN) and the gentlewoman from
California (Mrs. DAVIS) each will con-
trol 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. BROWN).

Mr. BROWN of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
4345. This bill would provide the largest
increase in the VA home loan guaranty
since 1978, increasing the maximum
home purchase guaranty from $240,000
to $333,700. That is a 39 percent in-
crease.

Additionally, this measure would
provide for annual increases in the
home loan guaranty to match rising
housing prices. It would do so by link-
ing the VA loan limit with the con-
forming loan rate of the Federal Home
Loan Mortgage Corporation. Not only
would this measure assist our veterans,
but it would ensure that our coura-
geous servicemembers fighting in Iraq,
Afghanistan, and throughout the
world, along with their families, can
take part in the American dream of
homeownership.
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In fiscal year 2003, the VA guaranteed
419,717 home loans for veterans and
57,129 home loans for active duty
servicemembers. Since the program’s
inception in 1944, the VA has guaran-
teed more than 17.5 million home
loans, thus providing homeownership
opportunities to millions of veterans
and their families.

This is a good bill; and I thank my
colleagues, the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE) and
the gentlewoman from California (Mrs.
DAvis), for their bipartisan coopera-
tion.

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

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 4345. I would just like to begin
by saying that managing this legisla-
tion for our side is particularly mean-
ingful for me today because I have
fought to improve the VA’s home loan
program since I was first elected to
Congress over 3 years ago.

I also wanted to thank the gentleman
from New Jersey (Chairman SMITH) and
the gentleman from Illinois (Ranking
Member EVANS) for bringing this legis-
lation before the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs and for sending it to the
House floor.

I certainly want to thank my col-
league, the gentlewoman from Florida
(Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE), with whom I
have been honored to serve on the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, for
working with me over recent months
to perfect legislation that brings sig-
nificant improvements to the home
loan program administered by the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs.

Mr. Speaker, I have heard from many
veterans in San Diego about the need
to increase the loan amount under the
VA’s home loan program. Simply put,
veterans living in high-cost areas can-
not use the VA loan because the cur-
rent limit of $240,000 is not nearly
enough to purchase a home in regions
such as San Diego where the median
price for a home has now reached
$500,000. Far too many of our veterans
cannot take advantage of the benefits
that come with a VA loan because of
this low limit.

I also fear that many veterans in my
community will never have the oppor-
tunity to buy a home without a sub-
sidized VA loan. My staff heard from
one disabled veteran shortly after I was
elected who tried to purchase a home
in San Diego; and unfortunately, with
the low limit in the VA program, he
was not able to find anything afford-
able and still lives in an apartment
today.

It is my goal to let veterans know
that homeownership is a real possi-
bility for them.

The bill before Congress today, H.R.
4345, introduced by me and the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. GINNY
BROWN-WAITE), would not only increase
the home loan limit to $333,700, but it
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would index the amount to the Freddie
Mac criteria to guarantee automatic
increases annually.

America’s veterans deserve to be on
an equal footing with the general pub-
lic in today’s competitive real estate
markets. The bill before the House ac-
complishes exactly that. I urge my col-
leagues to support this important leg-
islation.

Though passage of H.R. 4345 will be a
victory for our veterans, I intend to
keep working hard on this issue to en-
sure that they can continue to achieve
homeownership and that the home loan
program is effective.

Just last week, I introduced H.R. 4616
to extend a VA home loan pilot pro-
gram set to expire in September of
2005, which would offer adjustable rate
mortgages to veterans. Like the gen-
eral public, our veterans should have
the ability to choose the type of mort-
gage that will best suit their needs.

After fighting for the United States,
our veterans deserve the opportunity
to live in their own home. I am hopeful
that my colleagues will continue to
support improvements to our veterans
home loan program.

Again, I am truly honored that the
House is considering this legislation so
that we may assure meaningful home
loan benefits to America’s veterans.

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

Mr. BROWN of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. GINNY
BROWN-WAITE).

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida. Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to
speak on behalf of this legislation,
which was introduced to improve the
VA home loan program. The Veterans
Housing Affordability Act, H.R. 4345, is
a good government solution which will
assist veterans across the Nation at no
cost to the taxpayers.

Homeownership is one of the main
building blocks of strong communities
and also a strong economy. A home is
the largest financial investment most
American families will ever make, and
it allows them to build financial secu-
rity as the equity in their home in-
creases. Moreover, this tangible asset
provides a family with borrowing
power to finance important needs such
as the education of their children. It is
also a nest egg with very reliable and
significant returns on investment re-
gardless of race, color, or creed.

The VA has been providing home
loan guarantees to men and women
who serve our country since 1944. Under
this program, the veteran purchases a
home through a private lender and the
VA guarantees to pay the lender a por-
tion of the loss if the veteran defaults
on the loan. Because of this benefit,
millions of veterans have been able to
realize the American dream of owning
their own home.

Since its inception in 1944, the VA
has guaranteed $748 billion in loans for
16.9 million homeowners. In 2002, the
VA guaranteed more than $40.1 billion
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in loans to finance the purchase or refi-
nance 317,250 homes. Obviously, this
program is a rip-roaring success. It has
been a tremendous asset to veterans
and their families at minimum cost to
the government.

The first decade of the 21st century,
however, has seen an expansive growth
in home values. For homeowners this
has been a tremendous boon. They have
seen their tangible asset increase in
value. In some regions, home values
have more than doubled in the last 5
years.

However, those not fortunate to al-
ready be a homeowner are facing
daunting prices for entry-level homes.
In New Jersey, median housing prices
hover in the 300 to $400,000 range. The
same is true for other regions in Con-
necticut, California, Washington, Vir-
ginia, Maryland, Illinois, and even my
home State of Florida.

Many soldiers postpone their home-
ownership until after they are out of
the service. For these brave veterans,
as median housing prices rise, the VA
benefit actually decreases. The rising
housing market erodes the purchasing
power of the VA home loan. Depending
on where the veteran lives, the $240,000
amount is simply insufficient to cover
their housing needs.

This is simply wrong. At the very
least, we owe our veterans the same
chance at the American dream after
their service as they had the day that
they enlisted.

H.R. 4345 indexes the maximum VA
guarantee amount to 25 percent of the
Freddie Mac conforming loan rate. The
prevailing VA loan limit would be
$333,700, and it would continue to auto-
matically adjust to the market and to
the housing needs of veterans.

The good news is that the Congres-
sional Budget Office has determined
that this bill actually saves the gov-
ernment money. Imagine that, helping
veterans and saving money. According
to the CBO projection, it will save $39
million in 2005 and $208 million over 5
years and a whopping $288 million in 10
years.

We are all very proud of the men and
women who serve our Nation past and
present, and I hope that the Members
will agree that the value of the vet-
erans benefit should not vary depend-
ing on where they live or when they
purchase a home. I think this legisla-
tion is important and very timely, and
I urge support of this legislation.

I certainly want to thank the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Chairman
SMITH) and also the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. BROWN) for their
leadership on issues affecting veterans;
and the gentlewoman from California
(Mrs. DAVIS), who was an original co-
sponsor on this legislation, should also
be recognized for her strong support in
bringing about this legislation.

Additionally, Senator CORZINE has
introduced the bill in the Senate, and
we are hoping for some speedy action
there. This truly is obviously a bipar-
tisan effort to assist veterans through-
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out our Nation, and I urge support of
this legislation.

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. EVANS), ranking
member of the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 4345. This bill is an ex-
ample of bipartisan legislation that the
House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs
has voted for.

It includes provisions drawn from
H.R. 1735, introduced on April 10, 2003,
by the gentlewoman from California
(Mrs. DAVIS), and H.R. 4065, introduced
by the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
GINNY BROWN-WAITE) in March of this
year.

H.R. 4345, a compromise bill, in-
creases the VA home loan amount to
that provided by the Freddie Mac pro-
gram for a single family residence. It
also indexes the VA home loan amount
to the Freddie Mac program, thereby
taking into account future needs in
this program. This is something that
the veterans deserve.

In addition, I would like to note that
the original Davis bill would have gen-
erated more savings than the original
Brown-Waite bill, but this bill exceeds
the CBO savings for either bill. These
savings will be needed to pay for im-
provements to benefit our Nation’s cur-
rent and future veterans. The Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs has ordered
these much-needed improvements re-
ported to the House in H.R. 1716, which
contains the provisions and cost sav-
ings of H.R. 4345. Veterans across the
country are anxiously awaiting this
bill’s scheduling to come under suspen-
sion.

Mr. BROWN of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, we have no further speakers
at this time, and I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Maine (Mr. MICHAUD).

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me time.

I rise in strong support of H.R. 4345,
which provides an increase in the home
loan amount for veterans.

I want to thank the gentlewoman
from California for introducing H.R.
1735, which raised our awareness of this
very important issue, and for her bipar-
tisan work on this matter. I am glad
that the provisions of H.R. 1735 are in-
cluded in the bill we are considering
today.

I also want to thank the gentle-
woman from Florida for introducing
her bill, H.R. 4065, and for her contin-
ued dedication to this issue.

H.R. 4345 is a bipartisan compromise
bill which includes the best features of
H.R. 1735 and H.R. 4065. I appreciate the
gentlewoman from Florida’s willing-
ness to include the higher amount pro-
posed by the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia’s (Mrs. DAVIS) bill and to limit
the loan amount to that provided
under Freddie Mac for a single family
home.

H4819

As a result, we obtain maximum sav-
ings for the home loan provision with-
out including the higher amounts
under the Freddie Mac program for
multifamily units which have a signifi-
cant higher foreclosure rate.

By limiting the amount to that for a
single family dwelling, the risk of loss
to the taxpayer is lessened.

In my hometown of East Millinocket,
a person can buy a three-bedroom
home for $35,000. However, I recognize
in other parts of the country, and in-
deed other parts of the State of Maine,
homes are much more costly.
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This bill would provide necessary
home loan benefits to veterans regard-
less of where they live, whether in East
Millinocket or San Diego. Veterans
who serve our Nation should be able to
obtain homes through the Department
of Veterans Affairs anywhere in the
United States.

I note that a similar provision of
H.R. 4345 has been included in section
301 of H.R. 1716, the ‘‘Veterans Earn
and Learn Act.” I would like to thank
the chairman, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SMITH), and the ranking
member, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. EVANS), and the subcommittee
chairman, the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. BROWN) for their leader-
ship on this issue.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I also would
like to acknowledge the newest mem-
ber of the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs, the gentlewoman from South Da-
kota (Ms. Herseth), who will also be
speaking on this bill. I look forward to
working with the gentlewoman from
South Dakota on the committee to im-
prove benefits for our veterans.

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. RODRIGUEZ).

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of H.R. 4345, and
would like to take this opportunity to
thank my colleagues on the Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs, especially the
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. BROWN-
WAITE) and the gentlewoman from
California (Mrs. DAVIS) for bringing
this issue forward.

For many years, the gentlewoman
from California (Mrs. DAVIS) has been
advocating for this, and I am glad that
we are taking it up on suspension
today. Like all Americans, our vet-
erans dream of obtaining the American
Dream of homeownership. Our veterans
have fought selflessly on behalf of our
country and are entitled to the benefits
we have promised them, including
home loan benefits.

Unfortunately, for many, the dream
is faced with many obstacles. The cur-
rent VA home loan limits of $240,000
prevents many veterans from using
home loan benefits to purchase a home
in many high-cost areas, like Cali-
fornia, Florida, and many parts of the
State of Texas, which affect my vet-
erans who are retired.

This legislation indexes the max-
imum loan amount to 100 percent of
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the Freddie Mac Conforming Loan Rate
to make the VA home loan program
compatible with the home loans avail-
able to the public nationwide. Addi-
tionally, the legislation allows the
maximum VA loan amount to adjust
automatically each year to the Freddie
Mac standard in order to remain com-
patible with the national housing mar-
ket.

This legislation is extremely impor-
tant. During 2003, three million vet-
erans took advantage of the VA home
loan program. Three million. And I am
also very positive that more veterans
will be able to take advantage of these
benefits because of the improvements
we have made today.

As our troops are fighting in Iraq and
Afghanistan, we must continue to show
them and to say thanks from a grateful
Nation. This particular piece of legisla-
tion is something that is needed and I
am real pleased we have had this op-
portunity. I cannot think of a better
way of saying thanks to all our soldiers
and our veterans than by improving
the benefits to our soldiers with this
legislation.

Once again, I thank the two authors.

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
woman from South Dakota (Ms.
Herseth).

Ms. HERSETH. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time, and I rise in support of H.R. 4345,
which will provide an increase in the
home loan amount for veterans. As a
new Member of the House Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs, I am pleased to
speak in support of this bipartisan
measure.

As has been mentioned, H.R. 4345
would increase the amount of the VA
loan guarantee to 25 percent of the
Freddie Mac loan amount for a single-
family home, and automatically in-
crease the amount whenever the
Freddie Mac amount was changed. This
has the effect of matching the VA loan
guarantee to that of Freddie Mac. As
importantly, the bill generates savings
of $288 million over 10 years.

This bill will impact veterans in
South Dakota and around the country.
Some areas, such as San Diego, have
much higher real estate prices. How-
ever, I believe our veterans, no matter
where they choose to live, should have
an equal opportunity to obtain a home
loan from the Department of Veterans
Affairs. This bill will provide that op-
portunity.

As the gentleman from Maine (Mr.
MICHAUD) noted, this bill contains pro-
visions identical to those included in
section 301 of H.R. 1716, which I have
proudly cosponsored. While I am new
to the Congress, I recognize the need to
provide for the costs associated with
improved benefits for veterans. The
$288 million in savings from this bill
would free up the resources for Con-
gress to pay for many of the provisions
in H.R. 1716, which will benefit the
76,000 veterans in South Dakota and
millions of United States veterans who
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have served in wartime and in peace-
time.

I would like to thank our chairman,
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) and the ranking member, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. EVANS)
for welcoming me to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs as well as for their
work on this bill. I look forward to
working with them and others to pro-
vide for our Nation’s veterans.

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Guam (Ms. BORDALLO).

Ms. BORDALLO. Mr. Speaker, I, too,
proudly rise today in support of H.R.
4345 and in support of all the veterans
that stand to benefit from its passage.

I would like to thank the gentle-
woman from California (Mrs. DAVIS)
and the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
BROWN-WAITE) for recognizing that vet-
erans need help meeting the stagger-
ingly high increases in the cost of buy-
ing their own home. And, Mr. Speaker,
I would like to especially thank the
gentlewoman from California (Mrs.
DAVIS) for introducing her original leg-
islation, H.R. 1735, which first brought
attention to this issue last year by
gathering 61 cosponsors of her proposal
to increase the loan guarantee.

The old loan guarantee of $60,000,
which provides a loan of $240,000, is not
sufficient in Guam to meet the cost of
buying a home, and I expect that this
is also true in San Diego, Florida, and
all over the United States. The new
maximum amount in this legislation
addresses this problem to help veterans
secure the mortgage financing that
they need.

I look forward to further opportuni-
ties to improve the benefits available
to veterans, and urge my colleagues to
support this important piece of legisla-
tion. This will be such good news for
our veterans across the Nation. On
Guam, it will be particularly wel-
comed, since many of our veterans feel
shortchanged when it comes to vet-
erans’ benefits. I strongly support H.R.
4345.

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, how much time do I have remain-
ing?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TERRY). The gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia has 7% minutes remaining.

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. WATERS).

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time, and I thank the gentlewoman
from California (Mrs. DAVIS) and the
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. BROWN-
WAITE) for their work on this impor-
tant issue.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise in
support of H.R. 4345, and I am very
proud to support opportunities for our
veterans to own their own home. Who
better can we support to realize the
American Dream than those who fight
to keep the American Dream alive for
all Americans? Unfortunately, in many
cities, including my home city of Los
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Angeles, the goal of owning a home is
elusive for many families because of
the high price of homes. However, this
bill will provide significant assistance
to veterans who wish to own their own
home, and I am pleased to support it.

I am proud to be a cosponsor of the
bill of the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. DAVIS), H.R. 1735, which
would have increased the maximum
amount of the home loan guarantee.
However, I am pleased to support this
bill, sponsored by the gentlewoman
from Florida (Ms. BROWN-WAITE) and
supported by the gentlewoman from
California, which will increase the
maximum loan guarantee to $333,700
and index loan amount to 25 percent of
the Freddie Mac Conforming Loan Rate
to make the VA’s home loan program
compatible with the home loans avail-
able to the public nationwide.

By indexing the loan rate Congress will as-
sure that veterans will continue to have the
opportunity to purchase homes regardless of
how high the Conforming Loan Rate climbs.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is a small but impor-
tant gesture to thank veterans for their service
to our country. | am pleased to support this bill
and urge my colleagues to support is also.

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK).

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I am delighted to be part of
this bipartisan recognition that some-
times you have to expand government.
There are times when government is
too limited and too small to perform
its vital social role, and, apparently,
Members on both sides recognize this is
a case where we have not given the
government enough of a role in pro-
viding housing to our veterans.

Since our veterans, of course, fought
for this country and served, it is appro-
priate that we do this. What this bill
does is to raise the loan limit to the
VA, which means, of course, into this
very important government program,
the Veterans’ Affairs Department being
part of the Federal Government and
being supported by tax dollars, al-
though this is a program that does not
need a lot of subsidy, under this bill,
this particular government program
will be expanded. It will make more
people eligible and it will cover more
homes.

In particular, it will bring some
States back into the union. In much of
Massachusetts, in much of California,
in parts of Illinois programs like the
Veterans’ Affairs housing and the FHA
and others might as well be in Ukraine,
for all the use the American citizens
who live there can get from them be-
cause the housing prices have gone too
far.

So I am very supportive of this. It is
a very important way to show one
more example of how we appreciate
what our veterans have done. It is a
very relevant example of the times
when you should expand the reach of
government so we can provide services
that the private sector alone would not
do. Obviously, if the private sector was
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entirely able to do this on their own,
there would be no need for the VA
guarantee.

This is a good example of how public
and private sectors cooperate. It is not
a case of either/or. It sets a useful
precedent, too, for legislation that I
hope we will be dealing with soon, that
the gentleman from California (Mr.
MILLER) and I and others have spon-
sored to do a similar adjustment for
the FHA.

So I thank the members of the com-
mittee for this sensible recognition
that we need to adjust programs to
meet different conditions, and in par-
ticular, for understanding that there
are times when the responsible thing
for us to do, I hope on a unanimous
basis, is to expand the role of the Fed-
eral Government.

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume to thank my colleagues for
their support of this valuable piece of
legislation for our veterans.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

(Mr. BROWN of South Carolina asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BROWN of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume to commend the contin-
ued cooperation which has been so evi-
dent in the work of the Subcommittee
on Benefits and urge my colleagues to
support H.R. 4345.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. BROWN) that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4345.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BROWN of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days in which to revise and extend
their remarks and to include extra-
neous materials on H.R. 4345.

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

There was no objection.

—————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX,
proceedings will resume on the fol-
lowing questions and motions to sus-
pend the rules, which shall be taken in
the following order:

The previous question on House Res-
olution 686, by the yeas and nays;

The adoption of House Resolution
686, if ordered;

H.R. 4635, by the yeas and nays;

H.R. 4053, by the yeas and nays; and

House Concurrent Resolution 460, by
the yeas and nays.

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining
electronic votes will be conducted as 5-
minute votes.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 4548, INTELLIGENCE AU-
THORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL
YEAR 2005

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the vote on order-
ing the previous question on House
Resolution 686 on which the yeas and
nays are ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 222, nays
200, not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 286]

YEAS—222

Aderholt English Leach
AKkin Everett Lewis (CA)
Bachus Feeney Lewis (KY)
Baker Ferguson Linder
Ballenger Flake LoBiondo
Barrett (SC) Foley Lucas (OK)
Bartlett (MD) Forbes Manzullo
Barton (TX) Fossella McCotter
Bass Franks (AZ) McCrery
Beauprez Frelinghuysen McHugh
Biggert Gallegly McInnis
Bilirakis Garrett (NJ) McKeon
Bishop (UT) Gerlach Mica
Blackburn Gibbons Miller (FL)
Blunt Gilchrest Miller (MI)
Boehlert Gillmor Miller, Gary
Boehner Gingrey Moran (KS)
Bonilla Goode Murphy
Bonner Goodlatte Musgrave
Bono Goss Myrick
Boozman Granger Nethercutt
Bradley (NH) Graves Neugebauer
Brady (TX) Green (WI) Ney
Brown (SC) Gutknecht Northup
Brown-Waite, Hall Norwood

Ginny Harris Nunes
Burgess Hart Nussle
Burns Hastings (WA) Osborne
Burr Hayes Ose
Burton (IN) Hayworth Otter
Buyer Hefley Oxley
Calvert Hensarling Paul
Camp Herger Pearce
Cannon Hobson Pence
Cantor Hoekstra Peterson (PA)
Capito Hostettler Petri
Carter Houghton Pickering
Castle Hulshof Pitts
Chabot Hunter Platts
Chocola Hyde Pombo
Coble Isakson Porter
Cole Issa Portman
Collins Istook Pryce (OH)
Cox Jenkins Putnam
Crane Johnson (CT) Quinn
Crenshaw Johnson (IL) Radanovich
Cubin Johnson, Sam Ramstad
Culberson Jones (NC) Regula
Cunningham Keller Rehberg
Dayvis, Jo Ann Kelly Renzi
Davis, Tom Kennedy (MN) Reynolds
Deal (GA) King (IA) Rogers (AL)
DeLay King (NY) Rogers (KY)
Diaz-Balart, L. Kingston Rogers (MI)
Diaz-Balart, M. Kirk Rohrabacher
Doolittle Kline Ros-Lehtinen
Dreier Knollenberg Royce
Duncan Kolbe Ryan (WI)
Dunn LaHood Ryun (KS)
Ehlers Latham Saxton
Emerson LaTourette Schrock
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Sensenbrenner Stearns Walden (OR)
Sessions Sullivan Walsh
Shadegg Sweeney Wamp
Shaw Tancredo Weldon (FL)
Shays Taylor (NC) Weller
Sherwood Terry Whitfield
Eﬁlmtkus %ﬁom%s Wicker
uster ornberry ;
Simmons Tiahrt \x}lson (NM)
. . . ilson (SC)
Simpson Tiberi
Smith (MI) Toomey Wolf
Smith (NJ) Turner (OH) Young (AK)
Smith (TX) Upton Young (FL)
Souder Vitter
NAYS—200
Abercrombie Herseth Oberstar
Ackerman Hill Obey
Alexander Hinchey Olver
Allen Hinojosa Ortiz
Andrews Hoeffel Owens
Baca Holden Pallone
Baird Holt Pascrell
Baldwin Honda Pastor
Becerra Hooley (OR) Payne
Bell Hoyer Pelosi
Berkley Inslee Peterson (MN)
Berry Jackson (IL) Pomeroy
Bishop (GA) Jackson-Lee Price (NC)
Bishop (NY) (TX) Rahall
Blumenauer Jefferson Rangel
Boswell John Reyes
Boucher Johnson, E. B. Rodriguez
Boyd Jones (OH) ROSS
Brady (PA) Kanjorski Rothman
Brown (OH) Kaptur Roybal-Allard
Brown, Corrine Kennedy (RI) Ruppersberger
Capps Kildee Rush
ga;?ugno K}lpatrlck Ryan (OH)
ardin Kind Sabo
Cardoza Kleczka 3 ;
Carson (OK) Kucinich Sa%l chez, Linda
Case Lampsqn Sanchez, Loretta
Chandler Langevin Sanders
Clay Lantos Sandlin
Clyburn Larsen (WA) Schakowsky
Conyers Larson (CT) Schi
chiff
Cooper Lee Scott (GA)
Costello Levin Scott (VA)
Cramer Lewis (GA) -
Crowley Lipinski Serrano
; Sherman
Cummings Lofgren Skelt
Davis (AL) Lowey e ton
Davis (CA) Lucas (KY) Slaughter
Davis (FL) Lynch Smith (WA)
Davis (IL) Majette Snyder
Davis (TN) Maloney Solis
DeFazio Markey Spratt
DeGette Marshall Stark
Delahunt Matheson Stenholm
DeLauro Matsui Strickland
Dicks McCarthy (MO) ~ Stupak
Dingell McCarthy (NY) ~ Lanner
Doggett McCollum Tauscher
Dooley (CA) McDermott Taylor (MS)
Doyle McGovern Thompson (CA)
Edwards McIntyre Thompson (MS)
Emanuel McNulty Tierney
Engel Meehan Towns
Eshoo Meek (FL) Turner (TX)
Etheridge Meeks (NY) Udall (CO)
Evans Menendez Udall (NM)
Farr Michaud Van Hollen
Fattah Millender- Velazquez
Filner McDonald Visclosky
Ford Miller (NC) Waters
Frank (MA) Miller, George Watson
Frost Mollohan Watt
Gonzalez Moore Waxman
Gordon Moran (VA) Weiner
Green (TX) Murtha Wexler
Grijalva Nadler Woolsey
Gutierrez Napolitano Wu
Harman Neal (MA) Wynn
NOT VOTING—I11
Bereuter Deutsch Israel
Berman Gephardt Tauzin
Carson (IN) Greenwood Weldon (PA)
DeMint Hastings (FL)
O 1608
Mr. DINGELL and Mr. RUSH

changed their vote from ‘‘yea” to

“nay.”

So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TERRY). The question is on the resolu-
tion.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.

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

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 220, noes 200,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 287]

This

AYES—220

Aderholt Gillmor Ose
Akin Gingrey Otter
Bachus Goode Oxley
Baker Goodlatte Paul
Ballenger Goss Pearce
Barrett (SC) Granger Pence
Bartlett (MD) Graves Peterson (PA)
Barton (TX) Green (WI) Petri
Bass Gutknecht Pickering
Beauprez Hall Pitts
Biggert Harris Platts
Bilirakis Hart Pombo
Bishop (UT) Hastings (WA) Porter
Blackburn Hayes Portman
Blunt Hayworth Pryce (OH)
Boehlert Hefley Putnam
Boehner Hensarling Quinn
Bonilla Herger Radanovich
Bonner Hobson Ramstad
Bono Hoekstra Regula
Boozman Hostettler Rehberg
Bradley (NH) Houghton Renzi
Brady (TX) Hulshof Reynolds
Brown (SC) Hunter Rogers (AL)
Brown-Waite, Hyde Rogers (KY)

Ginny Isakson Rogers (MI)
Burgess Issa Rohrabacher
Burns Istoo}{ Ros-Lehtinen
Burr Jenkins Royce
Burton (IN) Johnson (CT) Ryan (WI)
Calvert Johnson (IL) Ryun (KS)
Camp Johnson, Sam

Saxton

Cannon Jones (NC) Schrock
g:gitg gzﬁ;r Sensenbrenner
Carter Kennedy (MN) 21?12312;;
Castle King (IA) Shaw
Chabot King (NY) Shays
Chocola Kingston Sherwood
Coble Kirk Shimkus
Cole Kline
Collins Knollenberg Shuster
Crane Kolbe S}mmons
Crenshaw LaHood Simpson
Cubin Latham Smith (MI)
Culberson LaTourette Sm}th (NJ)
Cunningham Leach Smith (TX)
Davis, Jo Ann Lewis (CA) Souder
Davis, Tom Lewis (KY) Stearns
Deal (GA) Linder Sullivan
DeLay LoBiondo Sweeney
Diaz-Balart, L. Lucas (OK) Tancredo
Diaz-Balart, M. Manzullo Taylor (NC)
Doolittle McCotter Terry
Dreier McCrery Thomas
Duncan McHugh Thornberry
Dunn McInnis Tiahrt
Ehlers McKeon Tiberi
Emerson Mica Toomey
English Miller (FL) Turner (OH)
Everett Miller (MI) Upton
Feeney Miller, Gary Vitter
Ferguson Moran (KS) Walden (OR)
Flake Murphy Walsh
Foley Musgrave Wamp
Forbes Myrick Weldon (FL)
Fossella Nethercutt Weller
Franks (AZ) Neugebauer Whitfield
Frelinghuysen Ney Wicker
Gallegly Northup Wilson (NM)
Garrett (NJ) Norwood Wilson (SC)
Gerlach Nunes Wolf
Gibbons Nussle Young (AK)
Gilchrest Osborne Young (FL)

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Alexander
Allen
Andrews
Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Becerra
Bell
Berkley
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd

Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Brown, Corrine
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Cardoza
Carson (OK)
Case
Chandler
Clay
Clyburn
Conyers
Cooper
Costello
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Dayvis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley (CA)
Doyle
Edwards
Emanuel
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Filner

Ford

Frank (MA)
Frost
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Harman

Bereuter
Berman
Buyer
Carson (IN)
Cox

NOES—200

Herseth
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley (OR)
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
Kleczka
Kucinich
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lynch
Majette
Maloney
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sabo
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sanders
Sandlin
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sherman
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Turner (TX)
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—13

DeMint
Deutsch
Gephardt
Greenwood
Hastings (FL)

Israel
Tauzin
Weldon (PA)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). Members are advised there

are 2 minutes remaining in this vote.
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So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

———

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION
EXTENSION ACT OF 2004, PART III

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
pending business is the question of sus-

The

June 23, 2004

pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 4635.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Alaska (Mr.
YounGg) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4635, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 418, nays 0,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 288]

YEAS—418

Abercrombie Crenshaw Hayworth
Ackerman Crowley Hefley
Aderholt Cubin Hensarling
AKkin Culberson Herger
Alexander Cummings Herseth
Allen Cunningham Hill
Andrews Davis (AL) Hinchey
Baca Davis (CA) Hinojosa
Bachus Davis (FL) Hobson
Baird Davis (IL) Hoeffel
Baker Davis (TN) Hoekstra
Baldwin Davis, Jo Ann Holden
Ballenger Davis, Tom Holt
Barrett (SC) Deal (GA) Honda
Bartlett (MD) DeFazio Hooley (OR)
Barton (TX) DeGette Hostettler
Bass Delahunt Houghton
Beauprez DeLauro Hoyer
Becerra DeLay Hulshof
Bell Diaz-Balart, L. Hyde
Berkley Diaz-Balart, M. Inslee
Berry Dicks Isakson
Biggert Dingell Issa
Bilirakis Doggett Istook
Bishop (GA) Dooley (CA) Jackson (IL)
Bishop (NY) Doolittle Jackson-Lee
Bishop (UT) Doyle (TX)
Blackburn Dreier Jefferson
Blumenauer Duncan Jenkins
Blunt Dunn John
Boehlert Edwards Johnson (CT)
Boehner Ehlers Johnson (IL)
Bonilla Emanuel Johnson, E. B.
Bonner Emerson Johnson, Sam
Bono Engel Jones (NC)
Boozman English Kanjorski
Boswell Eshoo Kaptur
Boucher Etheridge Keller
Boyd Evans Kelly
Bradley (NH) Everett Kennedy (MN)
Brady (PA) Farr Kennedy (RI)
Brady (TX) Fattah Kildee
Brown (OH) Feeney Kilpatrick
Brown (SC) Ferguson Kind
Brown, Corrine Filner King (IA)
Brown-Waite, Flake King (NY)

Ginny Foley Kingston
Burgess Forbes Kirk
Burns Ford Kleczka
Burr Fossella Kline
Burton (IN) Frank (MA) Knollenberg
Buyer Franks (AZ) Kolbe
Calvert Frelinghuysen Kucinich
Camp Frost LaHood
Cannon Gallegly Lampson
Cantor Garrett (NJ) Langevin
Capito Gerlach Lantos
Capps Gibbons Larsen (WA)
Capuano Gilchrest Larson (CT)
Cardin Gillmor Latham
Cardoza Gingrey LaTourette
Carson (OK) Gonzalez Leach
Carter Goode Lee
Case Goodlatte Levin
Castle Gordon Lewis (CA)
Chabot Goss Lewis (GA)
Chandler Granger Lewis (KY)
Chocola Graves Linder
Clay Green (TX) Lipinski
Clyburn Green (WI) LoBiondo
Coble Grijalva Lofgren
Cole Gutierrez Lowey
Collins Gutknecht Lucas (KY)
Conyers Hall Lucas (OK)
Cooper Harman Lynch
Costello Harris Majette
Cox Hart Maloney
Cramer Hastings (WA) Manzullo
Crane Hayes Markey
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Marshall Peterson (MN) Skelton
Matheson Peterson (PA) Slaughter
Matsui Petri Smith (MI)
McCarthy (MO) Pickering Smith (NJ)
McCarthy (NY) Pitts Smith (TX)
McCollum Platts Smith (WA)
McCotter Pombo Snyder
McCrery Pomeroy Solis
McDermott Porter Souder
McGovern Portman Spratt
McHugh Price (NC) Stark
MecInnis Pryce (OH) Stearns
McIntyre Putnam Stenholm
McKeon Quinn Strickland
McNulty Radanovich Stupak
Meehan Rahall Sullivan
Meeks (NY) Ramstad Sweeney
Menendez Rangel Tancredo
Mica Regula Tanner
Michaud Rehberg Tauscher
Millender- Renzi Taylor (MS)

McDonald Reyes Terry
Miller (FL) Reynolds Thomas
Miller (MI) Rodriguez

Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary

Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)

Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)

the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN) that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4053, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 365, nays 56,
not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 289]
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Pickering Sanchez, Loretta Taylor (NC)
Pitts Sanders Terry
Platts Sandlin Thomas
Pombo Saxton Thompson (CA)
Pomeroy Schakowsky Thompson (MS)
Porter Schiff Thornberry
Portman Scott (GA) Tiberi
Price (NC) Scott (VA) Tierney
Pryce (OH) Sensenbrenner Towns
Putnam Serrano Turner (OH)
Quinn Sessions Turner (TX)
Radanovich Shaw Udall (CO)
Rahall Shays Udall (NM)
Ramstad Sherman Upton
Rangel Sherwood Van Hollen
Regula Shimkus Velazquez
Rehberg Shuster Visclosky
Reyes Simmons Vitter
Reynolds Simpson Walden (OR)
Rodriguez Skelton Walsh
Rogers (AL) Slaughter Waters
Rogers (KY) Smith (NJ) Watson
Rogers (MI) Smith (TX) Watt
Rohrabacher Smith (WA) Waxman
Ros-Lehtinen Snyder Weiner
Ross Solis Weller
Rothman Spratt Wexler
Roybal-Allard Stark Whitfield
Royce Stearns Wicker
Ruppersberger Stenholm Wilson (NM)
Rush Strickland Wilson (SC)
Ryan (OH) Stupak Wolf
Ryan (WI) Sullivan Woolsey
Ryun (KS) Sweeney Wu
Sabo Tanner Wynn
Sanchez, Linda Tauscher Young (AK)
T. Taylor (MS) Young (FL)
NAYS—56
Aderholt Feeney Miller (FL)
AKkin Flake Moran (KS)
Barrett (SC) Forbes Musgrave
Bartlett (MD) Franks (AZ) Myrick
Bishop (UT) Garrett (NJ) Neugebauer
Bonner Goode Norwood
lgurgess good}atte Otter
annon arris
Carter Hayes gzﬁi o
Chocola Hayworth Renzi
Coble Hensarling
Collins Herger Schrock
Cubin Hoekstra Shgdegg
Culberson Hostettler Smith (MI)
Davis, Jo Ann Isakson Tancredo
Deal (GA) Johnson, Sam Tiahrt
Duncan Jones (NC) Toomey
Emerson King (IA) Wamp
Everett Manzullo Weldon (FL)
NOT VOTING—12
Bereuter Deutsch Meek (FL)
Berman Gephardt Souder
Carson (IN) Hastings (FL) Tauzin
DeMint Israel Weldon (PA)

Miller, George Rogers (MI) %?;}iiberry
Mollohan Rohrabacher Tiberi
Moore Ros-Lehtinen Tierne
Moran (KS) Ross v
Moran (VA) Rothman Toomey
Murphy Roybal-Allard ~ 1OWHS
Murtha Royce Turner (OH)
Musgrave Ruppersberger Turner (TX)
Myrick Rush Udall (CO)
Nadler Ryan (OH) Udall (NM)
Napolitano Ryan (WI) Upton
Neal (MA) Ryun (KS) Van Hollen
Nethercutt Sabo Velazquez
Neugebauer Sanchez, Linda Visclosky
Ney X Vitter
Northup Sanchez, Loretta Walden (OR)
Norwood Sanders Walsh
Nunes Sandlin Wamp
Nussle Saxton Waters
Oberstar SchakowsKky Watson
Obey Schiff Watt
Olver Schrock Waxman
Ortiz Scott (GA) Weiner
Osborne Scott (VA) Weldon (FL)
Ose Sensenbrenner Weller
Otter Serrano Wexler
Owens Sessions Whitfield
Oxley Shadegg Wicker
Pallone Shaw Wilson (NM)
Pascrell Shays Wilson (SC)
Pastor Sherman Wolf
Paul Sherwood Woolsey
Payne Shimkus Wu
Pearce Shuster Wynn
Pelosi Simmons Young (AK)
Pence Simpson Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—15
Bereuter Gephardt Jones (OH)
Berman Greenwood Meek (FL)
Carson (IN) Hastings (FL) Tauzin
DeMint Hunter Taylor (NC)
Deutsch Israel Weldon (PA)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TERRY) (during the vote). There are 2
minutes left in this vote.

O 1624

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL
LEADERSHIP ACT OF 2004

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 4053.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by

YEAS—365

Abercrombie Doggett Kleczka
Ackerman Dooley (CA) Kline
Alexander Doolittle Knollenberg
Allen Doyle Kolbe
Andrews Dreier Kucinich
Baca Dunn LaHood
Bachus Edwards Lampson
Baird Ehlers Langevin
Baker Emanuel Lantos
Baldwin Engel Larsen (WA)
Ballenger English Larson (CT)
Barton (TX) Eshoo Latham
Bass Etheridge LaTourette
Beauprez Evans Leach
Becerra Farr Lee
Bell Fattah Levin
Berkley Ferguson Lewis (CA)
Berry Filner Lewis (GA)
Biggert Foley Lewis (KY)
Bilirakis Ford Linder
Bishop (GA) Fossella Lipinski
Bishop (NY) Frank (MA) LoBiondo
Blackburn Frelinghuysen Lofgren
Blumenauer Frost Lowey
Blunt Gallegly Lucas (KY)
Boehlert Gerlach Lucas (OK)
Boehner Gibbons Lynch
Bonilla Gilchrest Majette
Bono Gillmor Maloney
Boozman Gingrey Markey
Boswell Gonzalez Marshall
Boucher Gordon Matheson
Boyd Goss Matsui
Bradley (NH) Granger McCarthy (MO)
Brady (PA) Graves McCarthy (NY)
Brady (TX) Green (TX) McCollum
Brown (OH) Green (WI) McCotter
Brown (SC) Greenwood McCrery
Brown, Corrine Grijalva McDermott
Brown-Waite, Gutierrez McGovern

Ginny Gutknecht McHugh
Burns Hall MecInnis
Burr Harman McIntyre
Burton (IN) Hart McKeon
Buyer Hastings (WA) McNulty
Calvert Hefley Meehan
Camp Herseth Meeks (NY)
Cantor Hill Menendez
Capito Hinchey Mica
Capps Hinojosa Michaud
Capuano Hobson Millender-
Cardin Hoeffel McDonald
Cardoza Holden Miller (MI)
Carson (OK) Holt Miller (NC)
Case Honda Miller, Gary
Castle Hooley (OR) Miller, George
Chabot Houghton Mollohan
Chandler Hoyer Moore
Clay Hulshof Moran (VA)
Clyburn Hunter Murphy
Cole Hyde Murtha
Conyers Inslee Nadler
Cooper Issa Napolitano
Costello Istook Neal (MA)
Cox Jackson (IL) Nethercutt
Cramer Jackson-Lee Ney
Crane (TX) Northup
Crenshaw Jefferson Nunes
Crowley Jenkins Nussle
Cummings John Oberstar
Cunningham Johnson (CT) Obey
Davis (AL) Johnson (IL) Olver
Davis (CA) Johnson, E. B. Ortiz
Dayvis (FL) Jones (OH) Osborne
Dayvis (IL) Kanjorski Ose
Davis (TN) Kaptur Owens
Davis, Tom Keller Oxley
DeFazio Kelly Pallone
DeGette Kennedy (MN) Pascrell
Delahunt Kennedy (RI) Pastor
DeLauro Kildee Payne
DeLay Kilpatrick Pearce
Diaz-Balart, L. Kind Pelosi
Diaz-Balart, M. King (NY) Peterson (MN)
Dicks Kingston Peterson (PA)
Dingell Kirk Petri

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). Members are advised 2 min-
utes remain in this vote.

O 1632

Messrs. FEENEY, HAYWORTH,
WAMP and BURGESS changed their
vote from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”’

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

REGARDING THE SECURITY OF
ISRAEL AND THE PRINCIPLES OF
PEACE IN THE MIDDLE EAST

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and agreeing to the
concurrent resolution, H. Con. Res. 460.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN) that the House suspend
the rules and agree to the concurrent
resolution, H. Con. Res. 460, on which
the yeas and nays are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 407, nays 9,
answered ‘‘present’ 3, not voting 14, as
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follows:

[Roll No. 290]

YEAS—407

Abercrombie Cummings Hinchey
Ackerman Cunningham Hinojosa
Aderholt Davis (AL) Hobson
Akin Davis (CA) Hoeffel
Alexander Davis (FL) Hoekstra
Allen Davis (IL) Holden
Andrews Davis (TN) Holt
Baca Davis, Jo Ann Honda
Bachus Davis, Tom Hooley (OR)
Baird Deal (GA) Hostettler
Baker DeFazio Houghton
Baldwin DeGette Hoyer
Ballenger Delahunt Hulshof
Barrett (SC) DeLauro Hunter
Bartlett (MD) DeLay Hyde
Barton (TX) Diaz-Balart, L. Inslee
Bass Diaz-Balart, M. Isakson
Beauprez Dicks Issa
Becerra Doggett Istook
Bell Dooley (CA) Jackson (IL)
Berkley Doolittle Jackson-Lee
Berry Doyle (TX)
Biggert Dreier Jefferson
Bilirakis Duncan Jenkins
Bishop (GA) Dunn John
Bishop (NY) Edwards Johnson (CT)
Bishop (UT) Ehlers Johnson (IL)
Blackburn Emanuel Johnson, E. B.
Blumenauer Emerson Johnson, Sam
Blunt Engel Jones (NC)
Boehlert English Jones (OH)
Boehner Eshoo Kanjorski
Bonilla Etheridge Kaptur
Bonner Evans Keller
Bono Everett Kelly
Boozman Farr Kennedy (MN)
Boswell Fattah Kennedy (RI)
Boyd Feeney Kildee
Bradley (NH) Ferguson Kind
Brady (PA) Filner King (IA)
Brady (TX) Flake King (NY)
Brown (OH) Foley Kingston
Brown (SC) Forbes Kleczka
Brown, Corrine Ford Kline
Brown-Waite, Fossella Knollenberg

Ginny Frank (MA) Kolbe
Burgess Franks (AZ) LaHood
Burns Frelinghuysen Lampson
Burr Frost Langevin
Burton (IN) Gallegly Lantos
Buyer Garrett (NJ) Larsen (WA)
Calvert Gerlach Larson (CT)
Camp Gibbons Latham
Cannon Gilchrest LaTourette
Cantor Gillmor Leach
Capito Gingrey Levin
Capps Gonzalez Lewis (CA)
Capuano Goode Lewis (GA)
Cardin Goodlatte Lewis (KY)
Cardoza Gordon Linder
Carson (OK) Goss Lipinski
Carter Granger LoBiondo
Case Graves Lofgren
Castle Green (TX) Lowey
Chabot Green (WI) Lucas (KY)
Chandler Greenwood Lucas (OK)
Chocola Grijalva Lynch
Clay Gutierrez Majette
Clyburn Gutknecht Maloney
Coble Hall Manzullo
Cole Harman Markey
Collins Harris Marshall
Cooper Hart Matheson
Costello Hastings (WA) Matsui
Cox Hayes McCarthy (MO)
Cramer Hayworth McCarthy (NY)
Crane Hefley McCollum
Crenshaw Hensarling McCotter
Crowley Herger McCrery
Cubin Herseth McDermott
Culberson Hill McGovern

McHugh Pomeroy Slaughter
MecInnis Porter Smith (MI)
MclIntyre Portman Smith (NJ)
McKeon Price (NC) Smith (TX)
McNulty Pryce (OH) Smith (WA)
Meehan Putnam Snyder
Meeks (NY) Quinn Solis
Menendez Radanovich Souder
Mica Rahall Spratt
Michaud Ramstad Stearns
Millender- Rangel Stenholm

McDonald Regula Strickland
Miller (FL) Rehberg Stupak
Miller (MI) Renzi Sullivan
Miller (NC) Reyes Sweeney
Miller, Gary Reynolds Tancredo
Miller, George Rodriguez Tanner
Mollohan Rogers (AL) Tauscher
Moore Rogers (KY) Taylor (MS)
Moran (KS) Rogers (MI) Taylor (NC)
Moran (VA) Rohrabacher Terry
Murphy Ros-Lehtinen Thomas
Murtha Ross Thompson (CA)
Musgrave Rothman Thompson (MS)
Myrick Roybal-Allard Thornberry
Nadler Royce Tiahrt
Napolitano Ruppersberger Tiberi
Neal (MA) Rush Tierney
Nethercutt Ryan (OH) Toomey
Ney Ryan (WI) Towns
Northup Ryun (KS) Turner (OH)
Norwood Sabo Turner (TX)
Nunes Sanchez, Linda Udall (CO)
Nussle . Udall (NM)
Oberstar Sanchez, Loretta Upton
Obey Sanders Van Hollen
Olver Sandlin Velazquez
Ortiz Saxton Visclosky
Osborne Schakowsky Vitter
Ose Schiff Walden (OR)
Otter Schrock Walsh
Owens Scott (GA) Wamp
Oxley Scott (VA) Waxman
Pallone Sensenbrenner Weiner
Pascrell Serrano Weldon (FL)
Pastor Sessions Weller
Pearce Shadegg Wexler
Pelosi Shaw Whitfield
Pence Shays Wicker
Peterson (MN) Sherman Wilson (NM)
Peterson (PA) Sherwood Wilson (SC)
Petri Shimkus Wolf
Pickering Shuster Wu
Pitts Simmons Wynn
Platts Simpson Young (AK)
Pombo Skelton Young (FL)

NAYS—9
Conyers Kucinich Stark
Dingell Lee Waters
Kilpatrick Paul Woolsey
ANSWERED “PRESENT’"—3
Payne Watson Watt
NOT VOTING—14

Bereuter Deutsch Meek (FL)
Berman Gephardt Neugebauer
Boucher Hastings (FL) Tauzin
Carson (IN) Israel Weldon (PA)
DeMint Kirk

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TERRY) (during the vote). Members are
advised there are 2 minutes remaining
in this vote.
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the concurrent resolution was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, earlier today, |
missed rollcall vote No. 290, H. Con. Res.
460, regarding the security of Israel and the
principles of peace in the Middle East. As a
strong supporter of the state of Israel had |
been present | would have voted “yea”.
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REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1205

Mr. CARSON of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
have my name removed as a cosponsor
of H.R. 1205.

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

There was no objection.

———

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3720

Mr. WEXLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to have my name
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 3720.

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

There was no objection.

———

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 4548,
the bill about to be considered.

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

There was no objection.

—————

INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2005

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 686 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 4548.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4548) to
authorize appropriations for fiscal year
2005 for intelligence and intelligence-
related activities of the United States
Government, the Community Manage-
ment Account, and the Central Intel-
ligence Agency Retirement and Dis-
ability System, and for other purposes,
with Mr. SIMPSON in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. Goss) and the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. HARMAN)
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. GOSS).

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 4548, and I ask my colleagues on
both sides of this great House to sup-
port this bill. Casting their vote is a
vote of confidence, respect, and deep
admiration for the honorable and he-
roic patriots who toil quietly, and usu-
ally without notice, throughout the in-
telligence community in order to keep
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us safe, prosperous, and free in this
wonderful country. It is imperative
that these men and women understand
in these troubled times that this House
holds them in the highest regard and
appreciates that the work accom-
plished by them is critical to the de-
fense of our liberty and security. Amid
great sacrifice and often intense condi-
tions, the men and women of the intel-
ligence community continue to per-
form their missions with great energy
and admirable devotion to duty. We
commend these officers. The security
of our Americans at home and abroad
truly relies on their success.

Mr. Chairman, if my colleagues like
the Defense appropriation bill that
passed yesterday on a vote of 403 to 17,
then this bill should equally please my
colleagues today. Yesterday’s Defense
appropriation bill was coordinated
closely with the House Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence, and
our funding levels are very, very close.
The Intelligence bill currently before
the House, however, authorizes funding
slightly above the level the appropri-
ators set for intelligence funding. In
fact, this Intelligence bill funds the in-
telligence community at its highest
levels in history. It exceeds the total
fiscal year 2004 appropriated level for
the intelligence community, including
all supplementals, approximately by
hundreds of millions. As my colleagues
know, we cannot be totally precise on
the numbers we speak. For all intel-
ligence programs in this bill, the com-
mittee authorizes a total of approxi-
mately 16 percent over the President’s
February request.

This bill increases investment in
human intelligence and the capabili-
ties that they represent for us, the core
mission of our intelligence community.
It improves intelligence analysis, cov-
erage in depth, so that we have more
focused, sharper information for our
decisionmakers. It strengthens intel-
ligence community language capabili-
ties across the board, through both im-
proved legislative authorities and ini-
tial investment, so we have the people
who know the languages we need to
know to do our job.

It improves the structure and man-
agement of the disparate elements of
the intelligence community’s informa-
tion technology systems by creating an
intelligence community Chief Informa-
tion Officer, hopefully to get better co-
ordination so that we can overcome
some of the problems we learned as we
reviewed the events of 9/11. It bolsters
U.S. counterintelligence resource capa-
bilities; and, specifically, it adds 22
percent above the President’s request
for human intelligence and human-re-
lated programs. That is the core busi-
ness of intelligence. Substantial in-
creases in funding for improved analyt-
ical capabilities, as I have said, are in-
cluded.

Significant additional amounts for
information technology infrastructure,
what we call enterprise architecture, is
included, and information-sharing ca-
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pabilities, which are critical. Tens of
millions are included for improved for-
eign language capabilities.

This money has been carefully ap-
plied; it is carefully managed. This bill
is very close to the bill passed unani-
mously out of our sister committee in
the other body, with one major excep-
tion, of course, that they did not have
the benefit of the contingent emer-
gency relief fund during their consider-
ation.
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So, it is fair to say that our bill is
more generous to the global war on ter-
ror than the other body’s version, and
that bill enjoys bipartisan support,
unanimous bipartisan support I am in-
formed.

Some in the minority have suggested
that voting down this bill somehow
better supports our intelligence com-
munity and makes our country safer.
In my view, that is a convolution to
the point of absurdity. They say if an
attack happens before the election, it
will somehow be our fault for not fund-
ing the global war on terror.

I would point out that the 2004 fiscal
year goes on until October, and any
shortage of resources would be of inter-
est to those who did not support the $87
billion supplemental bill for fiscal year
2004.

All T would say is that the majority
in the House Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence voted to support
the men and women of the intelligence
community in this bill today. We did
not vote against the community and
we did not shortchange the community
in the global war on terrorism.

Now, there is an irony here. For
years, I have been trying to get more
support for intelligence. Usually the
record will show that usually the cut-
ting amendments have come from cer-
tain Members of the minority, as is
their right. Now, it seems my sin is to
bring forth a bill that spends not
enough on intelligence rather than too
much. Frankly, I think I should de-
clare victory and say thank you all for
listening.

But I will be disappointed, on a seri-
ous note, if at the end of this day,
Members on all sides cannot agree that
this bill authorizes proper sums care-
fully managed and properly coordi-
nated with the appropriators and the
other affected committees.

This is a very good bill with many
important aspects that I have outlined.
Indeed, it is with some hope I note the
classified version of the minority views
in their very first paragraph admit as
much. Members who took the time to
come up to the committee spaces to re-
view the classified annex, which is
available to all Members as usual, have
seen the important work this com-
mittee has done.

Our work is not done in the public
with klieg lights all the time. But it is
a little misleading to suggest, as some
have, that the committee product is
less worthy because we do take seri-
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ously the responsibility, our commit-

ment it is, to safeguard properly classi-

fied material by using closed sessions.

That, incidentally, has been the prac-

tice for all the recent Congresses that

I have been on the committee.

We must also be mindful that our en-
emies watch and hear what we say. Our
audience is the American people pri-
marily. Those are the people to whom
we are accountable and responsible and
proud of the work we do, and are
pleased to share it with them. But, un-
fortunately, our enemies are listening
too, and we are a Nation at war. Some-
times the enemy is able to gauge their
conduct on how this body acts. They
are able to use psychological warfare
to drive wedges. They also could gain
an enormous advantage if we do not
take the appropriate opportunities to
keep from public discourse our com-
mittee discussion on the sensitive in-
telligence matters that we are charged
with overseeing. And when we have
that debate in committee, I like the
committee to have the full range of
conversation, so we start out with the
idea in closed session and then we win-
now out what we can talk about in pub-
lic, which is why we are here today
talking about what we can talk about
in public.

For the past 7-plus years, I have been
working to refit the intelligence com-
munity for its future, with the mem-
bers of the committee, for whom I am
extremely grateful, to posture it for
the days ahead. We have always
worked hard on the committee to cre-
ate a constituency for intelligence in-
side and outside of this institution. We
have insisted that the committee be
both supportive advocates and con-
structive overseers. None of like
gotcha politics when it comes to na-
tional security.

I have tried to engage the past two
administrations on the needs to retool
the Intelligence Community for smart-
er, better days ahead, and I have had
the full support of the committee in
our efforts so far. This bill continues
that effort. I urge its adoption.

Mr. Chairman, I submit the following
for the RECORD.

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POoLICY—H.R.
4548—INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION ACT
FOR FY 2005
The Administration supports House pas-

sage of HR 4548, which authorizes appropria-

tions for fiscal year 2005 for the conduct of
the intelligence and intelligence-related ac-
tivities of the United States Government.

The committee-reported bill authorizes fund-

ing that strengthens core intelligence capa-

bilities and supports intelligence activities
that would sustain the Global War on Terror.

Now more than ever before, our Nation’s
security relies on accurate, timely, and ac-
tionable intelligence—and the challenges
facing the intelligence community are dif-
ficult and complex. This makes it vitally im-
portant for the administration and Congress
to work together to provide the intelligence
community with the tools and resources it
needs to enhance our national security pos-
ture, win the Global War on Terror, and re-
duce the proliferation of weapons of mass de-
struction.
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We are making advances in our ability to
collect, process, and analyze intelligence in-
formation. Although not part of this bill,
crucial innovations such as the PATRIOT
Act and the Terrorist Threat Integration
Center are helping us to protect our home-
land by sharing information better than ever
before. The President has also expressed his
interest in working with Congress, when the
time is right, to examine structural reforms
that may be needed to improve our intel-
ligence capability in the future. The upcom-
ing reports of the Senate intelligence Com-
mittee and the 9/11 Commission, along with
the work of the Commission on Intelligence
Capabilities Regarding Weapons of Mass De-
struction, will provide important informa-
tion that will help Congress and the Admin-
istration in this effort.

The Administration looks forward to work-
ing with Congress to support the vital work
of the intelligence community, especially its
counterterrorism activities, to assure con-
tinued strong, flexible intelligence capabili-
ties, and to refine certain provisions in this
bill, including relating to procurement, to
ensure that these provisions maintain the
flexibility the President needs to most effec-
tively manage the ongoing war against ter-
rorists of global reach.

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

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

(Ms. HARMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, strong
intelligence is our first line of defense
in the war on terrorism. And make no
mistake, we are at war. The gruesome
beheadings of Danny Pearl, Nick Berg,
Paul Johnson, and yesterday’s murder
of 33-year-old Kim Sun II of South
Korea are stark reminders of the na-
ture of our enemy.

Our brave men and women in the in-
telligence community are on the front
lines fighting that enemy. They risk
their lives for our freedom and they de-
serve our unflinching support. Yet, un-
fortunately, Mr. Chairman, this legis-
lation deprives them of full support.
This bill provides less than one-third of
the key funding that the intelligence
community has told us they need to
fight the war on terrorism. Less than
one-third.

I want to use my time to engage the
gentleman from Florida (Chairman
G0SsS8) in a brief dialogue on this impor-
tant issue. I would like to ask my col-
league directly, on my time, Mr. Chair-
man, does this bill provide all of the
counterterrorism funding that the in-
telligence agencies have told our com-
mittee they need for the coming year?
Yes or no.

I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, officially
yes, because we do have the statement
of support from the administration on
this bill.

Ms. HARMAN. Well, Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate that response, but the clas-
sified schedule of authorizations in the
majority’s bill specifically states that
the additional funds are only for the
first quarter of the year. Well, that is
woefully inadequate.

The gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
CRAMER), the gentleman from Min-
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nesota (Mr. PETERSON) and the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. BOSWELL) all
proposed an amendment to fully fund
counterterrorism. Let me demonstrate
exactly what this full funding amend-
ment does. The majority’s bill funds
only first quarter ops tempo for
counterterrorism. The full funding
amendment, which we hope to offer,
funds a full year for counterterrorism.

The majority’s bill gives the CIA 11
percent less than fiscal year 2004 fund-
ing, whereas the full funding amend-
ment we had hoped to offer gives the
CIA 5 percent more than 2004 funding.
The majority’s bill funds only 5 percent
of the NRO’s CT budget, 19 percent of
NSA’s CT budget, 26 percent of NGA’s
CT budget, and 35 percent of the CIA’s
CT budget. The full funding amend-
ment funds 100 percent of these budg-
ets.

Finally, the majority’s bill provides
no supplemental funding for critical
CT HUMINT support functions whereas
the full funding amendment provides
full funding for all the HUMINT sup-
port functions.

In short, Mr. Chairman, H.R. 4548 is
too weak. What is the President going
to tell the American people when they
learn that we are going to have a gap
in counterterrorism funding next year?
There could be a gap of 3 to 4 months
before we pass a new supplemental.
And during that gap, our Nation will be
at unnecessary risk at a time when, for
example, we will be having events like
the presidential inauguration and the
Super Bowl.

The majority has twisted itself into a
pretzel trying to justify this weak bill,
all the while bemoaning the harmful
impact of budgeting-by-supplemental
on our intelligence community’s abil-
ity and our committee’s ability to do
robust oversight.

Jim Pavitt, the CIA’s Deputy Direc-
tor for Operations, gave a speech this
week in which he said that, ‘‘there is
no end in sight” to the terrorist threat
we face. Terrorism is no longer a one-
time emergency. It is no longer some-
thing we should scramble around to
fund. It is our way of life. It is our cen-
tral national security challenge. And if
the White House or the majority does
not understand that, then we are in se-
rious danger.

In our committee we offered several
amendments to strengthen intelligence
and strengthen oversight. They were
common sense measures. Yet, all of
them were rejected on party line votes.

Mr. Chairman, we know terrorists
are actively planning to attack us
again. We know there is nuclear mate-
rial out there that is unaccounted for
for sale to the highest bidder. We know
the next attack will be followed by the
usual Washington hand-wringing about
why we did not do more.

The rule under which we debate
today has squandered an opportunity
to do much more. We have lost an op-
portunity to strengthen intelligence,
to strengthen congressional oversight,
to retire the soon-to-be-vacant DCI po-
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sition and replace it with a 21st cen-
tury organization capable of inte-
grating 15 intelligence agencies into
one intelligence community and to
keep full faith with the brave men and
women who are on the front lines at
this hour risking their lives for our
freedom.

This bill is weaker, far weaker than
the American people deserve.

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG), the distinguished chair-
man of the House Committee on Appro-
priations.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, a world controlled by terrorists
or threats of terrorists is not accept-
able. A world controlled by dictators or
dictatorial regimes or corrupt regimes
is not acceptable. The United States of
America is vulnerable on many fronts
to these types of threats, but the more
effective our intelligence operations,
the better we are at what we do in the
field of intelligence, whether it is tech-
nical intelligence or human intel-
ligence. The more effective our intel-
ligence is, the more secure America is
and will be.

I believe we did very well in the area
of overhead technology, as well as
other types of technology, many of
which we cannot even talk about here
in this open session today, but we have
not done nearly as well on human in-
telligence. And today’s world requires
a very effective human intelligence ca-
pability.

The gentleman from Florida (Chair-
man Goss) and I have discussed this
many, many times, because, as we ap-
propriate for the intelligence activi-
ties, we work very closely with my col-
league as he authorizes intelligence ac-
tivities.

This bill, while I am sure you will
hear much debate today that it is not
a perfect piece of legislation, is a very
good step toward making our intel-
ligence capability far more effective.
And I would say again, effective intel-
ligence is good security. The more ef-
fective the intelligence is, the more se-
cure our Nation and our people.

I commend the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Chairman Goss) for the good work
that he has done in preparing this leg-
islation. I know that there will be seri-
ous debate. There will be amendments
that will be offered. But I have to give
credit to the chairman for having pro-
duced a good product.

I hope that the House will vote on
this bill in big numbers. While we
worked together in developing our ap-
propriations bill that we passed yester-
day, we actually came up with our own
conclusions, but our conclusions were
very similar in to those in this author-
ization.

So I support the bill and I commend
the chairman.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON), the ranking mem-
ber on the House Committee on Armed
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Services, the committee on which I was
honored to serve for 6 years.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, this is
an important bill. It provides for the
programs and activities in our national
intelligence agencies. As the attacks of
September 11, 2001, and the war in Iraq
have taught us, timely and accurate in-
telligence is so vitally important in
both protecting our country domesti-
cally as well as enabling us to act mili-
tarily.

I view this bill from the perspective
of having served on the Committee on
Armed Services for over 25 years, and
also as a former member of the Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence.
Year in and year out, both of the bills
from the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices as well as Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence historically
passed the House with broad bipartisan
support.

That is why I am troubled by the
path the intelligence authorization bill
has taken this year. I cannot remember
the last time an intelligence bill passed
out of committee on a party line vote
or when amendments offered in com-
mittee were all voted down on a party
line. I am also disappointed that the
Committee on Rules only made in
order one Democratic amendment.
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What is all the more disappointing is
that apparently the reason for the pos-
ture of this bill is that the majority
has been unwilling to provide as much
funding for counterterrorism activities
as intelligence agencies have told the
committee they need. I would remind
my colleagues that we are now in a war
against terrorism. I would think that
we should make sure that all the fund-
ing goes into the counterterrorist area.

So although this bill may provide an
overall increase in funding, which is a
positive note for these intelligence ac-
tivities, the details really are impor-
tant. It is unfortunate we cannot in-
crease the budget in the places that
need to have it the most; and though I
will favor this bill, I must express my
disappointment, my deep disappoint-
ment at the shortage in this area.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS), a
chairman of a subcommittee of the
committee.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in very strong support of H.R.
4548, the Intelligence Authorization
Act for fiscal year 2005.

As the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Human Intelligence,
Analysis, and Counterintelligence, I

can say unequivocally that H.R. 4548 is
one of the best, most far-reaching,
most constructively critical, and ur-
gently needed authorization bills that I
have been involved in.

The bill makes urgently needed fixes
to the CIA’s human intelligence collec-
tion capability that even the DCI sug-
gested was 5 years away from being
adequate. I do not believe we can or
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should wait b years, and it also author-
izes a very sizeable amount beyond the
DCI’s base request to ensure we keep
up the maximum possible operational
tempo against the counterterrorism
and counterproliferation targets, both
inside and outside the theater of war.

In the area of analysis, significant
new funds will be provided to address a
critical concern: the simple lack of an-
alytical depth. The DI analytical cadre
is badly in need of bench strength and
real expertise. We have been burning
up our analysts in wartime conditions
and shipping the majority of them to
cover pressing counterterrorism re-
quirements since the mid-1990s without
being able to adequately backfill posi-
tions.

Those analysts need to have the right
skills, firsthand exposure to countries
or issues they cover, cultural apprecia-
tion and, if at all possible, the nec-
essary foreign language skills in order
to be effective, and H.R. 45648 addresses
all of these issues, particularly with re-
gard to language, which has consist-
ently been a high-priority item for the
Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence and a pressing need for the
whole intelligence community.

The Dbill addresses counterintel-
ligence shortfalls, ensures that the nec-
essary infrastructure for field oper-
ations, training, and a host of other
important activities are adequately
funded, and brings astonishingly new
technical tools into play.

The bill continues the committee’s
long-standing efforts to get the CIA’s
dangerously flawed compensation re-
form plan back on track; and it dem-
onstrates that we strongly support a
more aggressive, risk-taking, innova-
tive intelligence collection posture.
Such a posture would finally give us a
fighting chance to penetrate terrorist
groups. It would also allow us to tackle
other hard-target countries, countries
that have plans and intentions to do us
harm.

Overall, H.R. 4548 demonstrates that
we are going to back up our spies and
our analysts when it counts the most.

To my distinguished colleagues on
both sides of the aisle, this war we are
in is not just about Iraq or about Af-
ghanistan or about where Osama bin
Laden may be hiding. It is truly a glob-
al war on terrorism with significant
global challenges; and these include
money laundering, illicit traffic, the
preaching of hate, kidnapping, extor-
tion, and even at the national level, as
we saw, the Madrid train bombing and
the elections that followed.

It is a war that is going to take time
to win. It is a war that is going to take
fortitude to win, and it is a war that is
going to take a substantial and contin-
ued investment in our intelligence
community.

I ask my distinguished colleagues to
support H.R. 4548 for the sake of our
Nation’s security. Some of my col-
leagues across the aisle have decided
that it is not important to provide for
the intelligence community in the mid-
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dle of the global war on terrorism, and
I say it could not be more important.

This bill moves us closer to acquiring
the capabilities and directions that are
needed not only to win the war on ter-
ror but to win the peace in Iraq and to
make sure we do not forget about the
rest of the world. We must never forget
that the actions of others affects U.S.
national security interests. We must
never retreat in the face of evil.

Vote ‘‘yes’ on H.R. 4548 because it is
urgently needed. The Nation simply
cannot afford to shortchange its men
and women out on the frontlines.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, those
of us on this side of the aisle feel it is
important to fund stronger intelligence
in the global war on terror, and it is
now my pleasure to yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. REYES),
a dedicated member of our committee.

Mr. REYES. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me the
time, and I also want to express my ap-
preciation to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. Goss), our chairman, and the
ranking member for the hard work
that they always put into these kinds
of efforts and legislation.

Mr. Chairman, there is much that we
expect from our military, from our in-
telligence personnel, and from our ci-
vilian employees in what we call this
war on terrorism. We all take a great
deal of pride in their work, their pro-
fessionalism, their dedication, and, yes,
sometimes the sacrifice that they
make by making the ultimate sacrifice
on behalf of our great Nation.

So my question this afternoon is,
When we expect so much from them,
why can we not expect the same from
ourselves? Why can we not put to-
gether a piece of legislation that sup-
ports them with the same dedication,
the same professionalism, the same
level, 100 percent, of the funds that are
required for them to succeed?

In this legislation, Mr. Chairman, I
was pleased to see that some focus in
this bill is on improving the func-
tioning of the new intelligence analysis
element of the Department of Home-
land Security. I was also pleased that
the bill, in general terms, recognizes
the importance of sharing information
between the Federal, local, and State
levels and also the Federal levels such
as the FBI.

I was, however, Mr. Chairman, dis-
appointed that the bill did not include
language supportive of focusing on the
necessary resources of the El Paso In-
telligence Center, such as enhancing
the key contributions that it makes to-
wards homeland security through in-
telligence analysis and information
sharing. Just as the committee has in-
creasingly supported the FBI's joint
terrorism task forces as a potentially
useful model for information sharing,
EPIC is also a successful model for fo-
cusing intelligence and law enforce-
ment resources on protecting the U.S.
Southwestern border.

I am most disappointed, Mr. Chair-
man, that this bill does not include a
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provision like the Peterson amend-
ment, which would have funded the in-
telligence requirements at the full 100
percent level in this war on terrorism.
This is not about whether we supported
the $87 billion supplemental, not about
politics. It is not about anything other
than giving the full amount of re-
sources that are necessary to dedicated
personnel in the field.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I am very
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
BURR), a valued member of the com-
mittee and distinguished Member.

(Mr. BURR asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BURR. Mr. Chairman, our en-
emies are watching us. The terrorists
know it is an election year, and they
want us to become divided. They be-
lieve that a terrorist act against our
country will influence our elections.
They have a belief that democracy can
be divided; yet they underestimate the
passion of our citizens and their patri-
otism.

Despite the decision of minority
Members to play politics with this bill,
I believe we all are united against our
enemies. These are serious times, and
it is important that we send a message
to our enemies that we cannot be di-
vided. Support this intelligence bill.
Send the message.

It sends the message that we are on
the offensive to eliminate the threats
to our homeland. Our intelligence com-
munity needs to know the TUnited
States Congress supports them 100 per-
cent.

This bill increases the funding for the
global war on terrorism. It increases by
22 percent our human intelligence. It
supports our effort on counternarcotics
to eliminate the 17,000 Americans that
die every year from drug-related causes
and the $160 billion annually in health
care, social, and criminal costs. We
have provided extra funding for the
DCI to tackle this problem in this
country.

On a personal note, Mr. Chairman, I
would like to bid farewell to my col-
leagues on the House Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence. I have en-
joyed serving under the leadership of
the gentleman from Florida (Chairman
Go0ss), and I think we are all fortunate
that he was in the Chair immediately
following September 11. The gentleman
from Florida (Chairman Go0sS) was the
right man for our country when we
needed an intelligence community with
expertise, intelligence, moral clarity,
and compassion. We will miss him.

I would also like to recognize the
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREU-
TER), who will also leave, and wish him
good luck on his future endeavors. I
have been proud to serve with both of
them.

Immediately after September 11, the
esteemed chairman of the Committee
on International Relations came to
this floor and quoted the words of Sir
Winston Churchill which he wrote 6
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decades ago: ‘‘Civilization will not
last,” Churchill wrote, ‘‘freedom will
not survive, peace will not be kept, un-
less a very large majority of mankind
unite together to defend them.”

We were united on September 11. Let
us unite today. Let us support the In-
telligence authorization bill. Let us do
it because it is the right thing to do.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, it is
my pleasure to yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. BOSWELL),
ranking member of the Subcommittee
on Human Intelligence, Analysis, and
Counterintelligence.

(Mr. BOSWELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOSWELL. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for the time.

I thank the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. Goss) for his hard work. I agree
with some things that have been said
about the gentleman’s good work. I ac-
tually thought, and I do not say this in
anything but a gentleman’s way, I
thought he would accept our idea to
fully fund counterterrorism. He sur-
prised me, but I still do not take away
from his good work, and I want him to
understand that.

But the debate over the Intelligence
authorization bill this year has been a
hard fight. There are some serious dis-
agreements about what the best bill to
protect the American people ought to
look like.

I believe this bill has not gone far
enough to strengthen intelligence and
strengthen oversight.

We, in this House and on the Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence,
have not shied away from standing
strong and debating these issues head-
on. I believe what the American people
deserve is our best effort to support
what we believe is right.

A lot of good work has gone into the
bill. As the ranking Democrat on the
Subcommittee on Human Intelligence,
Analysis, and Counterintelligence, I
am glad to see funding and support for
analysis.

As we have reviewed the intelligence
on Iraq’s WMD, it has become clear to
us that analysis did not have the abil-
ity to examine the reliability of
sources. It now appears, for example,
that all four sources that Secretary
Powell relied upon to describe Iraq’s
mobile bioweapons facilities were not
solid. I hope that this bill’s support
will improve the quality of analysis so
that a future Secretary of State has
better intelligence at his or her dis-
posal.

I am also pleased to see investment
in long-term HUMINT needs, the hiring
and training of new case officers. The
demands of the counterterrorism cam-
paign have been great and the intel-
ligence agencies have worked hard to
meet those demands, but the war in
Iraq has stretched our resources. Ac-
cording to The Washington Post, one of
the largest intelligence efforts since
the Vietnam War is under way there.

I am concerned that the demands
Iraq has placed on our intelligence re-
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sources have left large parts of the
world alarmingly undercovered.

While this bill makes long-term in-
vestments, the bill falls short on ad-
dressing some of the most urgent
needs. This bill only provides one-third
of the additional funds the intelligence
agencies say that they need to fight
terrorism.

The President will not send the rest
of the funding request to Congress
until after the election, at the same
time that he is urgently warning of a
possible terrorist attack before the
election. To me, this state of affairs is
unacceptable.

I say to my good friends and col-
leagues here today, What should the
American people expect us to do? They
expect us to do what is right to provide
them safety through funding
counterterrorism. I hope the President
will send this supplemental funding re-
quest to Congress before then so we can
get on with the business of protecting
the American people.

I had hoped that this bill would have
been stronger, stronger in its support
to the dedicated men and women of the
intelligence community, and I look for-
ward to working with my colleagues to
improve it as we go through the con-
ference.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I would say
to the distinguished gentleman in the
well who just finished that I would
have been pleased to have the oppor-
tunity to try and work out his amend-
ment if we had seen it ahead of time
before committee.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the distinguished gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. COLLINS).
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Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Florida (Chairman
Go0ss) for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the Intelligence Authorization
Act for the next fiscal year. Yes, we are
at war. We are at war and a different
kind of war than we have seen before.
We are at war with an enemy who has
no identity, who has no uniform and
has no country. And I agree with the
statement that was made earlier. I see
no end in sight for this war. But, Mr.
Chairman, I also see no end to the
funding in sight for the intelligence
community who does such a good job of
providing us with wvaluable informa-
tion.

The President said it right at the po-
dium there just past February when he
said we are a Nation of many respon-
sibilities, but the primary responsi-
bility of this country and this govern-
ment is the safety of the American peo-
ple. We are discussing the authoriza-
tion for funding, funding that was
passed yesterday in the defense appro-
priation bill. We disagree on the fund-
ing levels, yes. We also disagree on
whether or not we should create a new
bureaucracy, a new level of bureauc-
racy to head up what I call a super spy
organization for the intelligence com-
munity.
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But as we move forward with the
changes that are being made today
over at the CIA with the retirement of
Director George Tenet, we need to also
keep in sight those who are doing the
job and make sure that they have the
funds and the funds that would be
available under this authorization to
perform their duties.

We will debate the differences, the
differences we have based on the dif-
ferent political parties, the different
philosophy, and then we will vote on
those differences later on in this proc-
ess, but I urge those on both sides of
the aisle that when it comes to the
final passage of this authorization, we
should all vote yes. We should vote to
support those who are in harm’s way
gathering information so that we will
have the correct information, as best
as possible, to fight the war on ter-
rorism and protect the American peo-
ple.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I would
point out to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Chairman Goss) that our amend-
ments were shared in advance and our
views on budgeting by supplemental
have been known for years and are
shared by the majority.

Mr. Chairman, it is my pleasure to
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. PETERSON), a coura-
geous member of our committee.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, here in general debate, I feel
it is necessary to repeat what I said
earlier for the sake of colleagues who
may be listening in their offices before
they come down here to vote.

This authorization bill has a lot of
good things in it, and I want to com-
mend the gentleman from Florida
(Chairman Goss) and the ranking
member, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. HARMAN) and my colleagues
for the work that they have put to-
gether in this bill. And to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Chairman GOSS),
I want to say that this Member will
miss you when you are gone next year,
and we appreciate your leadership.

But this bill just is not strong
enough. It does not fully authorize
funds for the intelligence community’s
key counterterrorism operations. It au-
thorizes less than a third of the funds
that the intelligence agency needs for
key counterterrorism operations next
year, and that is just not the right
thing to do when the Nation is under
threat from terrorism.

The administration has said that
they are going to send down another
supplemental request next year, but
there is ample evidence that al Qaeda
is plotting to strike us again this year,
next year and into the future.

This bill leaves 3 to 4 months open
funding before a supplemental bill can
get through this Congress. If there is
another terrorist attack, do we want
the next 9/11 commission to find that
the Congress failed in our duty to fully
authorize funding for counter-
terrorism? I think not.

In the Permanent Select Committee
on Intelligence, we sit up there for
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hours listening to the different agen-
cies tell us how critical it is for these
funds to be authorized. They roundly
criticize the practice of funding them
on recurring supplementals. Supple-
mentals prevent them from planning
effectively. They prevent us from doing
adequate oversight. They have to rob
Peter to pay Paul while we wait for
these additional funds to arrive, and
they will probably not receive those
funds until sometime next year, in
April or May, and as I said, it is going
to leave 3 or 4 months open.

Supplementals have also been round-
ly criticized on our committee by a bi-
partisan membership in the com-
mittee. The agencies have indicated
with some precision that additional
funds that they will need in the coming
year, what they are, and we have ad-
dressed that.

So the question before the Congress
is quite simple. Do we want to fully au-
thorize funds for the intelligence com-
munity’s counterterrorism require-
ments, or do we not? As it stands now,
the majority answer to that question is
no, and I think we need a stronger bill.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, could I in-
quire the status of the time on both
sides?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). The gentleman from Florida
(Mr. Goss) has 12 minutes remaining.
The gentlewoman from California (Ms.
HARMAN) has 15% minutes remaining.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. CRAMER), a dedicated mem-
ber of our committee, who is ranking
member on the Subcommittee on Tech-
nical and Tactical Intelligence.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. HARMAN), and I want to say
to the gentleman from Florida (Chair-
man GoSS) that I have enjoyed his
service on this committee. And even
though we have had strong differences
here at the very end, we have enjoyed
his dedication to these issues and we
will miss him.

To the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. HARMAN), of course, I count on
your leadership and your dedication to
the field as well.

Mr. Chairman, I am the ranking
member of the Subcommittee on Tech-
nical and Tactical Intelligence, and I
served with the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. HOEKSTRA) on the other side
of the aisle. And we have had another
good year as well, and despite my dif-
ferences over the counterterrorism
funding, I want to talk about positive
aspects of this bill that I do support.

In addition to the investments in
human intelligence and language
skills, the bill strengthens our Nation’s
tactical and technical collection and
analytical capabilities.

I am proud to say that H.R. 4548 ad-
vances the analytical efforts at the
Missile and Space Intelligence Center,
known as MSIC, which is in Huntsville,
Alabama, my Congressional district.

MSIC works to assess the capabilities
of surface-to-air missiles that continue
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to be proliferated across the globe by
illicit arms traffickers and terrorist
groups threatening both military and
civilian aircraft. And those men and
women there at MSIC work very hard
to make sure that we are right on the
edge of analyzing that material, and we
provide them the skills and the tools
and the funding to do that with.

At this time, also I want to thank my
colleague from the Alabama delega-
tion, the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
EVERETT) who is also on this select
committee. He looks after Alabama’s
involvement through the Missile and
Space Intelligence Center through
those good people there that work on
those issues, and we in north Alabama
thank our lower Alabama native for his
dedication and support there as well.

But we will continue with this effort
to make sure that we give the field the
tools that they need to do the work
that they should be able to do. A better
understanding of the threat capability
is needed, and this is a bill that pro-
vides for that as well.

So all in all, I think this is a good
bill, and in spite of my strong feelings
that we should have fully funded
counterterrorism, there are strengths
in this bill.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2% minutes to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. ESHO0O).

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished ranking member for
her leadership in the committee, and to
the chairman of the full committee,
who has given much for this country,
both in service and in representing his
congressional district, as well as this
committee, I salute him, and we all sa-
lute him for it.

To the gentleman from Nebraska
(Mr. BEREUTER), who will be leaving
the House of Representatives, I salute
him as well for his wonderful service on
the House Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence.

Mr. Chairman, last week was really
quite an extraordinary week for those
of us who serve on the House Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence.
Breaking with past precedent, all com-
mittee Democrats voted against the in-
telligence authorization bill in the
committee markup. And there was one
primary reason for that, and that is
that counterterrorism is underfunded
significantly, by two-thirds, in this au-
thorization bill.

I have said more than once you can-
not have a 100 percent commitment to
counterterrorism and the global war on
terrorism if you are only going to fund
it by 33 percent.

We have failed, I believe, to do every-
thing we can to strengthen the over-
sight. Truth is the oxygen of democ-
racy, and it is the responsibility of
members of the House Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence to pur-
sue the truth through strong oversight.

We offered amendments to fully fund
the intelligence community’s counter-
intelligence operations, and we offered
amendments in the committee to
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strengthen oversight. They were re-
jected by the majority. I offered the
amendment at getting the straight
story on the Defense Department’s re-
lationship with a man by the name of
Ahmad Chalabi.

I want to know why the Department
invested so much political and finan-
cial capital in a man with such a
checkered past. The CIA terminated its
relationship with him because it found
him to be unreliable. The State Depart-
ment could not account for how he was
spending U.S. Government funds. And
despite the obvious warning signs, the
Defense Department could not wait to
give him more money. Now we are find-
ing out that Mr. Chalabi’s organization
may have fed the intelligence commu-
nity misleading or fabricated informa-
tion on Iraq’s weapons of mass destruc-
tion. He may have been instrumental
in persuading the administration that
the Iraqi people would welcome U.S.
soldiers with open arms, rather than
improvised explosive devices.

That is why we have come to the
floor. That is why we have come to the
floor with our objections. Bipartisan-
ship means that people come together.
It does not mean that one side stands
and says, you have to meet us 100 per-
cent in order to make it bipartisan. We
should be able to agree on the money
for counterterrorism and for stronger
oversight.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. LAHOOD), the distin-
guished chairman of the Subcommittee
on Terrorism and Homeland Security.

(Mr. LAHOOD asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Chairman, let me
add to what I said in the rule about the
chairman. No one in this House, for the
last 10 years, has done more for the in-
telligence community, for the people
who work in the intelligence commu-
nity than the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. Goss). No one has.

As a former CIA agent, he came to
the House with the kind of experience
that I think most of us would relish,
and he took it to the Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence and has
done an extraordinary job. Now, does
anybody believe that somebody like
Porter Goss is going to sell short the
intelligence community; is going to
sell short the men and women who
work in dark places in the world? It is
not even believable.

He has been working at it for 10 years
as a member of the committee, 8 years
as the chairman, and he served as an
officer of the CIA. This is nonsense for
you to be coming to the floor trying to
persuade people, the American people
or Members of the House, that the
chairman of the committee is going to
sell short the CIA. Baloney. Do not be-
lieve it. If you are watching this on C-
SPAN, do not believe it.

This guy has been committed to this
stuff his whole life. You think he is
going to take the committee down this
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primrose path? Of course, he is not. So
do not come here with your charts and
do not come here with your staged
speeches and try and diminish the
work this fellow has been doing on be-
half of people all over this world to col-
lect intelligence and do a good job.

No better person here in this House
to talk about intelligence and funding
it and making sure that we have the
money to do it than PORTER GOSS. And
we thank him for his service. Thank
God he was the Chair of the committee
when 9/11 happened.

And for people who come to the floor
and have voted against opportunities
to fund defense and to fund counter-
intelligence, really, to me, you have no
standing here when you come down
here and say we are selling it short.
You know it is baloney. You know it is
not factual. And you know that the
American people are not going to buy
it. This guy is not going to sell the in-
telligence community short.

Bipartisanship ended this year, but it
started last year with a document in
the other body, where a whole game
plan was laid out where the Democrats
were going to try to diminish this ad-
ministration and use the intelligence
community to do it. That is not right.
It is not fair to people who work hard
in this business, who spend their ca-
reers trying to find people who want to
do harm to America. But that is the
way it is. That is what happens around
here.

And you have fallen into this trap
where your leadership has decided they
are going to use the intelligence com-
munity to try to diminish the work of
people who work hard, for no good rea-
son except for political gain. You know
what? People in the House are not
going to buy it.

I say support the bill. It is a good
bill. It is a bill that was drafted in a
way that will help the intelligence
community do the hard work that
needs to be done.
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It will provide the funding that needs
to be provided, and it is a tribute to
the chairman of the committee. This is
his last bill. And for those of my col-
leagues to stand on the floor and di-
minish that, I think is wrong.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. HOLT), a reasonably recent
and very dedicated member of our com-
mittee.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, there are a
few good features in this bill. For ex-
ample, the bill supports the State De-
partment’s Bureau of Intelligence and
Research funding request and provides
additional funding for enhanced train-
ing of State Department intelligence
activities. Following my request last
year when my amendments with regard
to foreign language instruction were
rejected and the leadership assured me
that we would take care of it this year,
I worked closely with the gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER) on a
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number of important provisions. I am
pleased to acknowledge the work that
he did. Nearly $29 million of the $33
million in language programs that we
find in this bill were what I had specifi-
cally recommended or even written.
They will do a number of things to im-
prove our proficiency in critical lan-
guages.

But I am very disappointed in a num-
ber of failures. There was a common-
sense amendment I offered to provide
foreign language instruction for stu-
dents of science and engineering at
American universities. It was a simple
idea. We need it. It was voted down on
party lines. But the fundamental prob-
lem, and this is what we keep coming
back to today, all the world knows
that there have been some major intel-
ligence failures. We read it in the
world’s press. In fact, too often we read
about these things in the world’s press
a day or two after critical people have
come before our committee and failed
to tell us what we need to know in
order to exert oversight.

The reason we are talking about the
underfunding here is because the ap-
proach that the administration is tak-
ing, the approach that the leadership
here is endorsing is funding by supple-
mental appropriations. It removes the
oversight process. A large fraction of
the funding for counterterrorism is
now removed from the oversight proc-
ess, and it compromises the work of
this committee, it compromises the
work of this Congress, and it results in
a fundamentally flawed authorization
bill.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA),
who is the chairman of our Sub-
committee on Technical and Tactical
Intelligence but was also on probably
the most recent delegation back from
Iraq, and I appreciate the extra effort
that he and his colleagues made.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 4548, the Intelligence Au-
thorization Act. I am disappointed by
some of the rhetoric that we have
heard from the other side of the aisle
today. The last speaker on the other
side of the aisle referenced the unwill-
ingness of the committee to accept an
amendment. The problem is, there are
other committees in this House that
have jurisdiction. I have similar bills
in the Committee on Education and the
Workforce. The Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence accepted a
significant portion of what the gen-
tleman from New Jersey presented. We
accepted it. The Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce passed on ju-
risdiction, meaning that even though
we have responsibility to review it, we
respect the leadership of the chairman
of the committee, we respected the
work of the members of this com-
mittee, and we respected and realized
how important it was to get that done.
So we passed on it and we said, let the
intelligence bill carry this forward.
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But when it comes to the little
amendment, there is no thank you, no
thank you to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce for passing
the majority of what this individual
wanted and letting it go without juris-
diction.

What I have learned out of this proc-
ess is that perhaps the next time the
gentleman from New Jersey proposes
an amendment, we maybe accept the
amendment with a realization that
says the committee of jurisdiction also
ought to have the process and also
ought to have the opportunity to re-
view.

This chairman has led the committee
graciously and effectively for a long
period of time. Members on the other
side of the aisle are talking about fund-
ing. When they had the opportunity to
fund the intelligence community ear-
lier this year, the majority of the mi-
nority said, No, we are not going to
give the intelligence community the
money that they need. Thankfully, the
will of the House went in the other di-
rection.

What has happened in this process is
a breakdown in bipartisanship. It has
characterized this committee for as
long as it has been on the Hill. I hope
that as we move forward, as we move
through conference we can come back
to a bipartisan approach that the men
and women in the field look to each
and every day. They want to know that
the people here in Washington and the
people around the country support the
effort.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I com-
mend the last speaker for his sincere
efforts at bipartisanship.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
RUPPERSBERGER), our rookie on the
committee.

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Chair-
man, first I think I do have to respond
to some of the comments made from
the colleagues on the other side of the
aisle. I do respect each and every mem-
ber of this committee, and this com-
mittee should be bipartisan, and our
goal is U.S.A. first. I think some of the
comments that were made have to be
addressed.

First, there is a lot of respect for our
chairman, the gentleman from Florida.
This is not about a personal attack on
the gentleman from Florida. I respect
the gentleman from Florida. I respect
what he has done as it relates to the
intelligence community throughout his
career. He has done a great job. How-
ever, I was elected to come to the Halls
and the floor of Congress to debate
issues. It seems to me that the major-
ity thinks that if we disagree on an
issue that we are being unpatriotic.
That is just not so. We disagree on one
major issue and that is the major issue
of the funding of counterterrorism.
That is what the issue is here today.

My comments are basically about
NSA. I happen to represent Maryland’s
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Second Congressional District. NSA is
located in my district. I want to ac-
knowledge General Hayden and all the
members of NSA both in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan and throughout the world
that do a superb job. Unfortunately,
the American people should know more
about what they do, but we cannot
really talk about that.

The bill also makes some reductions
in several NSA programs that I believe
are too deep. All of the affected pro-
grams are essential to NSA’s overall
technology modernization program,
which is key to the future success of
the agency. I hope that these reduc-
tions will be addressed in conference
with the Senate.

Congress last year transferred the
authority to review and approve NSA’s
acquisitions programs to the Under
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition in
the Defense Department. NSA and the
Under Secretary are faithfully imple-
menting this direction, and NSA is, in
my judgment, making good progress in
restoring confidence in its acquisition
management capabilities.

I want to express again my apprecia-
tion to the gentleman from Florida. He
is an honorable man. He has done a
great job. We have a disagreement on
an issue. Again, I ask the majority to
understand, because we disagree does
not mean we are being political. It
means that we think this is in the best
interests of the United States of Amer-
ica and its national security.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. LEE).

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I rise to en-
gage in a colloquy with the gentle-
woman from California, the ranking
member of the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence.

I want to thank the gentlewoman for
her steady leadership on so many
issues that are very, very grave related
to our national security. Let me just
say that I appreciate this opportunity
to discuss an issue very briefly that is
of great importance, that is, ensuring
that our Federal intelligence dollars
are not used to support groups or indi-
viduals engaged in efforts to overthrow
democratically elected governments.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. LEE. I yield to the gentlewoman
from California.

Ms. HARMAN. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding. I want to assure
her that I understand and fully support
the general principle reflected in her
point and appreciate her intention in
raising this issue. I also want to assure
the gentlewoman that, as this bill
moves forward, we will be mindful of
the issue and will try to be helpful.

Ms. LEE. I thank the gentlewoman
for her attention to this issue. I look
forward to working with her.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM), a member of our com-
mittee who is probably better known
as a world-class pilot.
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Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I thank the
chairman for yielding time. I am just
an old man today.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to invoke
two names: JACK MURTHA and IKE
SKELTON. If you watched the defense
bill go through here, both in authoriza-
tion and appropriations, those gentle-
men do not care who is President or
who has the majority. They fight
tooth, hook and nail for the military,
for intelligence, and this Nation. I al-
ways felt that this committee that I
serve on did the same thing, until, as it
has been mentioned, last year, unfortu-
nately in election year politics, the
Democrat leadership has forced, I
think, or at least led some of the more
thoughtful members to be partisan.
That is the saddest thing.

In the rule, I talked about the gentle-
woman from California. During Ronald
Reagan’s burial, I had tears in my eyes.
I could not hold them back. She
reached over and took my hand to con-
sole me, patted my hand and said,
“Duke, isn’t it good to be friends?” I
would tell the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia, we are good friends and the
members on the committee I hunt and
fish with, a lot of them. Some of the la-
dies I do not.

What is so disappointing, and I tell
my friends on the other side, we could
do this just like IKE SKELTON and JACK
MURTHA and after sitting in the com-
mittee for several hours and watching
the intentional partisanship, intent
just to hurt the President, even though
you know there were a couple of those
amendments that I wanted to vote for,
but there was no way I was going to
vote for them after that and that is
sad. I think that we can do better in
this committee. We will have dinner
together. We will hunt, we will fish,
and we will cry together; but I just
think it is sad at this.

PORTER GOSs is the finest chairman
in defense that I have ever seen in 14
years. His experience at CIA and on
this committee, sometimes during the
committee I get upset, but the gen-
tleman from Florida is levelheaded,
sits there and meets with the ranking
member and tries to work through
these bills in a very bipartisan way. 1
think we do ourselves a disservice
today in some cases.

I ask Members to vote for this bill.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. EVERETT).

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of H.R. 4548. Am I the
only one that finds it odd that my col-
leagues from the other side are in the
position of saying, ““Well, you know, I
voted for this thing before I voted
against it”’? Every one of them voted
for it yesterday in the Defense appro-
priations bill.

Nevertheless, I am proud to serve as
a member of this Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence, and it is a
distinct privilege to serve as a cCross-
over member on the House Committee
on Armed Services. This bill takes the
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lead in defense intelligence and fully
supports the Secretary of Defense and
his initiatives to transform the Depart-
ment for the future. I think we have a
large, but responsible, spending plan
here, including the contingent emer-
gency reserve fund; and the challenge
will be to integrate these initiatives
into baseline efforts for the purpose of
fighting terrorism.

0 1745

Mr. Chairman, I am disappointed,
sincerely disappointed, that my friends
on the other side did vote against this
bill in committee. It is a sad departure
from what we normally do in that com-
mittee. But it is a good bill. It properly
supports intelligence.

I will submit my entire statement at
this time in the RECORD.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in support of H.R.
4548. | am proud to serve as a member of the
Intelligence Committee, and it is a distinct
privilege to serve as a crossover-Member on
the House Armed Services Committee. |
would like to commend the Chairman, Mr.
Goss, for bringing this bill to the floor at a time
when it is needed most in our country’s his-
tory.

H.R. 4548 addresses a critical need for the
Intelligence Community and the Department of
Defense’s architectural strategy, integration,
and information sharing among classic intel-
ligence activities (like SIGINT and IMINT) and
innovative or dynamic disciplines such as
Measurement and Signatures Intelligence
(MASINT), and Human Intelligence (HUMINT)
that is being increasingly relied on, in our cur-
rent global conflicts.

This bill takes the lead in Defense Intel-
ligence and fully supports the Secretary of De-
fense and his initiatives to transform the De-
partment for the future. | think we have a
large, but responsible spending plan here, in-
cluding the Contingent Emergency Reserve
Fund, and the challenge will be to integrate
these initiatives into baseline efforts for the
fight against terrorism.

Mr. Chairman, | would however, also like to
express my sincere disappointment on the de-
cision of the minority Membership of the Com-
mittee not to vote for this bill. This is a bad de-
parture from the strong tradition of bipartisan
support for this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, | am pleased that this bill
properly supports the Intelligence Community,
and provides our best and first line of defense
for America. | urge my colleagues to support
H.R. 4548.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from California (Mr. HUNTER), who is
actually known as the chairman of the
House Committee on Armed Services,
and otherwise known as our colleague
and friend.

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

And let me just say that when we put
the defense bill together, put together
with bipartisan support, passed the
committee unanimously, we bolted on
$25 billion in supplemental for this
next year. 2.2 billion of that, after con-
sultation with the gentleman from
Florida (Chairman Go0sS), we put into
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the intel side which went into his intel
budget. That is only for a couple of
months. It was understood that was
just for a couple of months.

And I would say to the gentlewoman
who said we have underfunded
counterterrorism to hold on to her
horses because we have got a supple-
mental coming up for 2005, which will
have a large intel piece to it and she
will be tired of voting for intel in-
creases.

So there is no cut to the intel budget.
This was always intended to be a
bridge. And everybody, everybody, on
both sides of the aisle, we passed this
thing 60 to zero in the committee, an
overwhelmingly vote in the full House.
It was only be supposed to be for a cou-
ple of months at the end of this year so
our intel people and the people that
wear the uniform would have that
bridge in the winter months of this
year.

So I want to applaud the gentleman
for everything he has done. We did this
with total synchronization, total co-
ordination, and we have got a great
budget for the folks who carry out the
intel duties for this Nation.

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

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

(Ms. HARMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I would
point out to our last speaker that the
DOD appropriations bill is a $400 billion
bill, a small fraction of which is for in-
telligence. In my view, that is not the
place for this debate about fully fund-
ing counterterrorism intelligence. The
intelligence bill is where we should
make our stand. And I do appreciate
the gentleman from California’s (Mr.
HUNTER) clarification, as he just said,
that the additional counterterrorism
funding in his bill is only for a couple
of months.

That is the point we are trying to
make, Mr. Chairman. We all are patri-
ots. We all support the troops. We all
support our intelligence personnel. We
just think that the primary mission of
the intelligence community ought to
be funded in the base bill, the one we
are voting on today.

Mr. Chairman, the Intelligence Au-
thorization bill represents the culmina-
tion of many months of work by our
community to provide the intelligence
community with the resources it needs
to safeguard our national security. It
also presents an opportunity to lay
down important oversight markers so
that we can fulfill our constitutionally
mandated duty to provide oversight of
the intelligence community. The Intel-
ligence Committees were created for
precisely this reason, and if we simply
become a rubber stamp for the admin-
istration, then we might as well cease
to exist.

At the outset, let me commend our
diligent staff on both sides of the aisle
for their hard work and late nights,
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and let me commend all members of
our committee on both sides of the
aisle for their focus and dedication to
getting it right. Four of them, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Chairman GOSS),
the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BE-
REUTER), the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. BURR), and the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. COLLINS),
will leave us this year, and I wish them
fair winds. I also want to explain the
gentleman from Florida’s (Mr.
HASTINGS) absence. Our thoughts are
with him as he cares for his ailing
mother.

Mr. Chairman, this debate has been
very difficult, certainly for me. As ev-
eryone here knows, over five terms in
Congress, I have voted for every intel-
ligence authorization bill and every de-
fense authorization bill, and I have
often worked to try to plus-up amounts
in those bills. The brave men and
women of the intelligence community
rely on us. Without us, they cannot do
their job. I have traveled around the
world and visited with them, and their
bravery and courage speaks volumes
about how much they love this coun-
try.

For all of these reasons, I stand here
today with a heavy heart because I feel
that unfortunately and needlessly, this
bill could have and should have pro-
vided for stronger intelligence and
stronger oversight.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. HARMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I just
wanted to say to the gentlewoman the
reason we bolted on $25 billion, not $50
billion, not $75 billion, with a piece of
that being carried for her committee
was because we have a war in two thea-
tres which is ebbing and flowing. We
cannot see into the future. We may
need more money in January and Feb-
ruary than projected $50 billion or even
$75 billion. So I would just say to the
gentlewoman, there is plenty of money
for current operations. Nobody is being
short-changed in this year.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, if I could just re-
spond to the gentleman, and I would be
happy to yield again if I have any more
time if he wants to respond to what I
have to say, I appreciate that com-
ment, but mine is a bit different. I un-
derstand that we may not fully know
what we need. That is why we have
supplementals. But in this case we do
fully know what we need. We know
what the agencies in the intelligence
community need for counterterrorism
because they have told us, and the
amendments we wish had been in order
had an unclassified piece, which basi-

cally says we should fully fund
counterterrorism, and a classified
piece, where we carefully allocated

across the intelligence community all
the money these agencies have told us
they need. They told us it is hard to
plan for their year without knowing for
sure that they will get money.
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And the last point I want to make to
the gentleman, and I do appreciate
what he is saying, is that I do not
think we will pass another supple-
mental until sometime after the first
quarter of next year. We will be gear-
ing up in a new Congress, and if we pass
the supplemental in next March or
April, as I pointed out in my earlier re-
marks, we may have a gap in funding
counterterrorism just at the time when
we have the presidential inauguration
and the Super Bowl, and those are huge
events were maximum counterterror-
ism efforts are needed.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. HARMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, let me
just say to the gentlewoman that I too
have looked at requirements. And intel
requirements in those two war-fighting
theatres, Afghanistan and Iraq, are as
difficult for the intel experts to project
as it is for our defense experts, our peo-
ple who are leading uniformed troops,
and there is plenty of money to carry
this bridge. This is a bridge fund, and I
might say 60 out of 60 people, Repub-
licans and Democrats, agreed this was
a good number, and this had the $2.2
billion intel piece embedded in it when
we passed it. So I can just tell the gen-
tlewoman there is not going to be a
gap.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman’s
time has expired.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

First of all, I want to assure the gen-
tlewoman that I associate myself with
stronger intelligence. Her poster, I
think, is excellent, and I am delighted
that we all agree on that.

Second of all, I want to tell the gen-
tlewoman that I totally agree that the
form is not pretty. I do not like
supplementals either. We work with
what we have to work with. But the
substance, I think, came out as well as
it could. And I want to thank the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on Armed Services for reaching out to
help us with the bridge.

In a more direct answer to the gen-
tlewoman’s question a while ago about
what requests were, and I am going to
be very candid, these were the requests
we were working with. And they are
not for the whole year, but they are the
requests to deal with the war on terror.
And we actually come up with 32 per-
cent more than what the CIA re-
quested, 100 percent of what DIA re-
quested, 39 percent more than what
NSA requested, 88 percent more than
NRO, and 19 percent more than NGA.

So we are way ahead in bridging. But
obviously, her point is we have not
gone for a whole year, and we all un-
derstand that. The question is will
there be a short-change? And my an-
swer is no. And the problem I have
with her solution that she had pro-
posed, somewhat belatedly, if I may
say that, and I will come to that point
if I have time, is that authorized
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money without appropriated money be-
hind it is monopoly money, as we all
know, and that was part of the prob-
lem.

Now let me go to the gentleman from
Missouri’s (Mr. SKELTON) point, which I
think was a very poignant point and I
have huge regard for the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON), as we all
do: What happened this year? And the
answer is that normally we do work
out all of our differences before we
bring our bill out. We get them done in
committee. This year we are on a
schedule. I thought we had all our dif-
ferences worked out. I honestly did not
know we were going to have some of
these amendments that she came up
with until a couple of hours before the
meeting. I asked that they try to be
worked out. Apparently they were.

Normally we need more than 2 or 3
hours to work out something as impor-
tant as a budget. So I do not think
there is any bad intention. What I
think is that there is more work to be
done, and there will be an opportunity
between now and the conference.

I urge support for this bill because I
think it is a great place to go forward.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in
support of this important Intelligence Author-
ization, and | urge my colleagues to support it.

First of all, | want to congratulate PORTER
Goss not only for his work on this legislation,
but also for his distinguished career as a serv-
ant for the people.

Everyday, PORTER GOSS has come to work
with one thought in mind: How do | make this
country a better and safer place?

PORTER, we are going to miss you when
you leave this House.

| had hoped that the Minority would give you
the respect you deserve and work with you on
this bill.

Instead, they want to play politics.

| have to hand it to the Minority. They have
taken the strategy that the best defense is a
good offense to its extreme.

They have no defense when it comes to
their pathetic record on intelligence funding.
So they try to cloud the issue by saying that
we are not spending enough on intelligence.

What makes this strategy laughable is the
fact that just yesterday, House Democrats
voted overwhelmingly for intelligence funding
in the Defense Appropriations bill.

Yesterday, the funding was just right.
Today, they are simply shocked, shocked, that
we don’t spend enough.

Why the sudden change of heart? Politics,
of course. Pure politics.

Throughout the 1990’s, leading Democrats
offered amendment after amendment to slash
Intelligence funding. They offered amendment
after amendment in an effort to hamstring the
C.LLA. And the Clinton White House not only
ignored the Intelligence Community, they dis-
dained it. Bill Clinton himself rarely allowed the
CIA Director into the Oval Office.

Let’s not kid ourselves. The left wing of the
Democratic Party has a long tradition of hos-
tility to the C.I.A. They have never been com-
fortable with the world of intelligence gath-
ering.

Even after 9-11, many in the Minority have
sought to decimate intelligence funding. These
same Members who today claim the pending
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bill is inadequate, voted against emergency
supplemental intelligence funding last year.

For members of the Democratic Party to
come to the House floor and say that they
could do it better than PORTER GOSS is simply
not believable.

Mr. Chairman, our intelligence community
deserves better than partisan political stunts.

Without intelligence, we cannot win the war
on terror.

Intelligence funding helped bring to justice
Saddam Hussein and his evil sons, Qusay
and Uday. And it has assisted in the death of
or capture of 42 of the 55 most wanted crimi-
nals of the Saddam regime and of more than
2,700 Al-Qa’ida leaders and foot soldiers
around the globe.

Perhaps most important, in the United
States, nearly 200 suspected terrorist associ-
ates have been charged with crimes with the
help of quality intelligence information.

We are doing the right thing with this au-
thorization. Vote to make America safer. Vote
for this Intelligence Authorization.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in opposition to several aspects of
the legislation that we consider, H.R. 4548,
the Intelligence Authorization Act for FY 2005.
It is ridiculous that of eight quality amend-
ments offered at the Rules * * *.

The most important of the eight amend-
ments offered but not made in order, the Pe-
terson-Cramer-Boswell amendment, would
have fully funded the counterterrorism activi-
ties of the inteligence community at the
amount that the intelligence agencies have
suggested be requested. All nine Democrats
who serve on the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence voted unanimously to
support this amendment at its markup.

Mr. Chairman, without this important amend-
ment, our intelligence capabilities will be
handicapped. The outlays called for in the Pe-
terson-Cramer-Boswell amendment  would
have provided for additional oversight over in-
telligence, which is critical, especially in light
of the state of confusion that we see in this
Administration’s intelligence program.

Like President Bush’s request in his FY
2005 Budget, H.R. 4548 proposes to fund only
a small fraction of the intelligence agencies’
counterterrorism requirements. Only 20 per-
cent of the funding requirements for the CIA
Counterterrorism Center were called for in the
Bush Budget. The fact that the administration
then requested a supplemental allocation for
the first quarter of FY 2005 evidences the dire
need for these monies.

The intelligence community should not have
to rely on supplemental funding to carry out its
core functions! In the wake of 9/11 and new
episodes of terrorism violence almost daily, it
is not comforting to know that our intelligence
community is operating on supplemental
“crutches.” While this nation sits in a vulner-
able state, the Administration puts us on “ice”
until November elections. Very scary.

The CIA Counterterrorism Center has had to
wait for supplemental funding for 80 percent of
its requirements! Reports from the Houston
FBI's Field Intelligence Group (FIG), there
have been several reports that one of Hous-
ton’s major sources of vulnerability, either the
airports, the Port of Houston, or the nuclear
South Texas Project will be hit by al-Qaeda
“sleeper cells.” We need the most effective
counterterrorism resources available to pre-
vent such an occurrence. Waiting for supple-
mental funding will not keep our families safe,
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especially with upcoming events that would at-
tract a potential terrorist such as the Demo-
cratic and Republican National Conventions,
the November elections, and Independence
Day celebrations.

Mr. Chairman, it is important that, should
this legislation pass, the conferees address
the fact that less than one-third of what the in-
telligence agencies have suggested is pro-
vided in the proposal. Therefore, | would fully
support a motion to recommit for purpose of
incorporating the critical addition of outlays to
counterterrorism that are needed to secure our
homeland.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues to sup-
port a motion to recommit.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition
to this legislation. Though | certainly recognize
the legitimate national security role of our in-
telligence community, | have concerns about
this authorization and the questionable role
played by components of the intelligence com-
munity.

Specifically, | am concerned about our his-
tory of secret regime changes carried out by
our intelligence apparatus. More often than
not, we see many of the problems we face
today were created as a result of this unwise
practice of forcibly changing regimes in secret.

The stories of such activities are numerous.
In 1953 the CIA overthrew Mohammad
Mossadegh in Iran, installing the Shah as dic-
tator. This led to increasing anti-Americanism,
the overthrow of the Shah in 1979, the kidnap-
ping of Americans, the establishment of a
hardline Islamic regime hostile to the United
States. In the 1980s the United States pro-
vided covert support to Saddam Hussein’s
Iraq in its war with Iran. Ten years later the
United States went to war against Saddam
Hussein and then 11 years after that the
United States went to war again against
Saddam’s Irag. In the 1980s the United States
provided weapons and training to the Taliban
and what later became al-Qaeda in Afghani-
stan as they sought to overthrow the com-
munist government in power. Some 20 years
later, that same Taliban and Osama bin Laden
struck out against the United States. The
United States then went to war against that
Taliban government.

| am also concerned about the efficacy of
our intelligence community. The intelligence
budget seems to grow every year, but seldom
do my colleagues ask what exactly we are
getting for our constituents’ money. It may be
unfair that we only hear about the intelligence
community’s failures and shortcomings, but we
cannot help but be concerned over so many
such failures in recent years. Despite the tens
of bilions we spend on these myriad intel-
ligence agencies, it is impossible to ignore the
failure of the intelligence community to detect
and prevent the September 11, 2001 attacks.

Additionally, as we now see so clearly, our
intelligence community failed completely to ac-
curately assess the nature of the Iraqgi threat.
We were told of weapons of mass destruction
capable of reaching the United States. This
proved to be false. We were told of Irag’s rela-
tionship with al-Qaeda. This proved to be
false. The intelligence community relied heav-
ily—perhaps almost exclusively—on Iraqgi exile
and convicted criminal Ahmad Chalabi to pro-
vide intelligence on Iraq and most of it turned
out to be incorrect, perhaps intentionally mis-
leading. Now we are told that Chalabi and his
organization may have passed sensitive intel-
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ligence to Iran. We have read reports of secret
pseudo-agencies set up in the Pentagon and
elsewhere whose role appears to have been
to politicize intelligence in order to force pre-
determined conclusions. This does not serve
the American people well. These are all by
any measure grave failures, costing us incal-
culably in human lives and dollars. Yet from
what little we can know about this bill, the so-
lution is to fund more of the same. | would
hope that we might begin coming up with new
approaches to our intelligence needs.

| encourage my colleagues to reject this bill
and instead begin looking for new ways to
strengthen the legitimate functions of our intel-
ligence community so as to better protect the
borders and citizens of the United States.

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

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment
in the nature of a substitute printed in
the bill shall be considered as an origi-
nal bill for the purpose of amendment
and shall be considered read.

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute is as
follows:

H.R. 4548

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

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

the ‘‘Intelligence Authorization Act for Fiscal

Year 2005°.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

TITLE I—INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES

Sec. 101. Authorization of appropriations.

Sec. 102. Classified schedule of authorizations.

Sec. 103. Personnel ceiling adjustments.

Sec. 104. Intelligence Community Management
Account.

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

Sec. 201. Authorization of appropriations.

TITLE III—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 301. Increase in employee compensation
and benefits authorized by law.

Sec. 302. Restriction on conduct of intelligence
activities.

Sec. 303. Assistant Director of Central Intel-
ligence for Information Manage-
ment.

TITLE IV—CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE
AGENCY

Sec. 401. Permanent extension of Central Intel-
ligence Agency voluntary separa-
tion incentive program.

TITLE V—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES

Sec. 501. National Security Agency Emerging
Technologies Panel.

TITLE VI—EDUCATION
Subtitle A—National Security Education
Program

Sec. 601. Provision for annual funding.

Sec. 602. Modification of obligated service re-
quirements under the National Se-
curity Education Program.

Sec. 603. Improvements to the National Flag-
ship Language Initiative.

Sec. 604. Establishment of scholarship program
for English language studies for
heritage community citizens of the
United States within the National
Security Education Program.
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Subtitle B—Improvement in Intelligence
Community Foreign Language Skills

Sec. 611. Assistant Director of Central Intel-
ligence for Language and Edu-
cation.

Sec. 612. Requirement for foreign language pro-
ficiency for advancement to cer-
tain senior level positions in the
intelligence community.

Sec. 613. Advancement of foreign languages
critical to the intelligence commu-
nity.

Sec. 614. Pilot project for Civilian Linguist Re-
serve Corps.

Sec. 615. Codification of establishment of the
National Virtual Translation Cen-
ter.

Sec. 616. Report on recruitment and retention of
qualified instructors of the De-
fense Language Institute.

TITLE I—INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES

SEC. 101. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for fiscal year 2005 for the conduct of
the intelligence and intelligence-related activi-
ties of the following elements of the United
States Government:

(1) The Central Intelligence Agency.

(2) The Department of Defense.

(3) The Defense Intelligence Agency.

(4) The National Security Agency.

(5) The Department of the Army, the Depart-
ment of the Navy, and the Department of the
Air Force.

(6) The Department of State.

(7) The Department of the Treasury.

(8) The Department of Energy.

(9) The Department of Justice.

(10) The Federal Bureau of Investigation.

(11) The National Reconnaissance Office.

(12) The National Geospatial-Intelligence
Agency.

(13) The Coast Guard.

(14) The Department of Homeland Security.
SEC. 102. CLASSIFIED SCHEDULE OF AUTHORIZA-

TIONS.

(a) SPECIFICATIONS OF AMOUNTS AND PER-
SONNEL CEILINGS.—The amounts authorized to
be appropriated under section 101, and the au-
thorized personnel ceilings as of September 30,
2005, for the conduct of the intelligence and in-
telligence-related activities of the elements listed
in such section, are those specified in the classi-
fied Schedule of Authorizations prepared to ac-
company the bill H.R. 4548 of the One Hundred
Eighth Congress.

(b) AVAILABILITY OF CLASSIFIED SCHEDULE OF
AUTHORIZATIONS.—The Schedule of Authoriza-
tions shall be made available to the Committees
on Appropriations of the Senate and House of
Representatives and to the President. The Presi-
dent shall provide for suitable distribution of
the Schedule, or of appropriate portions of the
Schedule, within the executive branch.

SEC. 103. PERSONNEL CEILING ADJUSTMENTS.

(a) AUTHORITY FOR ADJUSTMENTS.—With the
approval of the Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, the Director of Central In-
telligence may authorize employment of civilian
personnel in excess of the number authorized for
fiscal year 2005 under section 102 when the Di-
rector of Central Intelligence determines that
such action is necessary to the performance of
important intelligence functions.

(b) NOTICE TO INTELLIGENCE COMMITTEES.—
The Director of Central Intelligence shall notify
promptly the Permanent Select Committee on In-
telligence of the House of Representatives and
the Select Committee on Intelligence of the Sen-
ate whenever the Director exercises the author-
ity granted by this section.

SEC. 104. INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY MANAGE-

MENT ACCOUNT.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated for the
Intelligence Community Management Account
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of the Director of Central Intelligence for fiscal
year 2005 the sum of $318,395,000. Within such
amount, funds identified in the classified Sched-
ule of Authorizations referred to in section
102(a) for advanced research and development
shall remain available until September 30, 2006.

(b) AUTHORIZED PERSONNEL LEVELS.—The ele-
ments within the Intelligence Community Man-
agement Account of the Director of Central In-
telligence are authorized 310 full-time personnel
as of September 30, 2005. Personnel serving in
such elements may be permanent employees of
the Intelligence Community Management Ac-
count or personnel detailed from other elements
of the United States Government.

(¢) CLASSIFIED AUTHORIZATIONS.—

(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—In
addition to amounts authorized to be appro-
priated for the Intelligence Community Manage-
ment Account by subsection (a), there are also
authoriced to be appropriated for the Intel-
ligence Community Management Account for
fiscal year 2005 such additional amounts as are
specified in the classified Schedule of Author-
ieations referred to in section 102(a). Such addi-
tional amounts for research and development
shall remain available until September 30, 2006.

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF PERSONNEL.—In addi-
tion to the personnel authorized by subsection
(b) for elements of the Intelligence Community
Management Account as of September 30, 2005,
there are also authorized such additional per-
sonnel for such elements as of that date as are
specified in the classified Schedule of Author-
ieations.

(d) REIMBURSEMENT.—Except as provided in
section 113 of the National Security Act of 1947
(50 U.S.C. 404n), during fiscal year 2005 any of-
ficer or employee of the United States or a mem-
ber of the Armed Forces who is detailed to the
staff of the Intelligence Community Manage-
ment Account from another element of the
United States Government shall be detailed on a
reimbursable basis, except that any such officer,
employee, or member may be detailed on a non-
reimbursable basis for a period of less than one
year for the performance of temporary functions
as required by the Director of Central Intel-
ligence.

(e) NATIONAL DRUG INTELLIGENCE CENTER.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Of the amount authorized to
be appropriated in subsection (a), $29,811,000
shall be available for the National Drug Intel-
ligence Center. Within such amount, funds pro-
vided for research, development, testing, and
evaluation purposes shall remain available until
September 30, 2006, and funds provided for pro-
curement purposes shall remain available until
September 30, 2007.

(2) TRANSFER OF FUNDS.—The Director of Cen-
tral Intelligence shall transfer to the Attorney
General funds available for the National Drug
Intelligence Center under paragraph (1). The
Attorney General shall utilize funds so trans-
ferred for the activities of the National Drug In-
telligence Center.

(3) LIMITATION.—Amounts available for the
National Drug Intelligence Center may not be
used in contravention of the provisions of sec-
tion 103(d)(1) of the National Security Act of
1947 (50 U.S.C. 403-3(d)(1)).

(4) AUTHORITY.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the Attorney General shall re-
tain full authority over the operations of the
National Drug Intelligence Center.

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

SEC. 201. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There is authoriced to be appropriated for the
Central Intelligence Agency Retirement and Dis-
ability Fund for fiscal year 2005 the sum of
$239,400,000.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

TITLE III—GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 301. INCREASE IN EMPLOYEE COMPENSA-
TION AND BENEFITS AUTHORIZED
BY LAW.

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

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

The authorization of appropriations by this
Act shall not be deemed to constitute authority
for the conduct of any intelligence activity
which is not otherwise authorized by the Con-
stitution or the laws of the United States.

SEC. 303. ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL IN-
TELLIGENCE FOR INFORMATION
MANAGEMENT.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF POSITION WITHIN THE
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTEL-
LIGENCE.—Subsection (e)(2) of section 102 of the
National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 403) is
amended—

(1) by striking subparagraph (G); and

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (F) the
following new subparagraph (G):

“(G) The Assistant Director of Central Intel-
ligence for Information Management.’’.

(b) DUTIES.—Section 102 of such Act (50
U.S.C. 403) is amended—

(1) by striking subsection (h); and

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

“(h) ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTEL-
LIGENCE FOR INFORMATION MANAGEMENT.—(1)
To assist the Director of Central Intelligence in
carrying out the Director’s responsibilities under
this Act, there shall be an Assistant Director of
Central Intelligence for Information Manage-
ment who shall be appointed by the President,
by and with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate. The Assistant Director of Central Intel-
ligence for Information Management is the chief
information officer of the intelligence commu-

nity.

“(2) Subject to the direction of the Director of
Central Intelligence, the Assistant Director of
Central Intelligence for Information Manage-
ment shall—

“(A) manage activities relating to the infor-
mation technology infrastructure and enterprise
architecture requirements of the intelligence
community;

““(B) have procurement approval authority
over all information technology items related to
the enterprise architectures of all intelligence
community components;

“(C) direct and manage all information tech-
nology-related procurement for the intelligence
community,; and

‘(D) ensure that all expenditures for informa-
tion technology and research and development
activities are consistent with the intelligence
community enterprise architecture and the
strategy of the Director of Central Intelligence
for such architecture.

“(3) An individual serving in the position of
Assistant Director of Central Intelligence for In-
formation Management may not, while so serv-
ing, serve as the chief information officer of any
other agency or department, or component
thereof, of the United States.”.

(c) REFERENCES.—Any reference to the Assist-
ant Director of Central Intelligence for Adminis-
tration in any law, regulation, document,
paper, or other record of the United States shall
be deemed to be a reference to the Assistant Di-
rector of Central Intelligence for Information
Management.

TITLE IV—CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE
AGENCY
SEC. 401. PERMANENT EXTENSION OF CENTRAL
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY VOLUNTARY
SEPARATION INCENTIVE PROGRAM.

(a) EXTENSION OF PROGRAM.—Section 2 of the
Central Intelligence Agency Voluntary Separa-
tion Pay Act (50 U.S.C. 403—4 note) is amended—
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(1) by striking subsection (f); and

(2) by redesignating subsections (g) and (h) as
subsections (f) and (g), respectively.

(b) TERMINATION OF FUNDS REMITTANCE RE-
QUIREMENT.—(1) Section 2 of such Act (50 U.S.C.
403—4 note) is further amended by striking sub-
section (i).

(2) Section 4(a)(2)(B)(ii) of the Federal Work-
force Restructuring Act of 1994 (5 U.S.C. 8331
note) is amended by striking ‘‘, or section 2 of
the Central Intelligence Agency Voluntary Sep-
aration Pay Act (Public Law 103-36; 107 Stat.
104)”.

TITLE V—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES
SEC. 501. NATIONAL SECURITY AGENCY EMERG-
ING TECHNOLOGIES PANEL.

The National Security Agency Act of 1959 (50
U.S.C. 402 note) is amended by adding at the
end the following new section:

“SEC. 19. (a) There is established the National
Security Agency Emerging Technologies Panel.
The panel is a standing panel of the National
Security Agency. The panel shall be appointed
by, and shall report directly to, the Director.

‘““(b) The National Security Agency Emerging
Technologies Panel shall study and assess, and
periodically advise the Director on, the re-
search, development, and application of existing
and emerging science and technology advances,
advances on encryption, and other topics.

‘““(c) The Federal Advisory Committee Act (5§
U.S.C. App.) shall not apply with respect to the
National Security Agency Emerging Tech-
nologies Panel.”.

TITLE VI—-EDUCATION

Subtitle A—National Security Education
Program
SEC. 601. PROVISION FOR ANNUAL FUNDING.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title VIII of the Intelligence
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1992 (Public
Law 102-183; 105 Stat. 1271), as amended by sec-
tion 311(c) of the Intelligence Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 1994 (Public Law 103-178; 107
Stat. 2037), is amended by adding at the end of
section 810 the following new subsection:

““(c) FUNDING FROM INTELLIGENCE COMMU-
NITY MANAGEMENT ACCOUNT FOR FISCAL YEARS
BEGINNING WITH FISCAL YEAR 2005.—In addi-
tion to amounts that may be made available to
the Secretary under the Fund for a fiscal year,
the Director of Central Intelligence shall trans-
fer to the Secretary from amounts appropriated
for the Intelligence Community Management
Account for each fiscal year, beginning with fis-
cal year 2005, $8,000,000, to carry out the schol-
arship, fellowship, and grant programs under
subparagraphs (4), (B), and (C), respectively, of
section 802(a)(1).”’.

() CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
802(a)(2) of such Act (50 U.S.C. 1902(a)(2)) is
amended in the matter preceding subparagraph
(4) by inserting “‘or from a transfer under sec-
tion 810(c)”’ after ‘‘National Security Education
Trust Fund’’.

SEC. 602. MODIFICATION OF OBLIGATED SERVICE
REQUIREMENTS UNDER THE NA-
TIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION PRO-
GRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b)(2) of section
802 of title VIII of the Intelligence Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 1992 (Public Law 102-
183; 105 Stat. 1273), as amended by section 925(a)
of the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2004 (Public Law 108-136; 117 Stat.
1578), is amended by striking subparagraphs (A)
and (B), and inserting the following:

““(A) in the case of a recipient of a scholar-
ship, as soon as practicable but in no case later
than three years after the completion by the re-
cipient of the study for which scholarship as-
sistance was provided under the program, the
recipient shall work for a period of one year—

“(i) in a national security position that the
Secretary certifies is appropriate to use the
unique language and region expertise acquired
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by the recipient pursuant to such study in the
Department of Defense, in any element of the
intelligence community, in the Department of
Homeland Security, or in the Department of
State; or

‘(i) in such a position in any other Federal
department or agency mot referred to in clause
(i) if the recipient demonstrates to the Secretary
that no position is available in a Federal de-
partment or agency specified in clause (i); or

‘““(B) in the case of a recipient of a fellowship,
as soon as practicable but in no case later than
two years after the completion by the recipient
of the study for which fellowship assistance was
provided under the program, the recipient shall
work for a period equal to the duration of as-
sistance provided under the program, but in no
case less than one year—

“(i) in a position described in subparagraph
(A)(i) that the Secretary certifies is appropriate
to use the unique language and region expertise
acquired by the recipient pursuant to such
study, or

““(ii) in such a position in any other Federal
department or agency mot referred to in clause
(i) if the recipient demonstrates to the Secretary
that no position is available in a Federal de-
partment or agency specified in clause (i); and’’.

(b) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of Defense
shall prescribe regulations to carry out the
amendment made by subsection (a). In pre-
scribing such regulations, the Secretary shall es-
tablish standards that recipients of scholarship
and fellowship assistance under the program
under such section 802 are required to dem-
onstrate to satisfy the requirement of a good
faith effort to gain employment as required
under subparagraphs (A) and (B) of subsection
(b)(2) of such section.

(c) APPLICABILITY.—(1) The amendment made
by subsection (a) shall apply with respect to
service agreements entered into under the David
L. Boren National Security Education Act of
1991 on or after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(2) The amendment made by subsection (a)
shall not affect the force, validity, or terms of
any service agreement entered into under the
David L. Boren National Security Education
Act of 1991 before the date of the enactment of
this Act that is in force as of that date.

SEC. 603. IMPROVEMENTS TO THE NATIONAL
FLAGSHIP LANGUAGE INITIATIVE.

(a) INCREASE IN ANNUAL FUNDING.—Title VIII
of the Intelligence Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 1992 (Public Law 102-183; 105 Stat. 1271),
as amended by section 311(c) of the Intelligence
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994 (Public
Law 103-178; 107 Stat. 2037) and by Ssection
333(b) of the Intelligence Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2003 (Public Law 107-306; 116 Stat.
2397), is amended by striking section 811 and in-
serting the following new section 811:

“SEC. 811. FUNDING FOR THE NATIONAL FLAG-
SHIP LANGUAGE INITIATIVE.

‘“(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR
FISCAL YEARS 2003 and 2004.—In addition to
amounts that may be made available to the Sec-
retary under the Fund for a fiscal year, there is
authoriced to be appropriated to the Secretary
for each fiscal year, beginning with fiscal year
2003, $10,000,000, to carry out the grant program
for the National Flagship Language Initiative
under section 802(a)(1)(D).

“(b) FUNDING FROM INTELLIGENCE COMMU-
NITY MANAGEMENT ACCOUNT FOR FISCAL YEARS
BEGINNING WITH FISCAL YEAR 2005.—In addi-
tion to amounts that may be made available to
the Secretary under the Fund for a fiscal year,
the Director of Central Intelligence shall trans-
fer to the Secretary from amounts appropriated
for the Intelligence Community Management
Account for each fiscal year, beginning with fis-
cal year 2005, $12,000,000, to carry out the grant
program for the National Flagship Language
Initiative under section 802(a)(1)(D).

“(c) AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATED
FUNDS.—Amounts made available under this
section shall remain available until expended.’’.
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(b) REQUIREMENT FOR EMPLOYMENT AGREE-
MENTS.—(1) Section 802(i) of the David L. Boren
National Security Education Act of 1991 (50
U.S.C. 1902(i)) is amended by adding at the end
the following new paragraph:

“(5)(A) In the case of an undergraduate or
graduate student that participates in training in
programs under paragraph (1), the student shall
enter into an agreement described in subsection
(b), other than such a student who has entered
into such an agreement pursuant to subpara-
graph (A)(ii) or (B)(ii) of section 802(a)(1).

“(B) In the case of an employee of an agency
or department of the Federal Government that
participates in training in programs under para-
graph (1), the employee shall agree in writing—

‘(i) to continue in the service of the agency or
department of the Federal Government employ-
ing the employee for the period of such training;

“‘(ii) to continue in the service of such agency
or department employing the employee following
completion of such training for a period of two
years for each year, or part of the year, of such
training;

““(iii) to reimburse the United States for the
total cost of such training (excluding the em-
ployee’s pay and allowances) provided to the
employee if, before the completion by the em-
ployee of the training, the employment of the
employee by the agency or department is termi-
nated due to misconduct by the employee or by
the employee voluntarily; and

“(iv) to reimburse the United States if, after
completing such training, the employment of the
employee by the agency or department is termi-
nated either by the agency or department due to
misconduct by the employee or by the employee
voluntarily, before the completion by the em-
ployee of the period of service required in clause
(ii), in an amount that bears the same ratio to
the total cost of the training (excluding the em-
ployee’s pay and allowances) provided to the
employee as the unserved portion of such period
of service bears to the total period of service
under clause (ii).

“(C) Subject to subparagraph (D), the obliga-
tion to reimburse the United States under an
agreement under subparagraph (A) is for all
purposes a debt owing the United States.

‘““‘D) The head of an element of the intel-
ligence community may release an employee, in
whole or in part, from the obligation to reim-
burse the United States under an agreement
under subparagraph (A) when, in the discretion
of the head of the element, the head of the ele-
ment determines that equity or the interests of
the United States so require.”’.

(2) The amendment made by paragraph (1)
shall apply to training that begins on or after
the date that is 90 days after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.

(c) INCREASE IN THE NUMBER OF PARTICI-
PATING EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS.—The Sec-
retary of Defense shall take such steps as the
Secretary determines will increase the number of
qualified educational institutions that receive
grants under the National Flagship Language
Initiative to establish, operate, or improve ac-
tivities designed to train students in programs in
a range of disciplines to achieve advanced levels
of proficiency in those foreign languages that
the Secretary identifies as being the most critical
in the interests of the national security of the
United States.

(d) CLARIFICATION OF AUTHORITY TO SUPPORT
STUDIES  ABROAD.—Educational  institutions
that receive grants under the National Flagship
Language Initiative may support students who
pursue total immersion foreign language studies
overseas of foreign languages that are critical to
the national security of the United States.

SEC. 604. ESTABLISHMENT OF SCHOLARSHIP
PROGRAM FOR ENGLISH LANGUAGE
STUDIES FOR HERITAGE COMMU-
NITY CITIZENS OF THE UNITED
STATES WITHIN THE NATIONAL SE-
CURITY EDUCATION PROGRAM.

(a) SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM FOR ENGLISH LAN-
GUAGE STUDIES FOR HERITAGE COMMUNITY CITI-
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ZENS OF THE UNITED STATES.—(1) Subsection
(a)(1) of section 802 of the David L. Boren Na-
tional Security Education Act of 1991 (50 U.S.C.
1902) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘“‘and’ at the end of subpara-
graph (C);

(B) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (D) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘“(E) awarding scholarships to students who—

““(i) are United States citizens who—

“(1) are native speakers (commonly referred to
as heritage community residents) of a foreign
language that is identified as critical to the na-
tional security interests of the United States
who should be actively recruited for employment
by Federal security agencies with a need for lin-
guists; and

‘““(11) are not proficient at a professional level
in the English language with respect to reading,
writing, and interpersonal skills required to
carry out the national security interests of the
United States, as determined by the Secretary,

to enable such students to pursue English lan-
guage studies at an institution of higher edu-
cation of the United States to attain proficiency
in those skills; and

‘“(ii) enter into an agreement to work in a na-
tional security position or work in the field of
education in the area of study for which the
scholarship was awarded in a similar manner
(as determined by the Secretary) as agreements
entered into pursuant to subsection (b)(2)(4).”.

(2) The matter following subsection (a)(2) of
such section is amended—

(A) in the first sentence, by inserting ‘‘or for
the scholarship program under paragraph
(1)(E)” after “under paragraph (1)(D) for the
National Flagship Language Initiative described
in subsection (i)”’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following: ‘‘For
the authorication of appropriations for the
scholarship program under paragraph (1)(E),
see section 812.”.

(3) Section 803(d)(4)(E) of such Act (50 U.S.C.
1903(d)(4)(E)) is amended by inserting before the
period the following: ‘“‘and section 802(a)(1)(E)
(relating to scholarship programs for advanced
English language studies by heritage community
residents)’’.

(b) FUNDING.—The David L. Boren National
Security Education Act of 1991 (50 U.S.C. 1901 et
seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new section:

“SEC. 812. FUNDING FOR SCHOLARSHIP PRO-
GRAM FOR CERTAIN HERITAGE COM-
MUNITY RESIDENTS.

“(a) FUNDING FROM INTELLIGENCE COMMU-
NITY MANAGEMENT ACCOUNT.—In addition to
amounts that may be made available to the Sec-
retary under the Fund for a fiscal year, the Di-
rector of Central Intelligence shall transfer to
the Secretary from amounts appropriated for the
Intelligence Community Management Account
for each fiscal year, beginning with fiscal year
2005, $4,000,000, to carry out the scholarship
programs for English language studies by cer-
tain heritage community residents under section
802(a)(1)(E).

““(b) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Amounts made
available under subsection (a) shall remain
available until expended.”’.

Subtitle B—Improvement in Intelligence
Commaunity Foreign Language Skills
SEC. 611. ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL IN-
TELLIGENCE FOR LANGUAGE AND
EDUCATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 102 of the National
Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 403) is amended—

(1) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

““(i) ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTEL-
LIGENCE FOR LANGUAGE AND EDUCATION.—(1) To
assist the Director of Central Intelligence in car-
rying out the Director’s responsibilities under
this Act, there shall be an Assistant Director of
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Central Intelligence for Language and Edu-
cation who shall be appointed by the President,
by and with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate.

‘““(2) The Assistant Director of Central Intel-
ligence for Language and Education shall carry
out the following duties:

“(A) Owverseeing and coordinating require-
ments for foreign language education and train-
ing of the intelligence community.

‘““(B) Establishing policy, standards, and pri-
orities relating to such requirements.

‘“(C) Identifying languages that are critical to
the capability of the intelligence community to
carry out national security activities of the
United States.

‘““(D) Monitoring the allocation of resources
for foreign language education and training in
order to ensure the requirements of the intel-
ligence community with respect to foreign lan-
guage proficiency are met.”’;

(2) in subsection (d)(2) by adding at the end
the following:

‘“(E) Through the Assistant Director of Cen-
tral Intelligence for Language and Education,
ensuring the foreign language education and
training requirements of the intelligence commu-
nity are met.”’; and

(3) in subsection (e)(2)—

(A) by redesignating subparagraph (H) as sub-
paragraph (I); and

(B) by inserting after subparagraph (G) the
following new subparagraph (H):

‘““(H) The Assistant Director of Central Intel-
ligence for Education and Language.’.

(b) REPORTS.—Not later than 1 year after the
date on which the Assistant Director of Central
Intelligence for Language and Education is first
appointed under section 102(i) of the National
Security Act of 1947, as added by subsection (a),
the Assistant Director shall submit to Congress
the following reports:

(1) A report that identifies—

(A) skills and processes involved in learning a
foreign language; and

(B) characteristics and teaching techniques
that are most effective in teaching foreign lan-
guages.

(2)(A) A report that identifies foreign lan-
guage heritage communities, particularly such
communities that include speakers of languages
that are critical to the national security of the
United States.

(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the
term ‘‘foreign language heritage community’’
means a community of residents or citizens of
the United States—

(i) who are native speakers of, or who have
fluency in, a foreign language; and

(ii) who should be actively recruited for em-
ployment by Federal security agencies with a
need for linguists.

(3) A report on—

(A4) the estimated cost of establishing a pro-
gram under which the heads of elements of the
intelligence community agree to repay employees
of the intelligence community for any student
loan taken out by that employee for the study of
foreign languages critical for the national secu-
rity of the United States; and

(B) the effectiveness of such a program in re-
cruiting and retaining highly qualified per-
sonnel in the intelligence community.

SEC. 612. REQUIREMENT FOR FOREIGN LAN-
GUAGE PROFICIENCY FOR ADVANCE-
MENT TO CERTAIN SENIOR LEVEL
POSITIONS IN THE INTELLIGENCE
COMMUNITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 104 of the National
Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 403—4) is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘(i) REQUIREMENT FOR FOREIGN LANGUAGE
PROFICIENCY FOR CERTAIN SENIOR LEVEL POSI-
TIONS IN THE CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY.—
(1) An individual may not be appointed to a po-
sition in the Senior Intelligence Service in the
Directorate of Intelligence or the Directorate of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Operations of the Central Intelligence Agency
unless the Director of Central Intelligence deter-
mines that the individual—

““(A) has been certified as having a profes-
sional speaking and reading proficiency in a
foreign language, such proficiency being at least
level 3 on the Interagency Language Round-
table Language Skills Level or commensurate
proficiency level on such other indicator of pro-
ficiency as the Director determines to be appro-
priate; and

““(B) is able to effectively communicate the
priorities of the United States and exercise in-
fluence in that foreign language.

““(2) The Director shall carry out this sub-
section through the Assistant Director of Cen-
tral Intelligence for Language and Education.’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subsection (i)
of section 102 of the National Security Act of
1947 (50 U.S.C. 403), as added by section 611(a),
is amended in paragraph (2) by adding at the
end the following new subparagraph:

‘“(E) Making determinations under section
104(i).”".

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply with respect to ap-
pointments made on or after the date that is one
year after the date of the enactment of this Act.

(d) REPORT ON EXCEPTIONS.—The Director of
Central Intelligence shall submit to Congress a
report that identifies positions within the Senior
Intelligence Service in the Directorate of Intel-
ligence or the Directorate of Operations of the
Central Intelligence Agency that should be ex-
empt from the requirements of section 104(i) of
the National Security Act of 1947, as added by
subsection (a), and that includes the rationale
for the exemption of each such position identi-
fied by the Director.

SEC. 613. ADVANCEMENT OF FOREIGN LAN-
GUAGES CRITICAL TO THE INTEL-
LIGENCE COMMUNITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title X of the National Se-
curity Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C.) is amended—

(1) by inserting before section 1001 (50 U.S.C.
441g) the following:

“Subtitle A—Science and Technology”;
and

(2) by adding at the end the following mew
subtitles:

“Subtitle B—Foreign Languages Program
“PROGRAM ON ADVANCEMENT OF FOREIGN LAN-

GUAGES CRITICAL TO THE INTELLIGENCE COM-

MUNITY

“SEC. 1011. (a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PRO-
GRAM.—The Secretary of Defense and the Direc-
tor of Central Intelligence may jointly establish
a program to advance foreign languages skills in
languages that are critical to the capability of
the intelligence community to carry out national
security activities of the United States (herein-
after in this subtitle referred to as the ‘Foreign
Languages Program’).

““(b) IDENTIFICATION OF REQUISITE ACTIONS.—
In order to carry out the Foreign Languages
Program, the Secretary of Defense and the Di-
rector of Central Intelligence shall jointly deter-
mine actions required to improve the education
of personnel in the intelligence community in
foreign languages that are critical to the capa-
bility of the intelligence community to carry out
national security activities of the United States
to meet the long-term intelligence meeds of the
United States.

“EDUCATION PARTNERSHIPS

“SEc. 1012. (a) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out
the Foreign Languages Program, the head of an
element of an intelligence community entity may
enter into one or more education partnership
agreements with educational institutions in the
United States in order to encourage and en-
hance the study of foreign languages that are
critical to the capability of the intelligence com-
munity to carry out national security activities
of the United States in educational institutions.

“(b) ASSISTANCE PROVIDED UNDER EDU-
CATIONAL PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENTS.—Under
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an educational partnership agreement entered
into with an educational institution pursuant to
this section, the head of an element of an intel-
ligence community entity may provide the fol-
lowing assistance to the educational institution:

‘(1) The loan of equipment and instructional
materials of the element of the intelligence com-
munity entity to the educational institution for
any purpose and duration that the head deter-
mines to be appropriate.

‘““(2) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law relating to transfers of surplus property, the
transfer to the educational institution of any
computer equipment, or other equipment, that
is—

“(4) commonly used by educational institu-
tions;

““(B) surplus to the needs of the entity; and

“(C) determined by the head of the element to
be appropriate for support of such agreement.

““(3) The provision of dedicated personnel to
the educational institution—

““(A) to teach courses in foreign languages
that are critical to the capability of the intel-
ligence community to carry out national secu-
rity activities of the United States; or

‘““(B) to assist in the development of such
courses and materials for the institution.

‘““(4) The involvement of faculty and students
of the educational institution in research
projects of the element of the intelligence com-
munity entity.

““(5) Cooperation with the educational institu-
tion in developing a program under which stu-
dents receive academic credit at the educational
institution for work on research projects of the
element of the intelligence community entity.

““(6) The provision of academic and career ad-
vice and assistance to students of the edu-
cational institution.

“(7) The provision of cash awards and other
items that the head of the element of the intel-
ligence community entity determines to be ap-
propriate.

“VOLUNTARY SERVICES

“SEC. 1013. (a) AUTHORITY TO ACCEPT SERV-
ICES.—Notwithstanding section 1342 of title 31,
United States Code, and subject to subsection
(b), the Foreign Languages Program under sec-
tion 1011 shall include authority for the head of
an element of an intelligence community entity
to accept from any individual who is dedicated
personnel (as defined in section 1016(3)) vol-
untary services in support of the activities au-
thorized by this subtitle.

““(b) REQUIREMENTS AND LIMITATIONS.—(1) In
accepting voluntary services from an individual
under subsection (a), the head of the element
shall—

““(A) supervise the individual to the same ex-
tent as the head of the element would supervise
a compensated employee of that element pro-
viding similar services; and

‘“(B) ensure that the individual is licensed,
privileged, has appropriate educational or expe-
riential credentials, or is otherwise qualified
under applicable law or regulations to provide
such services.

“(2) In accepting voluntary services from an
individual under subsection (a), the head of an
element of the intelligence community entity
may not—

“(A) place the individual in a policymaking
position, or other position performing inherently
government functions; or

‘““(B) except as provided in subsection (e), com-
pensate the individual for the provision of such
services.

“(c) AUTHORITY TO RECRUIT AND TRAIN INDI-
VIDUALS PROVIDING SERVICES.—The head of an
element of an intelligence community entity may
recruit and train individuals to provide vol-
untary services accepted under subsection (a).

““(d) STATUS OF INDIVIDUALS PROVIDING SERV-
ICES.—(1) Subject to paragraph (2), while pro-
viding voluntary services accepted under sub-
section (a) or receiving training under Ssub-
section (c), an individual shall be considered to
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be an employee of the Federal Government only
for purposes of the following provisions of law:

‘“(A) Subchapter I of chapter 81 of title 5,
United States Code (relating to compensation for
work-related injuries).

‘““(B) Section 552a of title 5, United States
Code (relating to maintenance of records on in-
dividuals).

“(C) Chapter 11 of title 18, United States Code
(relating to conflicts of interest).

“(2)(A) With respect to voluntary services ac-
cepted under paragraph (1) provided by an indi-
vidual that are within the scope of the services
so accepted, the individual is deemed to be a vol-
unteer of a governmental entity or nonprofit in-
stitution for purposes of the Volunteer Protec-
tion Act of 1997 (42 U.S.C. 14501 et seq.).

‘““(B) In the case of any claim against such an
individual with respect to the provision of such
services, section 4(d) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
14503(d)) shall not apply.

““(3) Acceptance of voluntary services under
this section shall have mno bearing on the
issuance or renewal of a security clearance.

‘“(e) COMPENSATION FOR WORK-RELATED INJU-
RIES.—For purposes of determining the com-
pensation for work-related injuries payable
under chapter 81 of title 5, United States Code,
to an individual providing voluntary services
accepted under subsection (a), the monthly pay
of the individual for such services is deemed to
be equal to the amount determined by multi-
plying—

‘(1) the average monthly number of hours
that the individual provided the services, by

“(2) the minimum wage determined in accord-
ance with section 6(a)(1) of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 206(a)(1)).

“(f) REIMBURSEMENT OF INCIDENTAL EX-
PENSES.—(1) The head of an element of the in-
telligence community entity may reimburse an
individual for incidental expenses incurred by
the individual in providing voluntary services
accepted under subsection (a). The head of an
element of the intelligence community entity
shall determine which expenses are eligible for
reimbursement under this subsection.

“(2) Reimbursement under paragraph (1) may
be made from appropriated or nonappropriated
funds.

“(9) AUTHORITY TO INSTALL EQUIPMENT.—(1)
The head of an element of the intelligence com-
munity may install telephone lines and any nec-
essary telecommunication equipment in the pri-
vate residences of individuals who provide vol-
untary services accepted under subsection (a).

““(2) The head of an element of the intelligence
community may pay the charges incurred for
the use of equipment installed under paragraph
(1) for authorized purposes.

“(3) Notwithstanding section 1348 of title 31,
United States Code, the head of an element of
the intelligence community entity may use ap-
propriated funds or monappropriated funds of
the element in carrying out this subsection.

“REGULATIONS

“SEC. 1014. (a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of
Defense and the Director of Central Intelligence
jointly shall promulgate regulations mecessary
to carry out the Foreign Languages Program
authorized under this subtitle.

‘““(b) ELEMENTS OF THE INTELLIGENCE COMMU-
NITY.—Each head of an element of an intel-
ligence community entity shall prescribe regula-
tions to carry out sections 1012 and 1013 with re-
spect to that element including the following:

‘““(1) Procedures to be utilized for the accept-
ance of voluntary services under section 1013.

““(2) Procedures and requirements relating to
the installation of equipment wunder section
1013(g).

““DEFINITIONS

“SEC. 1015. In this subtitle:

‘(1) The term ‘intelligence community entity’
means an agency, office, bureau, or element re-
ferred to in subparagraphs (B) through (K) of
section 3(4).
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“(2) The term ‘educational institution’
means—

“(A) a local educational agency (as that term
is defined in section 9101(26) of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
7801(26))),

“(B) an institution of higher education (as de-
fined in section 102 of the Higher Education Act
of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1002) other than institutions
referred to in subsection (a)(1)(C) of such sec-
tion), or

“(C) any other nonprofit institution that pro-
vides instruction of foreign languages in lan-
guages that are critical to the capability of the
intelligence community to carry out national se-
curity activities of the United States.

“(3) The term ‘dedicated personnel’ means em-
ployees of the intelligence community and pri-
vate citizens (including former civilian employ-
ees of the Federal Government who have been
voluntarily separated, and members of the
United States Armed Forces who have been hon-
orably discharged or generally discharged under
honorable circumstances, and rehired on a vol-
untary basis specifically to perform the activi-
ties authorized under this subtitle).

“Subtitle C—Additional Education Provisions

““ASSIGNMENT OF INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY
PERSONNEL AS LANGUAGE STUDENTS

“SEC. 1021. (a) IN GENERAL.—The Director of
Central Intelligence, acting through the heads
of the elements of the intelligence community,
may assign employees of such elements in ana-
lyst positions requiring foreign language exper-
tise as students at accredited professional, tech-
nical, or other institutions of higher education
for training at the graduate or undergraduate
level in foreign languages required for the con-
duct of duties and responsibilities of such posi-
tions.

“(b) AUTHORITY FOR REIMBURSEMENT OF
COSTS OF TUITION AND TRAINING.—(1) The Di-
rector may reimburse an employee assigned
under subsection (a) for the total cost of the
training described in subsection (a), including
costs of educational and supplementary reading
materials.

““(2) The authority under paragraph (1) shall
apply to employees who are assigned on a full-
time or part-time basis.

“(3) Reimbursement under paragraph (1) may
be made from appropriated or nonappropriated
funds.

“(c) RELATIONSHIP TO COMPENSATION AS AN
ANALYST.—Reimbursement under this section to
an employee who is an analyst is in addition to
any benefits, allowances, travels, or other com-
pensation the employee is entitled to by reason
of serving in such an analyst position.”’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of con-
tents for the National Security Act of 1947 is
amended by striking the item relating to section
1001 and inserting the following new items:

“Subtitle A—Science and Technology
“Sec. 1001. Scholarships and work-study for
pursuit of graduate degrees in
science and technology.
“Subtitle B—Foreign Languages Program
“Sec. 1011. Program on advancement of foreign
languages critical to the intel-
ligence community.
Education partnerships.
Voluntary services.
“Sec. 1014. Regulations.
“Sec. 1015. Definitions.
“Subtitle C—Additional Education Provisions

“Sec. 1021. Assignment of intelligence commu-
nity personnel as language Sstu-
dents.”’.

SEC. 614. PILOT PROJECT FOR CIVILIAN LIN-

GUIST RESERVE CORPS.

(a) PILOT PROJECT.—The Director of Central
Intelligence shall conduct a pilot project to es-
tablish a Civilian Linguist Reserve Corps com-
prised of United States citizens with advanced

“Sec.
“Sec.

1012.
1013.
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levels of proficiency in foreign languages who
would be available upon a call of the President
to perform such service or duties with respect to
such foreign languages in the Federal Govern-
ment as the President may specify.

(b) CoNDUCT OF PROJECT.—Taking into ac-
count the findings and recommendations con-
tained in the report required under section 325
of the Intelligence Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2003 (Public Law 107-306; 116 Stat. 2393),
in conducting the pilot project under subsection
(a) the Director of Central Intelligence shall—

(1) identify several foreign languages that are
critical for the national security of the United
States;

(2) identify United States citizens with ad-
vanced levels of proficiency in those foreign lan-
guages who would be available to perform the
services and duties referred to in subsection (a);
and

(3) implement a call for the performance of
such services and duties.

(c) DURATION OF PROJECT.—The pilot project
under subsection (a) shall be conducted for a
three-year period.

(d) AUTHORITY TO ENTER INTO CONTRACTS.—
The Director of Central Intelligence may enter
into contracts with appropriate agencies or enti-
ties to carry out the pilot project under sub-
section (a).

(e) REPORTS.—(1) The Director of Central In-
telligence shall submit to Congress an initial
and a final report on the pilot project conducted
under subsection (a).

(2) Each report required under paragraph (1)
shall contain information on the operation of
the pilot project, the success of the pilot project
in carrying out the objectives of the establish-
ment of a Civilian Linguist Reserve Corps, and
recommendations for the continuation or expan-
sion of the pilot project.

(3) The final report shall be submitted not
later than 6 months after the completion of the
project.

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to the
Director of Central Intelligence for each of fiscal
years 2005, 2006, and 2007 in order to carry out
the pilot project under subsection (a) such sums
as are specified in the classified Schedule of Au-
thorizations referred to section 102.

SEC. 615. CODIFICATION OF ESTABLISHMENT OF
THE NATIONAL VIRTUAL TRANS-
LATION CENTER.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title I of the National Secu-
rity Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 402 et seq.) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion:

“NATIONAL VIRTUAL TRANSLATION CENTER

“SEC. 119. (a) IN GENERAL.—There is an ele-
ment of the intelligence community known as
the National Virtual Translation Center under
the direction of the Director of Central Intel-
ligence.

‘““(b) FUNCTION.—The National Virtual Trans-
lation Center shall provide for timely and accu-
rate translations of foreign intelligence for all
other elements of the intelligence community.

“(c) FACILITATING ACCESS TO  TRANS-
LATIONS.—In order to minimize the need for a
central facility for the National Virtual Trans-
lation Center, the Center shall—

““(1) use state-of-the-art communications tech-
nology;

““(2) integrate existing translation capabilities
in the intelligence community; and

““(3) use remote-connection capacities.

‘““(d) USE OF SECURE FACILITIES.—Personnel of
the National Virtual Translation Center may
carry out duties of the Center at any location
that—

““(1) has been certified as a secure facility by
an agency or department of the United States;
and

““(2) the Director of Central Intelligence deter-
mines to be appropriate for such purpose.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sec-
tions for that Act is amended by inserting after
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the item relating to section 118 the following

new item:

“Sec. 119. National Virtual Translation Cen-
ter.”.

SEC. 616. REPORT ON RECRUITMENT AND RETEN-
TION OF QUALIFIED INSTRUCTORS
OF THE DEFENSE LANGUAGE INSTI-
TUTE.

(a) STUDY.—The Secretary of Defense shall
conduct a study on methods to improve the re-
cruitment and retention of qualified foreign lan-
guage instructors at the Foreign Language Cen-
ter of the Defense Language Institute. In con-
ducting the study, the Secretary shall consider,
in the case of a foreign language instructor who
is an alien, to expeditiously adjust the status of
the alien from a temporary status to that of an
alien lawfully admitted for permanent resi-
dence.

(b) REPORT.—(1) Not later than one year after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary of Defense shall submit to the appro-
priate congressional committees a report on the
study conducted under subsection (a), and shall
include in that report recommendations for such
changes in legislation and regulation as the Sec-
retary determines to be appropriate.

(2) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the term
“appropriate congressional committees’’ means
the following:

(A) The Select Committee on Intelligence and
the Committee on Armed Services of the Senate.

(B) The Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence and the Committee on Armed Services of
the House of Representatives.

The CHAIRMAN. No amendment to
the substitute is in order except the
amendments printed in House Report
108-561. Each amendment may be of-
fered only in the order printed in the
report, by a Member designated in the
report, shall be considered read, shall
be debatable for the time specified in
the report, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent of the amendment, shall not be
subject to amendment and shall not be
subject to be a demand for division of
the question.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 1 printed in House Report
108-561.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. GOSS

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

The Chairman. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. GOsSS:

In section 104(e)(1), strike ‘‘$29,811,000"’ and
insert ‘$37,811,000"".

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 686, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. Goss) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. GOSS).

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

The purpose of this amendment is
very simple. It restores the funding for
the National Drug Intelligence Center
to the levels contained in the Presi-
dent’s fiscal year 2005 budget request.
In fact, a number of actions were taken
in committee regarding NDIC this year
in response to an ongoing investigation
into activities there. This amendment
does nothing to affect these investiga-
tions that are ongoing in any way. It
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does not change in any reporting re-
quirements nor does it lift any fences
that were put in place. But what it
does do is it restores the authorization
level to include $8 million that had
been cut from the President’s fiscal
year 2005 budget request.

I am doing this to address the con-
cern that the cut might significantly
impact the important mission of the
National Drug Intelligence Center, and
the reason I have brought the amend-
ment forward is because I wanted to
have the distinguished gentleman from
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
(Mr. MURTHA), who I felt has actually
been the person who is most instru-
mental in this particular program,
have as much time as he wanted to ad-
dress this issue. I wanted to make sure
he had the opportunity.

In any event, I am assuming he
would support the amendment. In the
absence of knowing nothing beyond
that, T am going to suggest that this
amendment be adopted.

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

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I do
not oppose the amendment, but I ask
to control the time on this side.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
HARMAN) may control the time.

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Chairman, I support the Goss
amendment to restore the level of
funding requested for NDIC, the Na-
tional Drug Intelligence Center. I was
concerned to learn that these funds had
been cut, as have others for key sat-
ellite programs, and I am pleased that
the chairman has now decided to re-
store the level of funding the Center
needs to carry out its important coun-
ternarcotics mission. Hopefully we will
address other shortfalls that some on
our side have identified in the con-
ference.

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to
make an additional comment about a
subject the chairman raised at the end
of general debate, and that was when
he called additional budget authority
monopoly money. I certainly share his
view that we should appropriate the
funds that we authorize. That is why
this side wants to authorize additional
funds and then hopefully to get them
appropriated. I have spoken to the
highest levels of this administration
about my keen view that the amount
of money to fully fund counterterror-
ism for fiscal year 2005 is not so great.

O 1800

It is not a big budget buster, cer-
tainly not as big as many other re-
quests made by this administration.

I see the gentleman from California
(Mr. LEWIS) in the room, for whom I
have high regard. It would be my hope
that sometime soon, even perhaps in
the defense appropriations bill that
comes out of conference, we will in-
crease the funding for counterterror-
ism for fiscal year 2005.
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Mr. Chairman, I support the Goss
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, pending
the arrival of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA), if he is
able to be here, I would be very happy
to yield such time as he may consume
to the distinguished gentleman from
California (Mr. LEWIS), the man with
whom our committee works very close-
ly. He is the appropriator for our busi-
ness, and we are indeed indebted and
grateful for the kind attention and the
generosity that he bestows on the in-
telligence community.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman very much
for yielding, and I appreciate the com-
ments of the ranking member as well.

It was my privilege to serve on the
Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence for some years, and I have
great respect for the work you are
about.

I must say that while the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) and I
have discussed this amendment and I
know of his concerns and I am very
supportive of his concerns, in the
meantime, I really asked for the time
because I am a bit disconcerted about
what I sensed from the general debate
as I was watching it over C-SPAN from
my office.

There appears to be developing here a
level of kind of partisanship that I am
not used to seeing when we discuss in-
telligence. There is absolutely no ques-
tion that intelligence work does not
know a partisan divide, if things are
happening as they should, and to see
that developing in the committee is
most disconcerting to this Member.

Over the years, we all know that in-
telligence funding was way, way below
where it should be. The development of
that lack of funding took place as the
Congress some years ago was radically
reducing defense spending. In those
days, I used to say as defense spending
is coming down, intelligence spending
should go up, because the Commander-
in-Chief needs better and more infor-
mation at such a time, rather than
less.

In the meantime, there is little doubt
that during the 1990s, there were sig-
nificant impacts that were negatively
affecting our intelligence program-
ming. In recent years, we have seen a
movement in the other direction.

In the bill that came off the floor
yesterday, there was a reflection of all
of our concern. Indeed, within the base
bill, the appropriations for defense, we
spent more than was in the President’s
budget. And in the Committee’s action
on the amendment that came from the
administration for some $25 billion, we
provided substantial amounts of addi-
tional funding for intelligence work.

There is little doubt of the priority of
this president, this administration, in
making sure we have adequate funding,
and I feel very strongly that we should
know that especially the Commander-
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in-Chief does not see partisan value in
this work.

The committee is a great committee,
but there is a divide here that, I must
say, reflects more than normally mem-
bership divide. If, at the staff level, we
have people who are reacting for purely
partisan purposes or their own biases,
that is disconcerting to me. It is not
healthy for the community, it is not
healthy for our national defense, it
clearly is not healthy for our intel-
ligence community.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would urge support
for the amendment. Not knowing that
there would be a contrary wish from
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
MURTHA), whose guidance I would fol-
low very closely on this, I am going to
make that assumption. I hope that is a
correct assumption and has the support
of the other side, as we have heard ex-
pressed.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GOSS. I yield to the gentle-
woman from California.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, it has
our support.

Mr. GOSS. Mr.
back my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. GOSS).

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to
consider Amendment No. 2 printed in
House Report 108-561.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. GALLEGLY

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment
GALLEGLY:

Add at the end the following new title:
TITLE VII—REFORM OF DESIGNATION OF

FOREIGN TERRORIST ORGANIZATIONS
SEC. 701. DESIGNATION OF FOREIGN TERRORIST

ORGANIZATIONS.

(a) PERIOD OF DESIGNATION.—Section
219(a)(4) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act (8 U.S.C. 1189(a)(4)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A)—

(A) by striking ‘‘Subject to paragraphs (5)
and (6), a”’ and inserting ‘““A’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘for a period of 2 years be-
ginning on the effective date of the designa-
tion under paragraph (2)(B)” and inserting
‘“until revoked under paragraph (5) or (6) or
set aside pursuant to subsection (¢)’’;

(2) by striking subparagraph (B) and insert-
ing the following:

“(B) REVIEW OF DESIGNATION UPON PETI-
TION.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall re-
view the designation of a foreign terrorist
organization under the procedures set forth
in clauses (iii) and (iv) if the designated or-
ganization files a petition for revocation
within the petition period described in
clause (ii).

‘(i) PETITION PERIOD.—For purposes of
clause (i)—

‘(1) if the designated organization has not
previously filed a petition for revocation
under this subparagraph, the petition period

Chairman, I yield

No. 2 offered by Mr.
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begins 2 years after the date on which the
designation was made; or

“(IT) if the designated organization has
previously filed a petition for revocation
under this subparagraph, the petition period
begins 2 years after the date of the deter-
mination made under clause (iv) on that pe-
tition.

‘“(iii) PROCEDURES.—Any foreign terrorist
organization that submits a petition for rev-
ocation under this subparagraph must pro-
vide evidence in that petition that the rel-
evant circumstances described in paragraph
(1) have changed in such a manner as to war-
rant revocation with respect to the organiza-
tion.

““(iv) DETERMINATION.—

‘“(I) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days
after receiving a petition for revocation sub-
mitted under this subparagraph, the Sec-
retary shall make a determination as to such
revocation.

“(II) CLASSIFIED INFORMATION.—The Sec-
retary may consider classified information
in making a determination in response to a
petition for revocation. Classified informa-
tion shall not be subject to disclosure for
such time as it remains classified, except
that such information may be disclosed to a
court ex parte and in camera for purposes of
judicial review under subsection (c).

“(III) PUBLICATION OF DETERMINATION.—A
determination made by the Secretary under
this clause shall be published in the Federal
Register.

‘(IV) PROCEDURES.—ANy revocation by the
Secretary shall be made in accordance with
paragraph (6).”’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

¢(C) OTHER REVIEW OF DESIGNATION.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—If in a 6-year period no
review has taken place under subparagraph
(B), the Secretary shall review the designa-
tion of the foreign terrorist organization in
order to determine whether such designation
should be revoked pursuant to paragraph (6).

‘“(ii) PROCEDURES.—If a review does not
take place pursuant to subparagraph (B) in
response to a petition for revocation that is
filed in accordance with that subparagraph,
then the review shall be conducted pursuant
to procedures established by the Secretary.
The results of such review and the applicable
procedures shall not be reviewable in any
court.

¢‘(iii) PUBLICATION OF RESULTS OF REVIEW.—
The Secretary shall publish any determina-
tion made pursuant to this subparagraph in
the Federal Register.”.

(b) ALIASES.—Section 219 of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1189) is
amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (b) and (c)
as subsections (¢) and (d), respectively; and

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

““(b) AMENDMENTS TO A DESIGNATION.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may
amend a designation under this subsection if
the Secretary finds that the organization has
changed its name, adopted a new alias, dis-
solved and then reconstituted itself under a
different name or names, or merged with an-
other organization.

‘“(2) PROCEDURE.—Amendments made to a
designation in accordance with paragraph (1)
shall be effective upon publication in the
Federal Register. Subparagraphs (B) and (C)
of subsection (a)(2) shall apply to an amend-
ed designation upon such publication. Para-
graphs (2)(A)({), (4), (5), (6), (7), and (8) of sub-
section (a) shall also apply to an amended
designation.

¢“(3) ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD.—The admin-
istrative record shall be corrected to include
the amendments as well as any additional
relevant information that supports those
amendments.
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‘“(4) CLASSIFIED INFORMATION.—The Sec-
retary may consider classified information
in amending a designation in accordance
with this subsection. Classified information
shall not be subject to disclosure for such
time as it remains classified, except that
such information may be disclosed to a court
ex parte and in camera for purposes of judi-
cial review under subsection (c).”’.

(c) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—Section 219 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1189) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) in paragraph (3)(B), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (b)”’ and inserting ‘‘subsection (¢)’’;

(B) in paragraph (6)(A)—

(i) in the matter preceding clause (i), by
striking ‘‘or a redesignation made under
paragraph (4)(B)” and inserting ‘‘at any
time, and shall revoke a designation upon
completion of a review conducted pursuant
to subparagraphs (B) and (C) of paragraph
(4)”; and

(ii) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘or redesigna-
tion”’;

(C) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘, or the
revocation of a redesignation under para-
graph (6),”’; and

(D) in paragraph (8)—

(i) by striking ¢, or if a redesignation
under this subsection has become effective
under paragraph (4)(B),”’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘or redesignation’’; and

(2) in subsection (c¢), as so redesignated—

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘of the
designation in the Federal Register,” and all
that follows through ‘‘review of the designa-
tion” and inserting ‘‘in the Federal Register
of a designation, an amended designation, or
a determination in response to a petition for
revocation, the designated organization may
seek judicial review’’;

(B) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘, amend-
ed designation, or determination in response
to a petition for revocation’ after ‘‘designa-
tion”’;

(C) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘, amend-
ed designation, or determination in response
to a petition for revocation’ after ‘‘designa-
tion”’; and

(D) in paragraph (4), by inserting ‘‘, amend-
ed designation, or determination in response
to a petition for revocation’” after ‘‘designa-
tion”’ each place that term appears.

(d) SAVINGS PROVISION.—For purposes of
applying section 219 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act on or after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the term ‘‘designation’’,
as used in that section, includes all redes-
ignations made pursuant to section
219(a)(4)(B) of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1189(a)(4)(B)) prior to the
date of enactment of this Act, and such re-
designations shall continue to be effective
until revoked as provided in paragraph (5) or
(6) of section 219(a) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1189(a)).

SEC. 702. INCLUSION IN ANNUAL DEPARTMENT
OF STATE COUNTRY REPORTS ON
TERRORISM OF INFORMATION ON
TERRORIST GROUPS THAT SEEK
WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION
AND GROUPS THAT HAVE BEEN DES-
IGNATED AS FOREIGN TERRORIST
ORGANIZATIONS.

(a) INCLUSION IN REPORTS.—Section 140 of
the Foreign Relations Authorization Act,
Fiscal Years 1988 and 1989 (22 U.S.C. 2656f) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(2)—

(A) by inserting ‘‘any terrorist group
known to have obtained or developed, or to
have attempted to obtain or develop, weap-
ons of mass destruction,” after ‘‘during the
preceding five years,’’; and

(B) by inserting ‘‘any group designated by
the Secretary as a foreign terrorist organiza-
tion under section 219 of the Immigration
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and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1189),” after
“Export Administration Act of 1979,”’;

(2) in subsection (b)(1)(C)(iii), by striking
“‘and’ at the end;

(3) in subsection (b)(1)(C)—

(A) by redesignating clause (iv) as clause
(v); and

(B) by inserting after clause (iii) the fol-
lowing new clause:

‘(iv) providing weapons of mass destruc-
tion, or assistance in obtaining or developing
such weapons, to terrorists or terrorist
groups; and’’; and

(4) in subsection (b)(2)—

(A) by redesignating subparagraphs (C),
(D), and (E) as (D), (E), and (F), respectively;
and

(B) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the
following new subparagraph:

‘“(C) efforts by those groups to obtain or
develop weapons of mass destruction;’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (a) shall apply beginning
with the first report under section 140 of the
Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal
Years 1988 and 1989 (22 U.S.C. 2656f), sub-
mitted more than one year after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 686, the gentleman from
California (Mr. GALLEGLY) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 10 min-
utes.

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

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment is
very important to the question of how
our government spends its resources
fighting international terrorism. The
amendment streamlines the very bur-
densome and time-consuming proce-
dure for redesignating a group as a for-
eign terrorist organization, thereby al-
lowing the Federal Government to
focus on actually fighting terrorism
and preventing new attacks.

Under existing law, the U.S. Govern-
ment must devote significant amounts
of its counterterrorist resources to the
terrorist organization redesignation ef-
fort. This bureaucratic process must
take place every 2 years, even though
the vast majority of these groups do
not even dispute their designation.
And, as we all know, some groups, such
as al Qaeda, openly boast of their ter-
rorist activity.

This amendment would make two
principle changes to the law. First, it
would replace the requirement to for-
mally redesignate terrorist organiza-
tions every 2 years with a procedure
that allows the groups to petition the
Secretary of State at 2-year intervals
to have their designation revoked. It
would also require the Secretary to re-
view each group’s designation every 6
years.

Let me be clear. This amendment
does not change the procedure for plac-
ing a group on the foreign terrorist or-
ganization list. The government must
still undergo the same lengthy process
that exists today.

What changes under the amendment
is the every 2 year redesignation proc-
ess. Currently, the burden is on the
State Department and other agencies
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to demonstrate that a group should
stay on the list. This amendment shifts
the burden to the terrorist organiza-
tion to petition the government to be
removed from the list. A terrorist
group can petition the government
every 2 years. Even if a terrorist group
does not petition for formal removal
from the terrorist list, the government
must still review the designation every
6 years.

By streamlining the process, the
State Department and other agencies,
including our intelligence services, can
focus on designating new groups as ter-
rorist organizations and focus on pre-
venting new attacks.

For example, last year, 29 of the 37
organizations on the foreign terrorist
list were due for redesignation. As a re-
sult, the State, Justice, Treasury and
the intelligence community spent
thousands of hours in preparing a de-
tailed administrative record for each of
these groups.

Meanwhile, back in March, the State
Department designated for the first
time the group, Ansar al-Islam, as a
foreign terrorist organization based in
north Iraq. The group has been linked
to al Qaeda and is known to have par-
ticipated in attacks on both TU.S.
troops and Iraqi civilians. The designa-
tion of Ansar al-Islam took longer than
it should have, because over the pre-
ceding 6 months, Federal counterter-
rorism groups were bogged down in the
redesignation of large numbers of ter-
rorist groups.

The modified redesignation require-
ment proposed by the amendment will
still provide designated terrorist
groups with plenty of procedural safe-
guards. For example, a group can still
request a court review of designation
within 30 days after its first designa-
tion. In addition, the amendment al-
lows organizations to petition the Sec-
retary every 2 years to revoke its des-
ignation. If that review is not to the
group’s satisfaction, the designation
can still be challenged in court.

The amendment also establishes a
new, expedited procedure for handling
the situation in which a terrorist group
changes its name or uses new aliases.

The language on foreign terrorist or-
ganizations is identical to the provi-
sions contained in an en bloc amend-
ment to the Department of State au-
thorization bill that was passed by a
voice vote here on the floor.

Given the importance of this meas-
ure, I introduced it as a separate bill.
It was approved by the Subcommittee
on International Terrorism, Non-
proliferation and Human Rights on
March 17. In addition, this provision
has the support of both the State De-
partment and the Department of Jus-
tice.

Lastly, section 702 of my amendment
requires that the State Department’s
annual report on terrorism include in-
formation on countries and terrorist
groups that are seeking to obtain
weapons of mass destruction. Experts
on terrorism, both within and outside
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the government, agree that the nexus
between terrorism and weapons of mass
destruction is the most dangerous se-
curity threat faced by the TUnited
States and our allies. Therefore, it
makes absolute sense to have the State
Department’s main report on terrorism
discuss this linkage.

Mr. Chairman, I urge passage of this
important amendment.

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

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I do
not oppose this amendment, but I will
control the time on this side.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the gentlewoman from California is
recognized for 10 minutes.

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Chairman, I want to support the
author of this amendment for his care-
fully crafted amendment and excellent
remarks. I believe it is imperative that
we maintain an effective and efficient
process for designating foreign ter-
rorist organizations and understand
better the threat posed by those ter-
rorist organizations and their links to
weapons of mass destruction.

I understand, as the gentleman said,
that the Committee on the Judiciary
and the Committee on International
Relations have been working on a
stand-alone bill to require the Sec-
retary of State to review designations
every 4 years, not every 6, as this
amendment provides.

I think this additional flexibility
would be a good thing and would sug-
gest, for example, that a bill, which I
assume will be taken up at another
time, should include a provision allow-
ing the Secretary of State to remove
groups from the list of foreign terrorist
organizations if they renounce ter-
rorism. This is one way of using our
soft power instead of relying solely on
military power to influence groups on
the list. I would hope that these details
and others could be worked out sepa-
rately, or in the conference on this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to
add that from 1999 to 2000, I served as a
member of the so-called Bremer Com-
mission on Terrorism, headed by
former Ambassador L. Paul Bremer,
who now serves as civil administrator
in Iraq. The issue of listing groups and
states as terrorist actors was some-
thing we considered carefully. In fact,
we spoke out about one such state.

I think this is an excellent tool to
help defeat the threats we face. I really
want to commend the gentleman from
California (Mr. GALLEGLY) for offering
this improvement to our intelligence
authorization bill.

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

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2% minutes to my good friend,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
want to thank my friend, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GALLEGLY)
for offering this amendment.
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In 1996, following a series of terrorist
attacks throughout the world, Con-
gress acted to make clear that this
country is not to be used as a staging
ground for those who seek to commit
acts of terrorism against persons in
other countries.

One of the components in the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary’s 1996 anti-ter-
rorism legislation was to authorize the
Secretary of State to designate foreign
terrorist organizations, or FTOs, that
threaten U.S. residents or the national
security of the United States.

Seven years of experience with the
designation process has shown that it
is needlessly burdensome, draining re-
sources that are needed in the war on
terrorism. There are now some 37 des-
ignated FTOs, and the redesignation of
each requires intensive interagency re-
view and the preparation of a volumi-
nous administrative record. Which can
take months, of course.

Few of the designated FTOs ever
challenge their designation. For exam-
ple, it is unlikely that al Qaeda will
seek judicial review of the Secretary’s
designation of them as FTOs in the
D.C. Circuit Court. Nevertheless, every
2 years the Federal Government must
compile the record against them.

State and Justice Department offi-
cials have informed the Committee on
the Judiciary that the cost of repeat-
edly proving that FTOs have retained
their terrorist characteristics diverts
resources from other pressing
counterterrorism work, including pur-
suit of additional designations.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from California
(Mr. GALLEGLY) addresses each of these
concerns in a way that still assures ap-
propriate review. The text of this
amendment tracks language in a bill
that has been reviewed by the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. This amend-
ment would free up critical anti-ter-
rorism resources that are now ex-
pended on the onerous and, for most
groups, largely pointless task of redes-
ignation, while assuring that affected
groups have the opportunity to seek
appropriate review.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I reit-
erate my support for this amendment,
and I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank
my friend, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. HARMAN), for her positive
comments and for the support.

Mr. Chairman, I have no further
speakers, and I yield back the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr.
GALLEGLY).

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to
consider Amendment No. 3 printed in
House Report 108-561.
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AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. BOEHLERT

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 3 offered by Mr. BOEH-
LERT:

At the end of title III (page 11, after line 8),
insert the following new section:

SEC. 304. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE DISMAN-
TLING AND REMOVAL OF LIBYA’S
WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) Libya has been listed as a state sponsor
of terrorism by the Department of State
each year since 1979.

(2) A German court found the Libyan Gov-
ernment guilty of the East Berlin La Belle
disco bombing of 1986, in which two US serv-
icemen were killed.

(3) A Scottish court in January 2001 found
a former Libyan official guilty of the 1988
bombing of Pan Am Flight 103.

(4) Libya received and deserved world’s
condemnations for these horrific acts
against innocents.

(5) In March 2003, while Coalition Forces
were preparing to liberate Iraq, Libya quiet-
ly approached members of the intelligence
services of the United States and United
Kingdom and indicted a willingness to dis-
cuss Libya’s weapons of mass destruction
programs.

(6) On December 19, 2003, after nine months
of intense negotiations, Libya publicly an-
nounced that it was prepared to eliminate all
elements of its clandestine nuclear and
chemical weapons programs.

(7) The United States, the United Kingdom,
partners in the Proliferation Security Initia-
tive and key arms control agencies, includ-
ing the International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) and the Organization for the Prohibi-
tion of Chemical Weapons (OPCW), have
worked in a multilateral and concerted fash-
ion with Libya in an effort to completely dis-
mantle Libya’s weapons of mass destruction
programs and the means to deliver them.

(8) Because of the hard work by the men
and women of the intelligence community,
United States policymakers were able to
work successfully to convince Libya to relin-
quish its WMD programs.

(9) On January 27, 2004, a cargo plane flew
from Libya to Knoxville, Tennessee, carrying
55,000 pounds of equipment and documents
relating to Libya’s nuclear weapons and mis-
sile programs.

(10) Documents relating to those programs
indicate that Libya had purchased a virtual
“turnkey facility’’ to produce parts for gas
centrifuges together with assistance to as-
semble and test these centrifuges, and was
otherwise attempting to develop a large ura-
nium enrichment plant which could have
produced enough fuel for several nuclear
bombs a year.

(11) On January 24, 2004, Libya announced
that it would accede to the Chemical Weap-
ons Convention (CWC).

(12) On March 4, 2004, Libya submitted its
Chemical Weapons Convention declaration,
including a full declaration of its chemical
weapons, an inventory of its production ca-
pacity, a description of any industrial activ-
ity that could be involved in making illegal
weapons, and a plan for destroying any
banned materials.

(13) All of Libya’s known chemical muni-
tions have since been destroyed and the
country’s stocks of mustard gas have been
consolidated within a single secure facility
under the supervision of the OPCW.
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(14) On May 6, 2004, a cargo ship departed
Libya for the United States carrying an ad-
ditional 1,000 tons of weapons of mass de-
struction equipment, including centrifuge
parts and components needed to enrich ura-
nium, the Libyan uranium conversion facil-
ity and all associated equipment, five SCUD-
C missiles and launchers, and two partial
missiles.

(15) In testimony before the Committee on
International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives on May 10, 2004, Assistant Sec-
retary of State for Verification and Compli-
ance, Paula DeSutter, indicated that Libya
had signed the additional protocol for the
IAEA in Vienna and announced ‘‘the com-
plete dismantlement of Libya’s longest
range and most sophisticated missiles and
the elimination of all of Libya’s declared
chemical munitions”.

(16) International inspectors and monitors
are expected to remain on the ground with
full cooperation from Libya to ensure that
Libya possesses no biological weapons pro-
grams and that its weapons of mass destruc-
tion programs have been fully dismantled
and or converted to civilian use.

(17) The United States and Libya currently
are engaged in talks to enter a third phase of
negotiations focused on follow-up,
verification, and long-term monitoring to
ensure that Libya’s weapons of mass destruc-
tion programs and the means to deliver them
have been completely dismantled, as well as
plans for the retraining of Libyan scientists
and technicians for peaceful work.

(18) Libya’s cooperation with international
inspectors and revelations about procure-
ment networks have helped identify numer-
ous black market suppliers in an ‘‘inter-
national supermarket’’ for nuclear parts and
weapons designs that also has aided such
countries as Iran, Syria, and North Korea.

(19) Other countries voluntarily have dis-
mantled their weapons of mass destruction
programs, but Libya is the first and only
country on the Department of State’s list of
State Sponsors of Terrorism to do so.

(20) Libya’s decision to shed it pariah sta-
tus and divest itself of its weapons of mass
destruction programs can be directly attrib-
uted to the demonstrated resolve of the
United States in the global war against ter-
rorism, the liberation of Iraq by United
States Armed Forces and Coalition Forces,
and the adoption of policies in targeting and
seizing shipments of such weapons.

(21) It is appropriate to pursue a policy of
cautious and deliberate re-engagement with
Libya based upon verifiable results, but the
United States should not restore full diplo-
matic relations with Libya unless and until
Libya has—

(A) agreed and submitted to comprehensive
monitoring of the full dismantling of its
weapons of mass destruction programs;

(B) severed all links to and support for acts
of international terrorism;

(C) ceased all support for insurgency
groups which have destabilized countries in
Africa;

(D) demonstrated respect for human rights
and the rule of law;

(E) implemented its pledge to cooperate in
the further investigation of the destruction
of Pan Am Flight 103; and

(F) settled all legal claims relating to past
acts of international terrorism, including
but not limited to the bombings of Pan Am
Flight 103 and the La Belle Discotheque.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) the world has been made safer with the
dismantling and removal of Libya’s weapons
of mass destruction and the means to deliver
them;

(2) this would not have been possible if not
for the demonstrated resolve of the United
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States in the global war on terror and in the
liberation of Iraq by United States and Coa-
lition Forces;

(3) the President should be commended for
having the courage to undertake those poli-
cies which persuaded Libya to agree to relin-
quish such weapons; and

(4) other countries such as Iran, Syria, and
North Korea, should follow Libya’s example,
and voluntarily dismantle their weapons of
mass destruction and submit their programs
to international inspections.

O 1815

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 686, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. BOEHLERT) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 10 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. BOEHLERT).

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR.
BOEHLERT

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be modified in the form at the
desk.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the modification.

The Clerk read as follows:

Modification to amendment offered by Mr.
BOEHLERT:

At the end of title III (page 11, after line 8),
insert the following new section:

SEC. 304. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE DISMAN-
TLING AND REMOVAL OF LIBYA’S
WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) Libya has been listed as a state sponsor
of terrorism by the Department of State
each year since 1979.

(2) A German court found the Libyan Gov-
ernment guilty of the East Berlin La Belle
disco bombing of 1986, in which two US serv-
icemen were killed.

(3) A Scottish court in January 2001 found
a former Libyan official guilty of the 1988
bombing of Pan Am Flight 103.

(4) Libya received and deserved world’s
condemnations for these horrific acts
against innocents.

(5) ‘““As a result of Libya’s support for
international terrorism and its destabilizing
role in the international community, the
United States maintained a comprehensive
economic embargo on Libya for more than
two decades, which was aided by multilateral
sanctions imposed by United Nations Secu-
rity Council Resolutions 731 and 742 in 1992,
and which together hobbled the development
of the Libyan economy.”’

(6) In March 2003, while Coalition Forces
were preparing to liberate Iraq, Libya once
again quietly approached members of the in-
telligence services of the United States and
United Kingdom and indicted a willingness
to discuss Libya’s weapons of mass destruc-
tion programs, as it had previously in the
1990’s.

(7) On December 19, 2003, after nine months
of intense negotiations, Libya publicly an-
nounced that it was prepared to eliminate all
elements of its clandestine nuclear and
chemical weapons programs.

(8) The United States, the United Kingdom,
partners in the Proliferation Security Initia-
tive and key arms control agencies, includ-
ing the International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) and the Organization for the Prohibi-
tion of Chemical Weapons (OPCW), have
worked in a multilateral and concerted fash-
ion with Libya in an effort to completely dis-
mantle Libya’s weapons of mass destruction
programs and the means to deliver them.
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(9) Because of the hard work by the men
and women of the intelligence community,
United States policymakers were able to
work successfully to convince Libya to relin-
quish its WMD programs.

(10) On January 27, 2004, a cargo plane flew
from Libya to Knoxville, Tennessee, carrying
55,000 pounds of equipment and documents
relating to Libya’s nuclear weapons and mis-
sile programs.

(11) Documents relating to those programs
indicate that Libya had purchased a virtual
‘“‘turnkey facility’ to produce parts for gas
centrifuges together with assistance to as-
semble and test these centrifuges, and was
otherwise attempting to develop a large ura-
nium enrichment plant which could have
produced enough fuel for several nuclear
bombs a year.

(12) On January 24, 2004, Libya announced
that it would accede to the Chemical Weap-
ons Convention (CWC).

(13) On March 4, 2004, Libya submitted its
Chemical Weapons Convention declaration,
including a full declaration of its chemical
weapons, an inventory of its production ca-
pacity, a description of any industrial activ-
ity that could be involved in making illegal
weapons, and a plan for destroying any
banned materials.

(14) All of Libya’s known chemical muni-
tions have since been destroyed and the
country’s stocks of mustard gas have been
consolidated within a single secure facility
under the supervision of the OPCW.

(15) On May 6, 2004, a cargo ship departed
Libya for the United States carrying an ad-
ditional 1,000 tons of weapons of mass de-
struction equipment, including centrifuge
parts and components needed to enrich ura-
nium, the Libyan uranium conversion facil-
ity and all associated equipment, five SCUD-
C missiles and launchers, and two partial
missiles.

(16) In testimony before the Committee on
International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives on May 10, 2004, Assistant Sec-
retary of State for Verification and Compli-
ance, Paula DeSutter, indicated that Libya
had signed the additional protocol for the
IAEA in Vienna and announced ‘‘the com-
plete dismantlement of Libya’s longest
range and most sophisticated missiles and
the elimination of all of Libya’s declared
chemical munitions”.

(17) International inspectors and monitors
are expected to remain on the ground with
full cooperation from Libya to ensure that
Libya possesses no biological weapons pro-
grams and that its weapons of mass destruc-
tion programs have been fully dismantled
and or converted to civilian use.

(18) The United States and Libya currently
are engaged in talks to enter a third phase of
negotiations focused on follow-up,
verification, and long-term monitoring to
ensure that Libya’s weapons of mass destruc-
tion programs and the means to deliver them
have been completely dismantled, as well as
plans for the retraining of Libyan scientists
and technicians for peaceful work.

(19) Libya’s cooperation with international
inspectors and revelations about procure-
ment networks have helped identify numer-
ous black market suppliers in an ‘‘inter-
national supermarket’’ for nuclear parts and
weapons designs that also has aided such
countries as Iran, Syria, and North Korea.

(20) Other countries voluntarily have dis-
mantled their weapons of mass destruction
programs, but Libya is the first and only
country on the Department of State’s list of
State Sponsors of Terrorism to do so.

(21) Libya’s decision to shed it pariah sta-
tus and divest itself of its weapons of mass
destruction programs can be directly attrib-
uted to decades of United States and multi-
lateral economic sanctions against Libya,
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the demonstrated resolve of the United
States in the global war against terrorism,
the liberation of Iraq by United States
Armed Forces and Coalition Forces, and the
adoption of policies in targeting and seizing
shipments of such weapons.

(22) It is appropriate to pursue a policy of
cautious and deliberate re-engagement with
Libya based upon verifiable results, but the
United States should not restore full diplo-
matic relations with Libya unless and until
Libya has—

(A) agreed and submitted to comprehensive
monitoring of the full dismantling of its
weapons of mass destruction programs;

(B) severed all links to and support for acts
of international terrorism;

(C) ceased all support for insurgency
groups which have destabilized countries in
Africa;

(D) demonstrated respect for human rights
and the rule of law;

(E) implemented its pledge to cooperate in
the further investigation of the destruction
of Pan Am Flight 103; and

(F) settled all legal claims relating to past
acts of international terrorism, including
but not limited to the bombings of Pan Am
Flight 103 and the La Belle Discotheque.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) the world has been made safer with the
dismantling and removal of Libya’s weapons
of mass destruction and the means to deliver
them;

(2) this would not have been possible if not
for decades of United States and multilateral
sanctions against Libya, the demonstrated
resolve of the United States in the global
war on terror and the liberation of Iraq by
United States and Coalition Forces;

(3) the President and previous Administra-
tions should be commended for having the
courage to undertake those policies which
persuaded Libya to agree to relinquish such
weapons; and

(4) other countries such as Iran, Syria, and
North Korea, should follow Libya’s example,
and voluntarily dismantle their weapons of
mass destruction and submit their programs
to international inspections.

Mr. BOEHLERT (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the modified amendment be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

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

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, though I will
not object, I want to be sure that the
language that has not been read is con-
sistent with the language I just re-
viewed.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. HARMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I can
assure the gentlewoman that that is
the case.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the modification offered by the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.
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Let me tell my colleagues a little bit
about the genesis of this amendment.
Early in February, as a senior member
of the Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence, I was asked to lead a dele-
gation for a mission to Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. That delegation included
the distinguished gentlewoman from
California (Ms. HARMAN), the ranking
member of the committee, and there
were four others. There were six of us.
We planned a most ambitious schedule
for 6 days: six countries, 6 days.

Our purpose was not to determine the
progress on the Constitution, impor-
tant though that was; not to check on
the morale of the troops, important
though that always is; not to check on
how we were spending our money on
the reconstruction, and that too is
very important. Our purpose as mem-
bers of the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence was to meet
with members of the intelligence com-
munity on-site in that war zone to hear
from them in their own words their as-
sessment of the situation. I want to
compliment all of the members of that
delegation for the outstanding con-
tribution they made to that mission.

But before we were going and still in
the planning stages, I had a call from
the State Department, Ambassador
Burns, who directs the Near East desk.
He said, Mr. Chairman, I would like
you and the delegation to consider
making an addition to your trip, an-
other stop. I said, have you looked at
our schedule? Six countries in 6 days.
We do not have time to wind our
watch. He said, let me talk to you
about it. Then he came up to Capitol
Hill; and in the secure sanctuary of the
Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence rooms on the fourth floor of the
Capitol, he said, We would like you to
go to Libya. We would like your dele-
gation to meet with Colonel Qadhafi. I
said, Are you kidding? Are you serious?
Libya is engaged in state-sponsored
acts of terrorism against American
citizens. It has endured U.N. sanctions;
that has been going on for 20 years; dis-
regarded world condemnation, and dis-
missed diplomatic settlements. What
has changed? And he said, in the secure
sanctuary of the Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence quarters on
the fourth floor of the Capitol, There is
movement; There is progress. We think
it would be very valuable for your bi-
partisan delegation to go to Libya to
meet Colonel Qadhafi, because we want
to demonstrate in tangible form that if
he begins to cooperate with us, we will
cooperate with him.

After checking with the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. HARMAN),
she agreed. She thought it would be a
good idea, and off we went. We spent 8
hours in the country, the final 2 hours
in a tent in the middle of the Libyan
desert outside of Surt, Colonel Qadha-
fi’s hometown. We talked about weap-
ons of mass destruction. We talked
about the war on terrorism. We talked
about the shooting down of Pan Am
Flight 103, which has a searing impact
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on my soul forever more because there
were 35 students from Syracuse Univer-
sity on that flight. We talked about all
of the gut-wrenching issues that are so
important to our security and the secu-
rity of the Free World, and it was a
meaningful discussion. And the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. HARMAN)
can characterize it from her standpoint
what she thought of it.

Then we completed the rest of our
mission. We went to Jordan, we went
to Iraq, we went to Afghanistan, we
went to Turkey. This was a world-wind
visit of the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, very serious
business, doing very important work.
As a matter of fact, 3 of the 6 days, we
did not even sleep in a hotel; we slept
in the airplane. We got back home, and
we reported everything to the com-
mittee and to the State Department.

Since then, there has been a great
opening up with Libya. Colonel Qa-
dhafi, I do not think he went to bed one
night and suddenly woke up and said,
Hey, those guys are right and I have
been wrong. I am going to change my
ways. I think he looked around at the
world and he said, the war on terrorism
could negatively impact him like it
negatively impacted his neighbor to
the north, who is now behind bars, Sad-
dam Hussein. I think he said that he
wants to be concerned about his legacy
and in what shape he was going to
leave that country. I think he decided
that it would be best to cooperate.

What has happened since then? He
has turned over the weapons of mass
destruction, he has made his country
open for inspection, and he is cooper-
ating fully.

Does that mean we can clap our
hands and say, boy, is this not a great
victory? Although it is a great victory
as far as it goes, and it does prove that
leadership really results in something
positive if we work together. But the
fact of the matter is, we have to con-
tinue to be cautious, but we have to be
very deliberate.

That country is moving in the right
direction. Let us hope they continue
that movement. We want signals to be
sent to others. We want Iran and North
Korea and other nations, others who
are on the list of countries that spon-
sor state terrorism, to get the message;
and we think that this amendment
that I am offering, this sense of the
Congress amendment, will do the right
thing in the appropriate way.

Let me add that there are a number
of Members on both sides of the aisle
that have worked very cooperatively
on this. The gentleman from California
(Mr. LANTOS) had some suggestions for
language. That is what my modifying
amendment includes, the suggestions
he made. That is the way we work best
together, when we reach across the
center aisle and find common ground.

So I would urge the adoption of my
amendment.

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

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I do
not oppose the amendment, but I will
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control the time on this side; and I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I want to commend the gentleman
from New York (Mr. BOEHLERT) not
only for the amendment but for, as he
said, engaging the gentleman from
California (Mr. LANTOS) in a construc-
tive effort to improve the amendment,
and I think it is a lot better. Frankly,
I wish that our bill that we are consid-
ering and voting on today had engaged
the minority more constructively at an
earlier stage; I think it would have
been a lot better.

I do support the Boehlert amend-
ment. I fondly remember our trip, six
countries, 6 days. I think the gen-
tleman left out Sicily, so we might add
7 countries in 6 days.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. HARMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. BOEHLERT. The only reason we
left out Sicily, because the initial was
6 countries in 6 days; but as the gentle-
woman will recall, when we added
Libya, there were requirements on the
pilots in that they could not fly a cer-
tain amount of time beyond their
standard time, so we could not go any
farther than Sicily. We had to exit
Libya, but we could not go any farther
than Sicily, so we stayed overnight and
got up the next morning and off we
went.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I thought our Sicily
stop was outstanding, which is why I
brought it up.

But I think that the improvements
made to this amendment by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS)
are noteworthy. What he did, as I un-
derstand it, was to insert a bit of the
history here, the role of sanctions ini-
tiated by President Reagan, the role of
international legal negotiations to get
Libya to renounce terrorism and turn
over terrorism suspects to inter-
national courts, and the role of diplo-
macy in previous administrations and
by the British and others before the be-
ginning of this administration. Though
this administration did play a role, and
I commend it, in President Qadhafi’s
stunning decision to do the right thing,
that should be reflected, and is, in this
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I will put two very
important articles on this subject in
the RECORD. One is by Dr. Flynt
Leverett entitled “Why Libya Gave Up
the Bomb”’ from the January 23, 2004,
New York Times; and the second is a
Middle East Institute Policy Brief by
two former assistant Secretaries of
State and former ambassadors, Martin
Indyk and Edward S. Walker entitled
“What Does Libya’s Disarmament
Teach About Rogue States?”’ dated
April 7, 2004.

Finally, let me make two other
points. We have seen in recent days
troubling allegations that Colonel Qa-
dhafi was himself involved in ordering
assassinations of Saudi leaders. These
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are, of course, press reports. But these
stories remind us that the success of
our policies toward Libya remain an
open question, and I am sure the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. BOEHLERT)
agrees with me that we need to be
clear-eyed and diligent to make certain
that these promises by Colonel Qadhafi
are kept, and that in other respects, he
does not convert to any of his old hab-
its.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. HARMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York, the sponsor of
the amendment.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding.
Let me stress we have to be cautious,
but deliberate. But as a favorite son of
the gentlewoman’s State, the great
President that we just lost, I am re-
minded of his admonition: trust, but
verify.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for those comments and
strongly agree with them.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, let me just
mention that on that trip that was de-
scribed, we did spend a day and evening
in Baghdad. It was my second visit. We
met with troops, but we also met with
all of our intelligence personnel at the
scene in addition to the leaders of the
CPA. What is troubling about that, and
I believe the gentleman from Florida
(Chairman GoOsS) has commented on
this in another appearance, our appear-
ance yesterday in the Committee on
Rules, because the timing of our trip
was February 2004. While we were in
Baghdad, General Taguba was doing his
investigation of prison abuse and so
forth in Baghdad, and we were never
told by these intelligence leaders that
that investigation was ongoing. That
was wrong. That diminishes our over-
sight, and those folks whom we support
as robustly as we can need to be fully
candid with our committee, especially
when we are seeking them out to try to
help them.

Mr. Chairman, I would conclude by
saying that I support the gentleman’s
amendment as improved by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS).
[From the New York Times, 23 January 2004]

WHY LIBYA GAVE UP ON THE BOMB,
(By Flynt Leverett)

WASHINGTON.—As President Bush made
clear in his State of the Union address, he
sees the striking developments in relations
with Libya as the fruit of his strategy in the
war on terrorism. The idea is that Col.
Muammar el-Qaddafi’s apparent decision to
renounce weapons of mass destruction was a
largely a result of the overthrow of Saddam
Hussein, which thus retroactively justifies
the war in Iraq and holds out the prospect of
similar progress with other states that sup-
port terrorists, seek weapons of mass de-
struction and brutalize their own people.

However, by linking shifts in Libya’s be-
havior to the Iraq war, the president mis-
represents the real lessons of the Libyan
case. This confusion undermines our chances
of getting countries like Iran and Syria to
follow Libya’s lead.

The roots of the recent progress with Libya
go back not to the eve of the Iraq war, but
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to the Bush administration’s first year in of-
fice. Indeed, to be fair, some credit should
even be given to the second Clinton adminis-
tration. Tired of international isolation and
economic sanctions, the Libyans decided in
the late 1990s to seek normalized relations
with the United States, and held secret dis-
cussions with Clinton administration offi-
cials to convey that message. The Clinton
White House made clear that no movement
toward better relations was possible until
Libya met its responsibilities stemming
from the downing of Pan Am Flight 103 over
Lockerbie, Scotland, in 1988.

These discussions, along with mediation by
the Saudi ambassador to the United States,
Prince Bandar bin Sultan, produced a break-
through: Libya turned over two intelligence
officers implicated in the Pan Am 103 attack
to the Netherlands for trial by a Scottish
court, and in 1999 Washington acquiesced to
the suspension of United Nations sanctions
against Libya.

Then, in the spring of 2001, when I was a
member of the State Department’s policy
planning staff, the Bush administration
picked up on those discussions and induced
the Libyans to meet their remaining
Lockerbie obligations. With our British col-
leagues, we presented the Libyans with a
“‘script” indicating what they needed to do
and say to satisfy our requirements on com-
pensating the families of the Pan Am 103 vic-
tims and accepting responsibility for the ac-
tions of the Libyan intelligence officers im-
plicated in the case.

We also put an explicit quid pro quo on the
table: if Libya met the conditions we laid
out, the United States and Britain would
allow United Nations sanctions to be lifted
permanently. This script became the basis
for three-party negotiations to resolve the
Lockerbie issue.

By early 2003, after a Scottish appeals
court upheld the conviction of one of the
Libyan intelligence officers, it was evident
that our approach would bear fruit. Indeed,
Washington allowed the United Nations
sanctions against Libya to be removed last
summer after Libya reached a compensation
agreement with the Pan Am 103 families and
accepted responsibility for its officials’ ac-
tions.

But during these two years of talks, Amer-
ican negotiators consistently told the Liby-
ans that resolving the Lockerbie situation
would lead to no more than elimination of
United Nations sanctions. To get out from
under the separate United States sanctions,
Libya would have to address other concerns,
particularly regarding its programs in weap-
ons of mass destruction.

This is the content in which Libyan offi-
cials approached the United States and Brit-
ain last spring to discuss dismantling
Libya’s weapons program. The Iraq war,
which had not yet started, was not the driv-
ing force behind Libya’s move. Rather, Libya
was willing to deal because of credible diplo-
matic representations by the United States
over the years, which convinced the Libyans
that doing so was critical to achieving their
strategic and domestic goals. Just as with
Lockerbie, an explicit quid pro quo was of-
fered: American officials indicated that a
verifiable dismantling of Libya’s weapons
projects would lead the removal of our own
sanctions, perhaps by the end of this year.

The lesson is incontrovertible: to persuade
a rogue regime to get out of the terrorism
business and give up its weapons of mass de-
struction, we must not only apply pressure
but also make clear the potential benefits of
cooperation. Unfortunately, the Bush admin-
istration has refused to take this approach
with other rogue regimes, notably Iran and
Syria. Until the president is willing to em-
ploy carrots as well as sticks, he will make
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little headway in changing Iranian or Syrian
behavior.

The president’s lack of initiative on this
point is especially disappointing because, in
the diplomatic aftermath of the Sept. 11 at-
tacks, the administration has a singular op-
portunity to effect strategic realignments by
both Iran and Syria. Well-placed Iranians,
including more pragmatic elements of Iran’s
conservative camp, have indicated through
diplomatic channels and to former officials
(including myself) their interest in a ‘‘grand
bargain’ with the United States. Basically,
Tehran would trade off its ties to terrorist
groups and pursuit of nuclear weapons for se-
curity guarantees, a lifting of sanctions and
normalized relations with Washington.

Likewise, senior Syrian officials—includ-
ing President Bashar al-Assad himself, in a
conversation in Damascus last week—have
told me that they want a better strategic un-
derstanding with the United States. To
achieve this, however, Washington needs to
be willing to spell out what Syria would get
in return for giving up its ties to terrorists
and its chemical weapons and ballistic mis-
siles. As Mr. Assad told me, Syria is ‘‘a state,
not a charity’—if it gives up something, it
must know what it will gain in return.

One reason the Bush administration was
able to take a more constructive course with
Libya was that the White House,
uncharacteristically, sidelined the adminis-
tration’s neoconservative wing—which
strongly opposes any offer of carrots to state
sponsors of terrorism, even when carrots
could help end such problematic behavior—
when crucial decisions were made. The ini-
tial approach on the Lockerbie case was ap-
proved by an informal coalition made up of
Condoleezza Rice, the national security ad-
viser, and Secretary of State Colin Powell.
Likewise, in the lead up to the negotiations
involving Libyan weapons of mass destruc-
tion, the neoconservatives at the Pentagon
and in the shop of Under Secretary of State
John Bolton were left out of the loop.

Perhaps a coalition among members of the
State Department’s bureau of Near Eastern
affairs and the National Security Council’s
more pragmatic elements can chart a similar
course involving Iran and Syria. However,
until the administration learns the real les-
sons of the Libyan precedent, policy toward
other rogue regimes is likely to remain
stuck in the mind of ideology.

Flynn Leverett, a visiting fellow with the
Saban Center for Middle East Politics at the
Brookings Institution, was senior director
for Middle Eastern affairs at the National
Security Council from 2002 to 2003.

[From the Middle East Institute, April 7,

2004]
WHAT DOES LIBYA’S DISARMAMENT TEACH
ABOUT ROGUE STATES?

(By Ambassador Martin S. Indyk;

Ambassador Edward S. Walker)
Summary. Ambassadors Martin Indyk and
Edward Walker discussed the bilateral nego-
tiations begun in 1999 between the United
States and Libya that led to Libyan leader
Colonel Muw’ammar Qadhafi’s radical change
in foreign policy. These talks began during
the Clinton Administration as part of a
broader strategy that sought to ‘‘graduate’
rogue states into the international commu-
nity and establish normal relationships with
the United States. Although initially wary
of the process, the Bush Administration suc-
cessfully forged ahead with the secret nego-
tiations bringing about the recent rap-

prochement between the two countries.
Brief. When the secret US-Libyan negotia-
tions began in 1999, Libya was engaged in an
effective campaign in the United Nations to
cease the multilateral sanctions imposed on
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it by the international community. The
United States was in a difficult position be-
cause it was the only member that refused to
1lift the sanctions and therefore was in dan-
ger of becoming isolated in the Security
Council. Had the United States merely ve-
toed a new UN resolution to lift the sanc-
tions, the international consensus that made
the sanctions regime effective would have
eroded, and this potentially would have led
to the failure of the US objectives regarding
Libya: the halting of state sponsorship of
terrorism, an admission of responsibility for
the bombing of Pan Am Flight 103 over
Lockerbie, Scotland, and the payment of
compensation to families of Pan Am Flight
103’s victims.

A New Strategy. The United States’ pri-
mary short-term goal in the negotiations
was to maintain the sanctions. At the same
time, the US was pursuing a new strategy
that went considerably beyond a policy of
containment. The goal of this broader strat-
egy was to try to change the behavior of
rogue states and ‘‘graduate’ them into the
international community and normalize re-
lations with the United States. Libya was a
good test case for this new strategy because
the broad international consensus that Colo-
nel Qadhafi’s actions were unacceptable pro-
vided the US with more flexibility. As for
the Libyan goals, Qadhafi, having abandoned
his pan-Arab aspirations, made a deliberate
tactical decision to normalize relations with
America.

The Negotiations. The negotiations began
in May 1999, with Musa Kusa, Colonel Qadha-
fi’s head of intelligence services, leading the
Libyan delegation. Crown Prince Abdullah of
Saudi Arabia and President Hosni Mubarak
of Egypt strongly backed the process and at
times even provided logistical support. The
US put forth two initial conditions which
Colonel Qadhafi fulfilled immediately: first,
that Libya halt all efforts in the UN to have
the sanctions lifted; and second, that the bi-
lateral dialogue be kept secret. Surprisingly,
Libya was prepared to accept subsequent US
requirements with little negotiation. Among
the additional requirements were the closure
of all terrorist camps in the country, ac-
knowledging responsibility for the Pan Am
Flight 103 terrorist operation, paying com-
pensation to families of the victims, and dis-
closing weapons of mass destruction (at the
time only consisting of chemical weapons, as
Libya had yet to begin a nuclear weapons
program).

Ambassador Indyk suggested these nego-
tiations could have proceeded more quickly,
possibly concluding prior to the 2000 election
season, had the United States not periodi-
cally instituted new demands to ensure Colo-
nel Qadhafi’s consistency and compliance.
Another complicating factor was a strong
and vocal anti-Libyan constituency among
the families of Pan Am Flight 103 victims
who slowed down the reconciliation. The ne-
gotiations were also put on hold for the 2000
American presidential elections out of con-
cern that the process would be leaked to the
press and result in a scandal. Once elected,
although initially wary of the process, the
Bush Administration resumed talks in a
more public forum and ‘‘took them to their
natural conclusion,’” which has led to the re-
cent public US-Libyan rapprochement.

Although this has been a success story for
this new strategy, it is not necessarily appli-
cable to all rogue states. There were specific
conditions with regard to Libya that made
the process work. First, the international
community was united in condemning
Libya’s terrorist actions. Though the United
Nations contemplated lifting sanctions, the
international consensus against Libya was
largely still intact. Second, the United
States had shown previously that it was will-
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ing to use military force against Libya, after
the 1986 West Berlin nightclub bombing. Fi-
nally, Qadhafi had a change of heart. He de-
cided that he wanted American companies
specifically to develop Libya’s oil fields and
this strongly influenced his decision-making.
The United States was able to use the carrot
and the stick effectively throughout the
process, and Colonel Qadhafi consistently re-
inforced his willingness to comply with US
demands.

The Ambassadors added that one way to
improve this type of strategy in the future
would be for the US Administration to ar-
ticulate from the outset the final goals of
the engagement and identify concrete steps
for compliance. On a final note, both Indyk
and Walker believe that the new approach
has been very effective and extend credit to
the George W. Bush Administration for see-
ing this unusual policy to its conclusion.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I
will complete the balance of my time
by just once again emphasizing that all
is not over, all is not hunky-dory, as
the phrase goes; but there has been sig-
nificant movement in the right direc-
tion, thanks to good intelligence,
thanks to firm and decisive leadership.
But we have to go forward with the ad-
monition that we trust, but verify.

So I would urge strong support of
this amendment for all the reasons
that have just been enumerated by the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
HARMAN) and this gentleman, and I
would urge a ‘‘yes’ vote on my amend-
ment.

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, | voted
against the Boehlert Amendment to the Intel-
ligence Authorizations bill for 2005, H.R. 4548,
due to the language which suggested that the
war against Iraq and the policies of our com-
mander-in-chief were the major factors in
Libya’s change with respect to the develop-
ment of nuclear and other weapons of mass
destruction. It was, in fact, concerted multilat-
eral economic and diplomatic pressure which
brought Libya’s leader, Col. Qaddafi, to his
senses to cut a deal to end U.S. and multilat-
eral sanctions and relieve Libya’s diplomatic
isolation. | agree with the Ranking Member of
the International Relations Committee, who in-
sisted that language be added noting the ef-
fect sanctions had on the Libyan leader’s poli-
cies. However, | cannot support legislation
which suggests that the President’s policy in
Iraq played the major role in affecting policy in
Tripoli.

| also voted against the Rogers Amend-
ment. Though | agree with many of its provi-
sions, | cannot support its partisan tone.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment represents another example of
the Republican leadership playing politics with
important matters of national security. The de-
cision of Libya to renounce its program to de-
velop weapons of mass destruction represents
an important victory for U.S. diplomatic and
foreign policy efforts. However, the attempt to
directly tie that success to the war in Iraq is
not supported by the facts. Consequently,
while | agree with much that is contained in
this amendment, | will not engage in this politi-
cally motivated farce.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment, as modified, offered by
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the gentleman from New York (Mr.
BOEHLERT).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on
the amendment, as modified, offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
BOEHLERT) will be postponed.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 4 printed in House Report
108-561.

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. SAM
JOHNSON OF TEXAS

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Chairman. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. SAM JOHN-
SON of Texas:

At the end of title III (page 11, after line 8),
insert the following new section:

SEC. 304. SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT THE APPRE-
HENSION, DETENTION, AND INTER-
ROGATION OF TERRORISTS ARE
FUNDAMENTAL TO THE SUCCESS-
FUL PROSECUTION OF THE GLOBAL
WAR ON TERROR.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) Throughout the 1980s and 1990s, the peo-
ple of the United States were too often bru-
talized again and again by deadly terrorist
violence, as evidenced by the hundreds of
American deaths in the Beirut and Lockerbie
bombings, the attack on the World Trade
Center in 1993, the destruction of the Khobar
Towers military barracks, the bombing of
the American embassies in Kenya and Tan-
zania, and the vicious attacks on the USS
Cole in 2000.

(2) The terrorist violence targeted against
the United States became more emboldened
after each attack, culminating in the deadly
attacks on the World Trade Center and the
Pentagon on September 11, 2001, which killed
thousands of innocent Americans, including
innocent women and children.

(3) Since September 11, 2001, the citizens of
the United States have remained the priority
target of terrorist violence, with journalists
and employees of non-governmental organi-
zations being held hostage, tortured, and de-
capitated in the name of terror.

(4) Congress has authorized the President
to use all necessary and appropriate means
to defeat terrorism ; and on numerous occa-
sions since September 11, 2001, and through-
out the Global War on Terror, the interroga-
tion of detainees has yielded valuable intel-
ligence that has saved the lives of American
military personnel and American citizens at
home and abroad.

(5) The interrogation of detainees has also
provided highly valuable insights into the
structure of terrorist organizations, their
target selection process, and the identities of
key operational and logistical personnel that
were previously unknown to the Intelligence
Community.

(6) The lawful interrogation of detainees is
consistent with the United States Constitu-
tion.

(7) The abuses against detainees docu-
mented at Abu Ghraib prison in Iraq were de-
plorable aberrations that were not part of
United States policy and were not in keeping
with the finest traditions of the United
States military and the honorable men and
women who serve.

Mr.
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(8) The loss of interrogation-derived infor-
mation would have a disastrous effect on the
Nation’s intelligence collection and
counterterrorism efforts and would con-
stitute a damaging reversal in the Global
War on Terror during this critical time.

(9) The apprehension, detention, and inter-
rogation of terrorists are essential elements
to successfully waging the Global War on
Terror.

(10) The interrogation of detainees can and
should continue by the United States within
the bounds of the United States Constitution
and the laws of the United States of Amer-
1ca.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the apprehension, detention,
and interrogation of terrorists are funda-
mental to the successful prosecution of the
Global War on Terror.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 686, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. SAM JOHNSON) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 10 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. SAM JOHNSON).

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

My amendment is pretty simple. It
expresses the sense of Congress that
the apprehension, detention, and legal
interrogation of terrorists is impera-
tive to winning the war on terrorism
and stopping the barbarians.

The terrorist thugs that we are fight-
ing today are well-organized, well-fi-
nanced forces who have publicly de-
clared war on the United States of
America and the Free World. They
have a global network of hide-outs and
cells, set up solely to wage war on the
United States and kill innocent Amer-
ican citizens.

O 1830

They have carried out attack after
attack on Americans. They attacked
the USS Cole. They attacked our bar-
racks. They attacked our embassies,
and we will always remember the high-
ly coordinated attacks of September 11
on our own land.

This Congress has authorized the
President to use all necessary and ap-
propriate means to defeat terrorism.
On numerous occasions since Sep-
tember 11 and throughout the global
war on terror, the interrogation of de-
tainees has yielded valuable intel-
ligence. This intelligence has saved the
lives of American military personnel
and American citizens at home and
abroad. The interrogation of detainees
has also provided highly valuable in-
sights into the structure of terrorist
organizations and their target selec-
tion process and the identities of key
operational and logistical personnel
who were previously unknown.

The reported abuses against detain-
ees at the Abu Ghraib prison in Iraq
has led some to question our interroga-
tion policy. Make no mistake. What
happened at Abu Ghraib was not part
of U.S. policy, not keeping with the
finest traditions of the United States
military.

The careers of those people are over.
They are being punished. However, the
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deplorable actions of some should not
jeopardize the use of interrogation by
our armed services, and we should not
let it tarnish the sterling representa-
tion of our military.

The loss of interrogation-derived in-
formation would have a disastrous ef-
fect on our Nation’s intelligence, col-
lection and counterterrorism efforts. It
would constitute a damaging reversal
in the global war on terror at this crit-
ical time.

Support this amendment for the safe-
ty of our troops for Americans all over
the globe, and for the war on terror. It
is imperative that lawful interrogation
of detainees continue, and this Con-
gress ought to support it.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Who seeks to con-
trol the time in opposition to the
amendment?

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I do
not oppose the amendment, but I will
control the time on our side.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Chairman, I will support the
amendment, though I wish it had in-
cluded a clear statement about the im-
portance of U.S. obligations to adhere
to international laws, conventions and
treatises to prevent torture, cruel, in-
humane and degrading treatment of
human beings.

Mr. Chairman, one of the most trou-
bling aspects of this whole detainee
issue, besides the absolutely reprehen-
sible abuse of prisoners, is the all-out
assault on the rule of law that is clear-
ly revealed in legal memos that seem
to justify abuse and even torture of de-
tainees.

None of us is naive here, and as a
member of the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, I strongly be-
lieve in the importance of interroga-
tions and understand that interroga-
tions can yield information that pro-
tect thousands or millions of Ameri-
cans. We have to interrogate prisoners,
but over the many years of our coun-
try’s history, we have always done
those interrogations consistent with
the rule of law, and only recently have
some very troubling memoranda sur-
faced at the highest levels of the Jus-
tice Department and the Defense De-
partment that raise questions and that
actually assert that the President of
the United States in his role as com-
mander in chief could actually be
above the law.

I thought, Mr. Chairman, that we had
defeated that idea at Runnymede cen-
turies and centuries ago and that our
country was built on a foundation of
the rule of law, and I worry, Mr. Chair-
man, that if we do not observe the rule
of law, not only do we undercut our
moral authority, but we endanger our
troops who might be treated just the
way some of our people are treating
other troops.
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Now, let me add quickly that the be-
heading of Americans and other na-
tionals is absolutely outrageous, and
nowhere do I think that behavior is
consistent with even rational or hu-
mane behavior. It is abhorrent and ap-
palling, and I strongly condemn it.

But in conclusion, I think it is im-
portant that we support this amend-
ment, but I think it is also important
that as we do support this amendment,
we think about the fact that the rule of
law must always apply as we treat de-
tainees and proceed with the important
work of interrogations.

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

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. HARMAN) for her
comments, and I agree that it is bar-
barous what is going on over there.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. Goss), the chairman of the
Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. JOHNSON)
for bringing this amendment forward
and for yielding me the time.

As my ranking member has said, the
use of interrogation is absolutely crit-
ical. It is a very important tool in the
war on terrorism. Getting information
timely, not only saves lives for our
forces, but in the type of unconven-
tional war we are fighting today, it is
critical to know where the next bad
surprise is going to come from, because
these folks do not fight fair, as you
say.

Equally, in order to protect the tool
that we have, the proper use of interro-
gation, we need to prevent the abuse of
interrogation. We all understand that,
and unfortunately, I think that those
of us who understand it and have
looked into it are a little puzzled by
the fixation that the liberal media has
assigned to some of this, what I would
call, aberration problem that took
place at Abu Ghraib, which was admit-
tedly terrible, but I believe it is an ab-
erration.

I would like to point out to the
American people that our committee
does have oversight over interrogation,
and we have looked into what has hap-
pened in the intelligence aspects, the
interrogation aspects. We have had nu-
merous briefings, and we had a rather
full-scale day of hearings settled for, I
guess it was last Friday. Unfortu-
nately, that was preempted by the sad
events with President Reagan’s, the
national day of mourning for State
ceremony for former President of the
United States, Ronald Reagan. So the
government was closed, and obviously
we have had to postpone.

But we are on top of the hearings in
keeping up with this, and we have
reams of material and reports, and we
are obviously going to have more, be-
cause more reports are taking place.
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I think the purpose of the gentle-
man’s amendment is very, very impor-
tant. We must not lose sight that in-
terrogation is a critical tool, and de-
spite the hype and the sensationalism
that the liberal media is fixing on, and
it is a shame they do not talk more
about the cruelty and the barbarity, as
the gentleman has alluded to, of the
enemy than they do of some people
who got out of control on our team.

I would also like to say that for the
record, it is my understanding, and we
do not know all of the facts yet, that
perhaps the reason that the gentle-
woman did not get an intelligence
briefing in February while she was in
Iraq is because the prisoners that were
involved, we are finding out, were pris-
oners of crimes, of murder and rape and
so forth, and not necessarily subjects
of intelligence interest.

Now, that needs to be pursued fur-
ther, but you can understand that if
they are just criminals, that there
would not be a huge reason to go out
and get the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence involved, its
abuse of prisoner handling, if that is
the issue.

So we have got an area of jurisdic-
tion there where we will sort out. I do
think that it is extremely important
that we support this amendment. And I
thank the gentleman for bringing it
forward. I think it is a huge improve-
ment to our bill, and I will be very
happy to accept it from our perspec-
tive.

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

Mr. Chairman, I would say to the
gentleman from Texas that I appre-
ciate his comments welcoming my
comments. That, again, is in the spirit
of bipartisanship. We all do better
when we are bipartisan.

I would just also make a comment to
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
Go0ss). I certainly agree that a lot of
material is in our committee spaces,
but we will consider an amendment
later this afternoon on this subject of
the committee’s ability to oversee the
detainee problem. Some of us remain
skeptical that our committee has got-
ten all the material we need and cer-
tainly skeptical that we have gotten
adequate candid testimony from ad-
ministration officials.

I would also point out to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. Goss) that
while we were in Baghdad, we should
have been told about some issues di-
rectly relevant to our jurisdiction,
such as this issue of ghosting of detain-
ees as described by General Taguba in
his report, and that is the placing of
detainees without revealing their num-
bers or their identity in prisons so
that, as I understand it, the Inter-
national Red Cross and other outside
observers would not be aware of their
existence. This is a serious issue di-
rectly relevant to our jurisdiction. I
believe that it was known to those we
met with in Baghdad and they should
have informed us; at least that is my
personal opinion.
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Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
HoLT), another member of our com-
mittee to comment on the Johnson
amendment.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, the amend-
ment by our colleague from Texas in-
deed states a correct proposition that
the detention and lawful interrogation
of terrorists is fundamental to our na-
tional security. The key word, of
course, is ‘“‘lawful.” And perhaps the
amendment could have been improved
by spelling out more explicitly the im-
portance of adhering to international
convention, international law, inter-
national standards.

There is no doubt that the gentleman
from Texas has the admiration and ap-
preciation of every Member here in
this body for his service, and no one
knows better than he, he has very per-
sonal and strong reasons for caring
about the treatment of detainees and
prisoners. And, in fact, I just wanted to
underscore the point that I am sure the
gentleman knows better than I, that
the reason we do adhere to inter-
national standards, is for the protec-
tion of our own servicemen and women
who may indeed become prisoners
themselves.

We certainly deplore the barbaric
treatment of Americans, Koreans and
others by the terrorists. We understand
that non-state terrorists sometimes do
not feel bound by the international
standards, but the gentleman’s legisla-
tion with an emphasis on the word
“lawful” makes a good point.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. LAHOOD).

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Chairman, I want-
ed to make a point about the fact that
the gentleman from Florida (Chairman
Goss) had invited several of us on the
committee to go to Guantanamo on
two different occasions. We spent 2 full
days on two separate occasions touring
and observing and paying attention.
And there is absolutely no question the
work that goes on there is absolutely
critical to our ability to win the war
on terror. And it is absolutely critical
to our work and the work of law en-
forcement people in this country to
find those people that are still here in
America, trying to hurt our country
and trying to hurt our system.

And that is why the amendment of
the gentleman from Texas is so impor-
tant because it does point up the im-
portance of the work that goes on. And
the work that goes on in the Guanta-
namo is very professional work. It is
done by the book. It is done in a way
that, I think, has elicited the kind of
information that has really helped
those in this country and around the
world get the information they need.

And so I support the amendment and
I support those that are doing the hard
work in Guantanamo because it will
make a difference in our ability to win
the war on terror.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I see
no additional speakers on our side. I
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support the amendment, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, let me just say that I
advocate lawful and legal interroga-
tion, and it must continue because it
does save lives on our side. And I would
also like to point out that the Bush ad-
ministration has recently declassified
and released hundreds of pages of inter-
nal documents that show that torture
against detainees has never been au-
thorized and will never be authorized
by our Nation.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, | voted
against the amendment because while the
Abu Ghraib prison abuses should not be part
of the United States’ policy, the evidence is
not clear that it was not part of the policy of
the Bush administration. Given the disturbing
documents that are coming to light, this
amendment seemed to be partisan wishful
thinking rather than a clear expression of pol-
icy supported by objective analysis.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I yield back the balance of
my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SAM JOHNSON).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote,
and pending that, I make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SAM JOHNSON)
will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment number 5 printed in House Report
108-561.

[ 1845

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. ROGERS OF
MICHIGAN

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 5 offered by Mr. ROGERS of
Michigan:

At the end of title III (page 11, after line 8),
insert the following new section:

SEC. 304. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON SUPPORT FOR
THE EFFORTS OF THE INTEL-
LIGENCE COMMUNITY.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) The men and women of the intelligence
community are the backbone of the Nation’s
efforts to gather and collect the intelligence
which is vital to the national security of the
United States.

(2) The men and women of the intelligence
community are great patriots who perform
their jobs without fan fair and all too often
without receiving the proper credit.

(3) The men and women of the intelligence
community are combating vastly different
threats to the Nation’s security compared to
their Cold War colleagues.
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(4) Threats to the United States have
evolved through the use of technology and
non-state actions, demanding alternatives to
traditional diplomatic actions.

(5) The 1995 ‘‘Deutch Guidelines” regarding
the recruitment of foreign assets impeded
human intelligence collection efforts and
contributed to the creation of a risk averse
environment. Despite repeated efforts by the
intelligence oversight committees of Con-
gress to convince the Director of Central In-
telligence to drop the guidelines, these
guidelines stood until formally repealed in
2001 by an Act of Congress.

(6) The President’s budget request for the
intelligence community fell by 11 percent
from 1993 to 1995.

(7) Congress cut the President’s budget re-
quest for the intelligence community each
year from 1992 through 1994.

(8) The cutbacks in resources and political
support during the middle of the previous
decade has caused nearly irreversible dam-
age.

(9) Widespread risk aversion in clandestine
HUMINT collection and intelligence analysis
resulted from lack of resources and, more
importantly, of political support for the mis-
sion during the middle of the previous dec-
ade.

(10) Unnecessarily cumbersome legal im-
pediments to the clandestine HUMINT col-
lection mission were raised during the mid-
dle of the previous decade, leaving our intel-
ligence officers unable to penetrate legiti-
mate target organizations, such as terrorist
groups.

(11) Congress and the current President
have worked cooperatively to restore fund-
ing, personnel levels, and political support
for intelligence.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) the intelligence community should be
revitalized by investing in the missions, peo-
ple, and capabilities of the community; and

(2) the efforts of the men and women of the
intelligence community should be recognized
and commended.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 686, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. ROGERS) and a Member
opposed each will control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. ROGERS).

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I
might consume.

I rise today, and I am not one that
normally comes to the floor; but given
my time as a special agent with the
FBI and watching the intelligence
community get really abused in the
1990s and to see this very partisan de-
bate engaged in this Intelligence au-
thorization, I felt compelled to come to
the floor, at least to try to interject
some common sense and some plea that
we could get back to the serious work
of protecting the United States of
America. One way we do that is we
stand tall and we stand together and
we commend those who are risking
their lives every day in what is an art,
a skill, to some degree a science, of col-
lecting intelligence around the world.

The 1990s was brutal to intelligence
collection. Funding was reduced. As a
matter of fact, the number of intel-
ligence operatives declined by 27 per-
cent from 1992 to 1999. From 1991 to
1997, the number of stations declined
by 30 percent. The number of assets de-
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clined by 40 percent. The intelligence
reporting declined by approximately 50
percent. As a matter of fact, George
Tenet said in front of the commission,
When I became DCI, I found a commu-
nity and a CIA whose dollars were de-
clining and whose expertise was ebbing.

There was a feeling in the commu-
nity of intelligence that they were the
stepchild; they were the sinister folks
who we did not need to spend money on
anymore, who had passed their prime
after the close of the Cold War. They
became the great awful folks that we
wanted to blame for a lot of things.

As a matter of fact, in the Deutch
guidelines of 1995, they basically said
that CIA operatives around the world
could not associate with unsavory
characters. I have to tell my colleagues
that as an agent of the FBI, if you were
not dealing with some unsavory char-
acters, you were not catching bad guys.
That is exactly what we needed to do.
My colleagues can imagine the morale
and the confusing message that we
send to somebody who is risking their
life in some remote corner of the world,
dealing with somebody who would just
as soon slit your throat as to say hi,
and say to them, boy, you cannot deal
with unsavory characters to save and
defend the United States of America; it
might embarrass us somewhere along
the way.

Well, if we are going to defeat ter-
rorism, we need to deal exactly with
those unsavory characters. The gentle-
manly days of Ivy League spies are
over. The threat today are those who
behead their hostages. The threat
today are those who use illegal oper-
ations and criminal enterprise to con-
duct horrible acts against the United
States, including flying airplanes into
buildings.

So what we do by this amendment is
say, yes, we have made some mistakes;
yes, we did not hold you in high regard
in the last decade, but we do today and
we appreciate your work. You will not
be on TV. You probably will not write
a book. You probably will not be fa-
mous, but you are risking your life
every single day for the defense of the
United States.

I talked to a CIA station chief just
this weekend who said our business is
really to steal secrets, and all we want
is the appreciation of what we do, the
art of getting to them before they get
to us.

These are great Americans, and when
we tell them not to do something, they
will not do it. When we tell them that
we care and believe in them, they are
going to do it. So this amendment is
exactly that. It is us standing together,
trying to set aside our partisan dif-
ferences on what should never be a par-
tisan issue, the safety and security of
the United States of America.

So, to every FBI agent who gets up in
the morning and worries that on their
watch something bad is going to hap-
pen, to every CIA agent, to every other
intelligence operative that we have
employed by the United States of
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America who stands tall as a patriot
for their Nation, we ought to say
today, we recognize we did not treat
you well, but we understand how valu-
able you are today, and we will stand
with you. We will stand with you all
the way. We are going to give you the
resources you need, and we are going to
give you the respect that you should
command.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Who seeks to con-
trol the time in opposition to the
amendment?

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to this amendment, and I
will control the time on our side.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from California (Ms. HARMAN) is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

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

Let me just say to the sponsor of the
amendment that all of us in this
House, on a bipartisan basis, recognize
and respect and honor the heroism and
sacrifice of the men and women in the
intelligence community. I have spoken
to it two or three times already today.
That is not the issue. The issue is addi-
tional language in this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. RUPPERSBERGER), our
rookie.

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. HARMAN) for the time.

First, we appreciate the gentleman
from Michigan’s (Mr. ROGERS) service,
and I agree with a lot of the comments
he made about coming together and
supporting our men and women who
really toil in the intelligence commu-
nity. They toil tirelessly in the shad-
ows for sake of our Nation’s security.

Today, we have heard complaints
about our side being involved in par-
tisan politics when, in fact, we are just
trying to debate an issue that we dis-
agree on; but I believe that certain
parts of this amendment deal with a
lot of politics, and I think it is impor-
tant when we deal with the issue of
politics that we then follow the facts
because we need to be bipartisan as it
relates to intelligence.

The problem with this amendment,
basically, is that the facts are as fol-
lows: first, the cuts in the Intelligence
budget began after the first Bush ad-
ministration. The first President Bush
ordered a 17.5 across-the-board cut in
intelligence staffing from 1991 to 1997.

Now, let us talk about the reasons for
some of these cuts. It was the end of
the Cold War. The entire intelligence
community was going through a tran-
sition that we are still going through
today. So let us follow the facts.

House Republicans supported a 6 per-
cent cut in President Clinton’s Intel-
ligence budget by voice vote in 1992.
The Republicans have controlled the
Congress in the last 10 years, which in-
cludes the purse strings. In 1996, Dr.
Paul Wolfowitz, Under Secretary of De-
fense; the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
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Go0ss), chairman of the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence; and
Senator WARNER were cosigners of the
Brown-Rudman report calling for fur-
ther staffing reductions in intelligence,
3 years after the World Trade Center
bombing in 1993.

Senate Republicans cut $400 million
from President Clinton’s Intelligence
budget in 1998, and these cuts were
later restored.

In 1999, President Clinton’s CIA Di-
rector, George Tenet, secured the larg-
est single increase in intelligence fund-
ing in 15 years.

House Republicans increased Presi-
dent Clinton’s fiscal year 2000 budget
by just 1 percent.

From 1990 to 2003, overwhelming bi-
partisan majorities have supported
every intelligence budget by a roll call
or voice vote.

I think we all recognize what this
amendment really is. Let us get back
to national security, and let us get
away from the politics.

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Connecticut
(Mr. SIMMONS), whose service in the
CIA has been unparalleled, and his
service to his country is unmatched.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for the time.

I rise in support of the amendment.
As my colleague from Michigan men-
tioned, I spent 10 years in the Central
Intelligence Agency. For all of those 10
years, I was a case officer. Five of
those 10 years I served abroad on what
I feel are difficult and dangerous mis-
sions. We have people today overseas
serving under similarly difficult and
dangerous conditions.

The life of a CIA officer operating un-
dercover overseas is not easy. They are
required to penetrate a host govern-
ment, a terrorist organization, or some
other entity that may do harm to our
Nation. Of definition, you are going to
be dealing with unsavory characters.
Of definition, you are going to have to
do things that you would not normally
do to accomplish your mission.

This is stressful and this is dan-
gerous, and so you can imagine what it
must be like to operate in this environ-
ment when the DCI in 1995 issues the
Deutch Guidelines, where cumbersome
legal impediments are placed upon the
clandestine operative in his or her ef-
fort to accomplish their mission.

I think this resolution correctly
points out some of the difficulties that
we have encountered over the last 3
years, and I would argue that some of
those difficulties were encountered on
both sides of the aisle, no question
about it.

But I think it is also incumbent that
we use this opportunity, this Intel-
ligence authorization bill to discuss
some of these issues so the American
people better understand how regula-
tions like the Deutch regulations,
which sound good on the surface, which
restrict us from dealing with unsavory
characters, in fact, work to defeat the
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fundamental mission of our intel-
ligence men and women operating un-
dercover overseas.

I thank the gentleman for his amend-
ment.

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

I want to agree with the comments of
the last speaker and commend his serv-
ice as part of the Central Intelligence
Agency. He brings great expertise to
this House, and I as one Member value
it enormously.

He may not know that the Bremer
Commission on which I served rec-
ommended that the Deutch Guidelines
not apply in the case of recruitment of
terrorist spies. We, too, found that,
though well-intended, and I believe
they were well-intended, those guide-
lines inhibited the aggressive recruit-
ment of people who had the qualifica-
tions to penetrate the worst terrorist
organizations, which we need them to
do. Yes, these are unsavory characters,
and yes, we need them, provided that
they are reasonably vetted so that we
know that they are reliable, but none-
theless, yes, we need them. I do not
want to be heard to be ambivalent
about this at all.

A few years ago, our committee
found that those guidelines had not
been rescinded; and on a bipartisan
basis, we directed that the DCI rescind
them and replace them, and that was
done at our direction. That was one of
our impressive bipartisan actions, and
so I would just point out that, while
the language of this amendment com-
mending our people in the field who
take risk on our behalf is excellent, the
problem we are having on this side is
with the findings that very narrowly
focus on a very few years of history.

The history is longer, and let me say
in the spirit of bipartisanship that we
all got it wrong after the Cold War. We
all thought the world would be more
peaceful. We all thought there would be
a peace dividend. That is why the 41st
President, President Bush, began to
draw down both the Defense and Intel-
ligence budgets, anticipating a more
peaceful world, which obviously did not
come to pass.

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

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
LAHOOD).

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Chairman, well, I
know that we like to have it both ways
around here, all of us do; but you can-
not have it both ways. You cannot
come to the floor tonight and say that
we are not doing enough and then vote
against this amendment.

This amendment says that in the
1990s we did not put enough money in.
You all know that. The cash cow when
Clinton came into office was Defense
and Intelligence, and what he did was
he took the cash cow and he used the
money for a lot of other things as all of
you supported over there.

So the idea that we are not doing
enough but they did enough sort of be-
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lies belief here, and what the gentle-
man’s amendment talks about is the
fact that in the 1990s they took the
cash cow, which was Intelligence and
Defense, emasculated it, drew it down
as far as they could and used it on a lot
of other things. These charts prove
that.

Then the idea that the former head of
the CIA, President Herbert Walker
Bush, did not do that, that is fiction,
too. You all know that. So you cannot
come here and have it both ways. You
cannot say you are saying that the
chairman did not put a good mark up
here because he did not fund fully the
things that you want and yet during
the 1990s they did. You know what, it
does not work that way, but I guess it
does work that way because you can
come here and say anything you want;
but the facts are the facts.

The gentleman has a good amend-
ment, and you all ought to be sup-
porting that.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, how
much more time do we have?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from California (Ms. HARMAN) has 5
minutes remaining. The gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. ROGERS) has 2%
minutes remaining. The gentlewoman
from California has the right to close.

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

I would just point out to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. LAHOOD) that
the findings section of this amendment
claims there was a funding reduction in
the Intelligence budget of 11 percent
between 1993 and 1995. This narrow pe-
riod matches a period when President
Clinton was in office and Democrats
still controlled the Congress.
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But the decline commenced in the
first Bush administration, in 1990, as
the Soviet empire was collapsing. And
the trend continued through the 6-year
period of Republican control of Con-
gress until 9-11.

It is good that we have increased the
budget. I hope everyone in this House
supports those increases. Certainly
those of us on this side of the debate
are talking about full funding of
counterterrorism, because it turns out
that the world was not more peaceful
after the fall of the Berlin Wall. The
world was more dangerous, and all of
us underestimated the lethality of the
threats we faced.

In hindsight, we all, over three ad-
ministrations, should have done a lot
more. In foresight, hopefully together
on a bipartisan basis, we will.

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

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
PHY).

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, the
rhetoric of this debate is not without
its dangers. While this evening’s dis-
cussion is ostensibly about the intel-
ligence reauthorization, and I welcome
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the more temperate approach tonight
has, on other days the vituperative
words here and also on the campaign
trails, I believe, may have harmful con-
sequences that demand our attention.

We may be responsible for giving
weapons of intelligence to the terror-
ists themselves. In World War II, the
Germans launched V2 rockets towards
England and waited to learn where
they fell. Newspaper and radio ac-
counts of the damage could help the
Nazis adjust their fire accordingly.

Now, you do not have to be a psychol-
ogist to understand the behavior of ter-
rorists towards us is based upon the
feedback they get from us. Are they
getting their ideas and marching or-
ders from the evening news?

Politicians look to incite anger and
blame over gas prices. Does this lead to
bombing of refineries?

Politicians raise doubt about Iraqi
security strength. Is that why they at-
tack police barracks?

Politicians questioned if Iraqi leaders
were ready to take over. Did that con-
tribute to assassinations of Iraqi lead-
ers?

Politicians screamed about enemy
prisoner abuse. Did that contribute to
the capture, torture, and decapitation
of American citizens?

And politicians questioned if Ameri-
cans could tolerate casualties of our
soldiers. Could that be encouraging at-
tacks on our troops?

Terrorists watch the evening news
for our reactions to their crimes, listen
to our speeches, listen for calls to run
away, watch the polls, and are
emboldened by any sign we are weak-
ening, and are thwarted by signs we re-
main steadfast. We tell them where,
how, and how severe to strike next. Our
intelligence is important here.

After U.S. politicians began to apply
the words ‘‘Vietnam’ and ‘‘quagmire”’
in Iraq, al Qaeda added the same words
to their daily lexicon.

Terrorists are looking for ways to
sway public opinion. Look at Madrid.
And now the ultimate question before
them is: How will a direct attack on
the U.S.A. affect our fall elections?

I believe these concerns are real. But
even if only a remote chance of a link,
should we not stop, think, and ask
where we must draw the line.

And while we deliberate the intel-
ligence bill tonight, let us stop aiding
the enemies of freedom through politi-
cized debate here or on the campaign
trails. Unless we do, we risk having the
blood of Americans on our hands. I say
support the amendment.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, how
much time is remaining on our side?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from California (Ms. HARMAN) has 4
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. ROGERS) has
minute remaining.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. HOLT), a member of our
committee.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time.
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Mr. Chairman, I would subscribe to
the comments of the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. SIMMONS), and I
would like to point out the problem
with this amendment. It says it is the
sense of Congress that the intelligence
community should be revitalized by in-
vesting in its missions, people, and ca-
pabilities of the community. And, of
course, that the efforts of the men and
women of the intelligence community
should be recognized and commended.

This is commendable. This is what
we would like to do. But if you read the
findings of this, you find out what is
really at play here. It is a gratuitous
swipe at an administration that has
long been out of office.

If, in fact, we want to revitalize the
community by reinvesting in its mis-
sions, we should be doing exactly what
we have been talking about today,
funding counterterrorism at something
more than 30 percent of what the com-
munity, these people, say they need to
carry out their missions and the capa-
bilities that they need. Yes, we should
revitalize by reinvesting. That is what
we are asking to do today.

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume just to clarify and point out
that in fiscal year 1993, President Bush
requested a 4 percent increase, and the
Democrat Congress that year cut the
request by 10 percent, effectively re-
ducing the funding by 5 percent from
the 1992 appropriation.

I understand the politics of being a
convert to intelligence. Thank you. Let
us stand together and say, okay, that
time has gone, we are going to move
forward, we are going to stand with the
intelligence community.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the remainder
of my time to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. Goss), the chairman of the
committee.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I actually
urge support of this. When something
bad is going to happen, we want to
make sure that it is the bad guys that
get us and not the good guys. And we
are concerned that we have not, in our
own country, focused enough on that
subject.

I think this amendment helps the
good guys and hurts the bad guys, so I
urge its support.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. 1
do not think we have any further
speakers on this amendment, but I
would like to enter into a dialogue
with the amendment’s sponsor to sug-
gest to him that we might agree by
unanimous consent that the sense of
Congress in his resolution be the entire
resolution.

We strike the findings, because our
side feels that they are not complete
and that some of them may be mis-
leading. And that, as I said, on a bipar-
tisan basis we all were wrong in 1990
when the wall came down and we ex-
pected a more peaceful world.

Would the gentleman be amenable to
striking the findings and having his
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resolution be the Sense of Congress, as
he has drafted it, which I would predict
would be adopted unanimously?

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. HARMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, facts are very stubborn things.
Given the sense of where the intel-
ligence community is today, they are
beleaguered at every corner. For years,
their hands were tied behind their
back. And now you have commissions
coming out and say, gee, we tied your
hands and now we are faulting you for
not being super heroes and doing super
work without the funding and re-
sources.

I think it is accurate, and I think we
should make that statement that we
all recognize those shortcomings of
1990s, but we will stand with you today.
It is an important commitment for the
morale of the intelligence officers in
the field.

Ms. HARMAN. Well, reclaiming my
time, Mr. Chairman, I am disappointed
in that answer only because I think
there is plenty of blame to go around
over three or four administrations and
findings that made that clear, I think,
would be more helpful.

Let me reiterate my strong view, and
the view of everyone that I can imag-
ine on our side, that we support the
men and women of the intelligence
community. That is something I have
said over and over and over again in
our committee briefings, hearings, and
travels. Everywhere we go around the
globe, and the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. Goss) and I and others have trav-
eled to places like Pyongyang, and
Baghdad and Kabul and Libya and else-
where. We have always thanked the
men and women of the intelligence
community with whom we have met.

I wish that this would have been
drafted on a bipartisan basis with what
we would view as a fairer statement of
findings over a longer period of time. I
think that that would do more honor
to the capable men and women who are
now in harm’s way. So I regrettably
urge a ‘‘no”’ vote on this amendment.

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, | stand in strong
support of the Rogers Amendment recognizing
the vital, groundbreaking work of our intel-
ligence community.

As a former FBI special agent, | well under-
stand the importance of human intelligence
gathering. The patriots of our intelligence com-
munity are frequently unsung heroes, not re-
ceiving due credit for their tireless efforts. Due
to the nature of their work, they don’t make
the headlines, but their work will continue to
derail terrorist activities and thus prevent
headlines from being made.

Mr. Chairman, we'’re facing significant new
threats in the post-Cold War era, and certainly
since September 11, 2001. New hot spots
have emerged throughout the world, and new
havens for terrorists and their supporters. The
threats we encounter are no longer solely
state-based, and require new methods to com-
bat them.

Unfortunately, changing our Cold War ways
has not kept pace with these new threats. It
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has taken too long to reverse the Church
Commission’s outdated and overreaching re-
forms that crippled our intelligence abilities, re-
stricting human intelligence and limiting people
from getting out in the field. The 2002 Joint In-
quiry into the Terrorist Attacks confirmed that
the lack of reliable human sources in al Qaeda
“significantly limited the [intelligence] commu-
nity’s ability to acquire intelligence that could
be acted upon before the September 11 at-
tacks.”

While human intelligence can be the force
multiplier in many instances, our intelligence
community has not received the funding or the
support it requires to conduct operations.
Through the leadership of Chairman GoOsS
and others, we’re continuing to work toward
revitalizing the community, giving our
operatives what they need to continue their
work and respond to the new threats we face.
Their work stands at the center of our global
war on terrorism.

| salute MIKE ROGERS for introducing this
amendment to recognize the dedication and
importance of our intelligence community, and
thank Chairman Goss for crafting this author-
ization to meet our current and future threats.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. ROGERS).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. ROGERS)
will be postponed.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 6 printed in House Report
108-561.

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. ACKERMAN

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 6 offered by Mr. ACKER-
MAN:

At the end of title III, insert the following
new section:

SEC. 304. REPORTS ON PAKISTANI EFFORTS TO
CURB PROLIFERATION OF WEAPONS
OF MASS DESTRUCTION AND TO
FIGHT TERRORISM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director of Central
Intelligence shall submit to the appropriate
committees of Congress classified reports on
the following matters:

(1) The efforts by the Government of Paki-
stan, or individuals or entities in Pakistan,
to acquire or transfer weapons of mass de-
struction and related technologies, or mis-
sile equipment and technology, to any other
nation, entity, or individual.

(2) The steps taken by the Government of
Pakistan to combat proliferation of weapons
of mass destruction and related technologies.

(3) The steps taken by the Government of
Pakistan to safeguard nuclear weapons and
related technologies in the possession of the
Government of Pakistan.

(4) The size of the stockpile of fissile mate-
rial of the Government of Pakistan and
whether any additional fissile material has
been produced.
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(5) The efforts by the Government of Paki-
stan to fight Al Qaeda and the Taliban as
well as to dismantle terrorist networks oper-
ating inside of Pakistan.

(6) The efforts by the Government of Paki-
stan to establish and strengthen democratic
institutions in Pakistan.

(b) DEADLINE FOR SUBMITTAL OF REPORTS.—
(1) The Director of Central Intelligence shall
submit the first report required under sub-
section (a) not later than 90 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

(2) The Director shall submit subsequent
reports required under subsection (a) on
April 1 of 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, and 2009.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CON-
GRESS.—The term ‘‘appropriate committees
of Congress’ means the following:

(A) The Committee on Appropriations, the
Committee on Armed Services, the Select
Committee on Intelligence, and the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate.

(B) The Committee on Appropriations, the
Committee on Armed Services, the Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence, and
the Committee on International Relations of
the House of Representatives.

(2) WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION.—The
term ‘‘weapons of mass destruction’ has the
meaning given such term in section 1403(1) of
the Defense Against Weapons of Mass De-
struction Act of 1996. (Public Law 104-201).

(3) MISSILE EQUIPMENT AND TECHNOLOGY.—
The term ‘‘missile equipment and tech-
nology’’ has the meaning given such term in
section 74(a)(5) of the Arms Export Control
Act (22 U.S.C. 2797c(a)(b)).

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 686 the gentleman from New
York (Mr. ACKERMAN) and a Member
opposed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. ACKERMAN).

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Last year, Mr. Chairman, President
Bush announced a 5-year, $3 billion aid
package for Pakistan in return for
Pakistan’s continued cooperation in
the global war on terrorism. At that
time, the President, through his
spokesman, said that Congress would
be looking closely at Pakistan’s efforts
on nuclear nonproliferation, on com-
bating al-Qaeda, the Taliban, and other
terrorist groups, and the reestablish-
ment of democracy.

Without question, Pakistani coopera-
tion in the war on terrorism will be
key to our success. Yet since the Presi-
dent’s announcement, the media has
been filled with reports of Pakistan’s
A.Q. Khan’s nuclear network, where it
turns out two-thirds of the axis got
their nuclear technology and that
Khan’s agents tried to sell it to the
other third.

In addition, there have been recent
reports of uneven cooperation from
Pakistan with regard to terrorism gen-
erally, and al-Qaeda in particular.
These reports reach to the very heart
of the administration’s justification for
supporting Pakistan.

Lastly, I do not think anyone can
credibly say that the so-called ref-
erendum on General Musharraf’s rule,
or the parliamentary elections held
last year, were either fair or free. Real
democratization in Pakistan just does
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not seem to be high on General
Musharraf’s list, and we must do much
more than to pretend it is high on ours.

My amendment would require the Di-
rector of Central Intelligence to issue a
classified, that is classified report to
the appropriate committees of Con-
gress regarding, one, the efforts of any
Pakistani entity or individuals to ac-
quire or transfer weapons of mass de-
struction and related technologies or
missile equipment and technology to
any other nation, entity, or individual;
two, Pakistan’s efforts to curb pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruc-
tion and the means to deliver them:;
three, Pakistani steps to ensure that
their own nuclear weapons are secure;
four, Pakistani efforts to dismantle
terrorist networks operating inside
Pakistan, including but not limited to
al-Qaeda and the Taliban; and, finally,
five, Pakistani steps to restore democ-
racy.

The point, Mr. Chairman, of my
amendment, is to help Members estab-
lish, on a classified basis, some of the
facts about Pakistan’s efforts and co-
operation on all of these subjects. We
will all be asked to support substantial
military and economic assistance to
Pakistan over the next several years,
and I strongly support that propo-
sition, but I believe that Members
should understand the whole picture as
they are being asked to approve this
substantial assistance.

While I understand that executive
agencies generally do not like report-
ing requirements, we are a coequal part
of government, and we have to learn
the facts and the truth, we have to au-
thorize and appropriate the money, and
we must be informed. I have person-
ally, as well as others have personally,
tried to get the information from the
administration, particularly regarding
A.Q. Khan, and those efforts have been
rebuffed.

I do not believe my amendment
would be unduly burdensome to the
CIA, since they are supposed to be fol-
lowing the events in Pakistan anyway.
I am merely asking that they put their
information into some useful form for
Members.

Mr. Chairman, the administration
has said repeatedly and properly that
weapons of mass destruction and the
possibility that they may be acquired
by terrorists is the single biggest
threat facing the United States, and in
Pakistan, we have the epicenter of
both of those threats. Our relationship
with Pakistan is a complicated one and
presents the United States with one of
its most difficult near-term foreign
policy challenges. I think the Members
must make intelligent decisions re-
garding Pakistan, and we should have
as much information on a classified
basis as possible.

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to
support the amendment.

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition, and I yield myself such
time as I may consume.
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Mr. Chairman, I do not have huge
heartburn over this at all, but I am a
little concerned on a couple of points.

The first is that Pakistan is one of
our strongest allies in a very delicate
part of the world with this global war
of terrorism. I think it is important to
remember that Pakistan’s stability
and continued cooperation in the war
on terror is of paramount importance
to the United States’ national interest
at this time, and we all know it. With-
out Pakistan’s help, the war on terror
would be much more difficult to fight
and to win.

Anyone who doubts Pakistan’s com-
mitment need only see last week’s re-
port that Pakistani forces killed one of
the country’s best known, most wanted
pro al-Qaeda militants, that would be
Nek Mohammed, in a missile strike.
Pakistani security forces have Kkilled
or captured dozens of al-Qaeda
operatives since 9-11 and have sus-
tained significant casualties in so
doing, and considered high-level cas-
ualties there, too, I am sorry to say.

President Musharraf, moreover, is
walking a political tightrope in helping
us, as all of us who have been in that
country know, yet he believes that the
war on terror must be won, and is will-
ing to take significant political, and I
would say personal risk on his part to
do it.

The stories about A.Q. Khan’s pro-
liferation exploits were not a surprise
to the intelligence community. This
was an example of very good work, and
it is work that is continuing.
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The intelligence community and
State Department are working dili-
gently, constructively, carefully and
quietly on the sensitive matters re-
ferred to in this amendment. The com-
mittees of jurisdiction are being kept
well informed about the status of
things.

The amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York, I know the mo-
tivation is good, but nevertheless this
requires the Director of Central Intel-
ligence to report to eight congressional
committees on Pakistan’s efforts to
curb WMD proliferation, fight ter-
rorism, safeguard nuclear weapons,
strengthen Pakistan’s democratic in-
stitutions, and disclose the size of
Pakistan’s fissile material stockpile.
Actually that is happening. I think
that is all going on. I do not have any
problem reiterating it, but I am a little
concerned the amendment might be
misconstrued by some, given the sen-
sitive state of affairs in the region; and
frankly I do not think it is helpful to
U.S. interests.

As I say, I think much of the over-
sight noted in what he is trying to ac-
complish is already being done by the
committees of jurisdiction. As I say, I
do not have huge heartburn over this,
but I am worried that it could upset a
delicate balance.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am
glad that the gentleman does not have
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heartburn. I appreciate his sentiments.
Nobody is suggesting that we oppose
aid to Pakistan.

Mr. Chairman, I am delighted to
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. HARMAN), the
ranking member.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time and commend him for this amend-
ment and rise in support.

I do agree with Chairman GoOSS that
our committee is already studying
these issues. I also agree with Chair-
man GOSS that these are touchy issues
because we certainly want to commu-
nicate our strong support for the Gov-
ernment of Pakistan which has, after
all, been an ally of ours in this very,
very difficult global war on terror and
which continues to take major risks on
our behalf. So, yes, that is true.

On the other hand, I believe it is im-
portant to run to ground key ques-
tions, including the breadth and scope
of the proliferation headed by A.Q.
Khan, the number of customers, the de-
gree of cooperation with other rogue
states, and whether at any level there
was complicity of the Pakistani Gov-
ernment. These are tough questions,
and I think that what is requested in
this amendment, which is a report on
these questions, will certainly burden
the agencies. Yes, it will. On the other
hand, it will give us some answers that
we need.

On balance, I think it is commend-
able that we focus additional attention
on the damage done with respect to
proliferation around the world by A.Q.
Khan and his network and we recognize
that there is a place, I think the place
is now, in our consideration of these
issues to get the clear answers we de-
serve.

I support this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ACKER-
MAN).

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to
consider amendment No. 7 printed in
House Report 108-561.

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be read. It is
short.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the amendment will be read in full.

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment No. 7 offered by Mr. SHAYS:

At the end of title III (page 11, after line 8),
insert the following new section:

SEC. 304. SENSE OF CONGRESS.

It is the Sense of Congress that the head of
each element of the intelligence community,
including the Central Intelligence Agency,
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, and the
intelligence elements of the Department of
Defense, the Department of State, and the
Department of the Treasury should make
available upon a request from a committee
of Congress with jurisdiction over matters
relating to the Office of the Iraq Oil-for-Food
Program of the United Nations, any informa-
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tion and documents in the possession or con-
trol of such element in connection with any
investigation of that Office by such a com-
mittee.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 686, the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) and a Member
opposed each will control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS).

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I obvi-
ously move the adoption of the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 42 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
OSE).

Mr. OSE. I thank the gentleman from
Connecticut for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, before you came to
Congress doing business, were you ever
ripped off? Just plainly and simply
ripped off? Mr. Chairman, this oil-for-
food program is a rip-off to trump any
scheme or action perpetrated on any
member of any country anytime any-
where. This oil-for-food program got
hijacked, pure and simple.

The way it worked was, Iraq com-
plained about not having enough
money to buy food or medicine for its
people, so the United Nations frankly
in what turned out to be a moment of
great generosity set up a program
whereby a limited amount of Iraqi oil
could be brought to market and sold to
willing buyers for the purpose of gener-
ating revenue that Iraq could then use
through the United Nations to buy food
and medicine for its people.

Lo and behold, the grand bazaar of
Baghdad turned out to be a rip-off of
all rip-offs. Saddam Hussein hijacked
this program, arguably with the knowl-
edge beforehand of certain members of
the United Nations staff responsible for
oversight to make sure this did not
happen and lined his pockets with up
to $10 billion of surcharges and levies
on this program. Over the course of the
oil-for-food program, $67 billion worth
of oil was sold. Half of that $67 billion
in turn was used to purchase food and
medicine and other supplies for the
benefit of the Iraqi people. Keep in
mind that under the United Nations
resolution that set this program up,
the purpose of these oil sales was to
provide food and medicine to the starv-
ing and unhealthy population in Iraq.

However, let me tell my colleagues
what the dictator of Baghdad pur-
chased for the people of Iraq in part.
The people of Iraq were asked to con-
sume 1,500 ping-pong tables. They were
provided with all sorts of soft ice
cream machines. They purchased over-
priced dental chairs from China. They
even were able to acquire a warehouse
full of undelivered wheelchairs and
cigarettes. They paid $2 billion for
presidential palaces. They bought 300
Mercedes-Benz sedans. They paid for a
$200 mi