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submitting this plan to you, I ask for
your continued partnership in defeat-
ing drugs in America. Our children and
this Nation deserve no less.
WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, March 3, 1998.

———————

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. HELMS, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations, without amendment:

H.R. 1116. A bill to provide for the convey-
ance of the reversionary interest of the
United States in certain lands to the Clint
Independent School District and the Fabens
Independent School District.

By Mr. HELMS, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations, without amendment and
with a preamble:

S. Res. 174. A resolution to state the sense
of the Senate that Thailand is a key partner
and friend of the United States, has com-
mitted itself to executing its responsibilites
under its arrangements with the Inter-
national Monetary Fund, and that the
United States should be prepared to take ap-
propriate steps to ensure continued close bi-
lateral relations.

S. Con. Res. 60. A concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress in support of
efforts to foster friendship and cooperation
between the United States and Mongolia,
and for other purposes.

S. Con. Res. 78. A concurrent resolution re-
lating to the indictment and prosecution of
Saddam Hussein for war crimes and other
crimes against humanity.

———

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of
committees were submitted:

By Mr. HELMS, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations:

Robert T. Grey, Jr., of Virginia, for the
rank of Ambassador during his tenure of
service as United States Representative to
the Conference on Disarmament.

(The above nomination was reported
with the recommendation that he be
confirmed, subject to the nominee’s
commitment to respond to requests to
appear and testify before any duly con-
stituted committee of the Senate.)

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, for the
Committee on Foreign Relations, I also
report favorably three nomination lists
in the Foreign Service which were
printed in full in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORDS of October 31, 1997 and Feb-
ruary 2, 1998, and ask unanimous con-
sent, to save the expense of reprinting
on the Executive Calendar, that these
nominations lie at the Secretary’s desk
for the information of Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The nominations ordered to lie on
the Secretary’s desk were printed in
the RECORDS of October 31, 1997 and
February 2, 1998, at the end of the Sen-
ate proceedings.)

In the Foreign Service nominations begin-
ning Kenneth A. Thomas, and ending Charles
Grandin Wise, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the
Congressional Record of October 31, 1997

In the Foreign Service nominations begin-
ning Dolores F. Harrod, and ending Stephan
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Wasylko, which nominations were received
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record of February 2, 1998

In the Foreign Service nomination of Lyle
J. Sebranek, which was received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record of February 2, 1998

———

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. COVERDELL:

S. 1698. A Dbill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to create a new non-
immigrant category for temporary agricul-
tural workers admitted pursuant to a labor
condition attestation; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. ALLARD:

S. 1699. A bill to authorize the Secretary of
Transportation to issue a certificate of docu-
mentation with appropriate endorsement for
employment in the coastwise trade for the
vessel BILLIE-B-II; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself, Mr.
KERRY, and Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN):

S. 1700. A bill to designate the head-
quarters building of the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development in Washington,
District of Columbia, as the ‘‘Robert C. Wea-
ver Federal Building’’; to the Committee on
Environment and Public Works.

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, and Mr. REED):

S. 1701. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 in order to increase the de-
pendent care allowance used to calculate
Pell Grant Awards; to the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources.

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER:

S. 1702. A bill to amend the Harmonized
Tariff Schedule of the United States to
change the special rate of duty on purified
terephtalic acid imported from Mexico; to
the Committee on Finance.

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself and Mrs.
FEINSTEIN):

S. 1703. A bill to provide for the convey-
ance of certain property from the United
States to Stanislaus County, California; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

By Mr. COVERDELL (for himself, Mrs.
FEINSTEIN, Mr. HELMS, and Mr.
HUTCHINSON):

S.J. Res. 42. A joint resolution to dis-
approve the certification of the President
under section 490(b) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 regarding foreign assistance
for Mexico during fiscal year 1998; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

S.J. Res. 43. A joint resolution to dis-
approve the certification of the President
under section 490(b) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 regarding assistance for
Mexico during fiscal year 1997, and to provide
for the termination of the withholding of and
opposition to assistance that results from
the disapproval; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

—————

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself, Mr.
LUGAR, Mr. D’AMATO, Mr. KENNEDY,
Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr.
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ROBB, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. KyYL, Mr.
AKAKA, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. ALLARD,
Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr.
GRASSLEY, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. FAIR-
CLOTH, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. KOHL, Mr.
MACK, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. CRAIG, Mr.
BURNS, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. DODD,
Mr. DORGAN, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr.
SMITH of Oregon, Mr. HATCH, Mr.
LAUTENBERG, Mr. REID, Mr. COVER-
DELL, Mr. ENzZI, Mr. GRAMM, Mr.
KEMPTHORNE, Mr. HELMS, Mr. BAU-
CcUS, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. COATS, Mr.
GRAMS, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. SAR-
BANES, Mr. DEWINE, and Mr. SMITH of
New Hampshire):

S. Res. 188. A resolution expressing the
sense of the Senate regarding Israeli mem-
bership in a United Nations regional group;
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself, Ms.
LANDRIEU, Mrs. BOXER, Ms. SNOWE,
Mrs. MURRAY, and Mr. DASCHLE):

S. Res. 189. A resolution honoring the 150th
anniversary of the United States Women’s
Rights Movement that was initiated by the
1848 Women'’s Rights Convention held in Sen-
eca Falls, New York, and calling for a na-
tional celebration of women’s rights in 1998;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself and
Mrs. FEINSTEIN):

S. Res. 190. A resolution to express the
sense of the Senate regarding reductions in
class size; to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

———

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself,
Mr. KERRY, and Ms. MOSELEY-
BRAUN):

S. 1700. A bill to designate the head-
quarters building of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development in
Washington, District of Columbia, as
the ‘“Rovert C. Weaver Federal Build-
ing”’; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works.

THE ROBERT C. WEAVER FEDERAL BUILDING

DESIGNATION ACT OF 1997

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise
to introduce legislation to name the
Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
headquarters here in Washington after
Dr. Robert C. Weaver, adviser to three
Presidents, director of the NAACP, and
the first African-American Cabinet
Secretary. I am pleased that Senators
KERRY and MOSELEY-BRAUN are co-
sponsors of my bill. I would point out
that Senator KERRY was poised to in-
troduce similar legislation; in fact, he
sent out a Dear Colleague on the sub-
ject last November. But he graciously
deferred to me, and I am most appre-
ciative. Bob Weaver was my friend,
dating back more than 40 years to our
service together in the Harriman ad-
ministration. He passed away last July
at his home in New York City after
spending his entire life broadening op-
portunities for minorities in America. I
think it is a fitting tribute to name the
HUD building after this great man.

Dr. Weaver began his career in gov-
ernment service as part of President
Franklin D. Roosevelt’s ‘“‘Black Cabi-
net,” an informal advisory group pro-
moting educational and job opportuni-
ties for blacks. The Washington Post
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called this work his greatest legacy,
the dismantling of a deeply entrenched
system of racial segregation in Amer-
ica. Indeed it was.

Dr. Weaver was appointed Deputy
Commissioner of Housing for New York
State in 1955, and later became State
Rent Administrator with Cabinet rank.
It was during these years working for
New York Governor Averell Harriman
that I first met Bob; I was Assistant to
the Secretary to the Governor and
later, Acting Secretary.

Our friendship and collaboration con-
tinued under the Kennedy and Johnson
administrations. In 1960, he became the
president of the NAACP, and shortly
thereafter would become a key adviser
to President Kennedy on civil rights.
In 1961, Kennedy appointed Dr. Weaver
to head the Housing and Home Finance
Agency, an entity that later became
the Department of Housing and Urban
Development. In 1966, when President
Johnson elevated the agency to Cabi-
net rank, Dr. Weaver was, in Johnson’s
phrase, ‘‘the man for the job.”” He thus
became its first Secretary, and the
first African-American to head a Cabi-
net agency. Later, he and I served to-
gether on the Pennsylvania Avenue
Commission.

Following his government service,
Dr. Weaver was, among various other
academic pursuits, a professor at Hun-
ter College, a member of the School of
Urban and Public Affairs at Carnegie-
Mellon, a visiting professor at Colum-
bia Teacher’s College and New York
University’s School of Education, and
the president of Baruch College in
Manhattan. When I became director of
the Joint Center for Urban Studies at
MIT and Harvard, he generously agreed
to be a member of the Board of Direc-
tors.

Dr. Weaver had earned his under-
graduate, master’s, and doctoral de-
grees in economics from Harvard; he
wrote four books on urban affairs; and
he was one of the original directors of
the Municipal Assistance Corporation,
which designed the plan to rescue New
York City during its tumultuous finan-
cial crisis in the 1970s.

Last July, America—and Washington
in particular (for he was a native Wash-
ingtonian)—lost one of its innovators,
one of its creators, one of its true lead-
ers. For Dr. Robert Weaver led not only
with his words but with his deeds. I was
privileged to know him as a friend. He
will be missed but properly memorial-
ized, I think, if we can pass this legisla-
tion.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that my bill, and a July 21, 1997
editorial in the Washington Post, and a
July 19, 1997 obituary from the New
York Times be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 1700

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. DESIGNATION OF ROBERT C. WEAVER
FEDERAL BUILDING.

In honor of the first Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development, the headquarters
building of the Department of Housing and
Urban Development located at 451 Seventh
Street, SW., in Washington, District of Co-
lumbia, shall be known and designated as the
“Robert C. Weaver Federal Building’’.

SEC. 2. REFERENCES.

Any reference in a law, map, regulation,
document, paper, or other record of the
United States to the building referred to in
section 1 shall be deemed to be a reference to
the “Robert C. Weaver Federal Building’’.

[From the Washington Post, July 21,
1997]

ROBERT C. WEAVER

Native Washingtonian Robert C. Weaver,
who died on Thursday in New York City at
age 89, had a life of many firsts. Dr. Weaver
served as a college president, Cabinet sec-
retary, presidential adviser, chairman of the
National Association for the Advancement of
Colored People and as a director of the Mu-
nicipal Assistance Corp., which helped save
New York City from financial catastrophe.
But his greatest legacy may be the work he
did, largely out of public view, to dismantle
a deeply entrenched system of racial seg-
regation in America.

Before the landmark decade of civil rights
advances in the 1960s, Dr. Weaver was one of
a small group of African American officials
in the New Deal era who, as part of the
‘““Black Cabinet’ pressured President Frank-
lin D. Roosevelt to strike down racial bar-
riers in government employment, housing
and education. It was a long way to come for
the Dunbar High School graduate who ran
into racial discrimination in the 1920s when
he tried to join a union fresh out of high
school. Embittered by that experience, Bob
Weaver went on to Harvard (in the footsteps
of his grandfather, the first African Amer-
ican Harvard graduate in dentistry) to earn
his bachelor’s, master’s and doctorate in eco-
nomics. At another time in America, his uni-
versity degrees might have led to another ca-
reer path. For Bob Weaver in 1932, however,
those credentials—and his earlier job as a
college professor—made him an ‘‘associate
advisor on Negro affairs’ in the U.S. Depart-
ment of the Interior.

Subsequent work as an educator, econo-
mist and national housing expert—and be-
hind-the-scenes recruitment of scores of Af-
rican Americans for public service—led to
his appointment as New York State rent ad-
ministrator, making him the first African
American with state cabinet rank. President
John F. Kennedy appointed him to the high-
est federal post ever occupied by an African
American—the Housing and Home Finance
Agency. Despite the president’s support,
however, the HHF A never made it to Cabinet
status, because Dr. Weaver was its adminis-
trator and southern legislators rebelled at
the thought of a black secretary. Years later
President Lyndon Johnson pushed through
the Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment and named Robert Weaver to the
presidential Cabinet.

For the nation, and Robert Weaver, the ap-
pointment was another important first. For
many other African Americans who found
lower barriers and increased opportunity in
the last third of the 20th century, Robert
Weaver’s legacy is lasting.
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[From the New York Times, July 19,
1997]

ROBERT C. WEAVER, 89, FIRST BLACK CABINET
MEMBER, DIES

(By James Barron)

Dr. Robert C. Weaver, the first Secretary
of Housing and Urban Development and the
first black person appointed to the Cabinet,
died on Thursday at his home in Manhattan.
He was 89.

Dr. Weaver was also one of the original di-
rectors of the Municipal Assistance Corpora-
tion, which was formed to rescue New York
City from financial crisis in the 1970’s.

‘““He was a catalyst with the Kennedys and
then with Johnson, forging new initiatives in
housing and education,” said Walter E.
Washington, the first elected Mayor of the
nation’s capital.

A portly, pedagogical man who wrote four
books on urban affairs, Dr. Weaver had made
a name for himself in the 1930’s and 1940’s as
an expert behind-the-scenes strategist in the
civil rights movement. ‘‘Fight hard and le-
gally,” he said, ‘“‘and don’t blow your top.”

As a part of the ‘“‘Black Cabinet’ in the ad-
ministration of President Franklin D. Roo-
sevelt, Dr. Weaver was one of a group of
blacks who specialized in housing, education
and employment. After being hired as race
relations advisers in various Federal agen-
cies, they pressured and persuaded the White
House to provide more jobs, better edu-
cational opportunities and equal rights.

Dr. Weaver began in 1933 as an aide to Inte-
rior Secretary Harold L. Ickes. He later
served as a special assistant in the housing
division of the Works Progress Administra-
tion, the National Defense Advisory Commis-
sion, the War Production Board and the War
Manpower Commission.

Shortly before the 1940 election, he devised
a strategy that defused anger among blacks
about Stephen T. Early, President Roo-
sevelt’s press secretary. Arriving at Pennsyl-
vania Station in New York, Early lost his
temper when a line of police officers blocked
his way. Early knocked one of the officers,
who happened to be black, to the ground. As
word of the incident spread, a White House
adviser put through a telephone call to Dr.
Weaver in Washington.

The aide, worried that the incident would
cost Roosevelt the black vote, told Dr. Wea-
ver to find the other black advisers and pre-
pare a speech that would appeal to blacks for
the President to deliver the following week.

Dr. Weaver said he doubted that he could
find anyone in the middle of the night, even
though most of the others in the ‘‘Black Cab-
inet”” had been playing poker in his base-
ment when the phone rang. ‘‘And anyway,”’
he said, “I don’t think a mere speech will do
it. What we need right now is something so
dramatic that it will make the Negro voters
forget all about Steve Early and the Negro
cop too.”

Within 48 hours, Benjamin O. Davis Sr. was
the first black general in the Army; William
H. Hastie was the first black civilian aide to
the Secretary of War, and Campbell C. John-
son was the first high-ranking black aide to
the head of the Selective Service.

Robert Clifton Weaver was born on Dec. 29,
1907, in Washington. His father was a postal
worker and his mother—who he said influ-
enced his intellectual development—was the
daughter of the first black person to grad-
uate from Harvard with a degree in den-
tistry. When Dr. Weaver joined the Kennedy
Administration, whose Harvard connections
extended to the occupant of the Oval Office,
he held more Harvard degrees—three, includ-
ing a doctorate in economics—than anyone
else in the administration’s upper ranks.

In 1960, after serving as the New York
State Rent Commissioner, Dr. Weaver be-
came the national chairman of the National
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Association for the Advancement of Colored
People, and President Kennedy sought Dr.
Weaver’s advice on civil rights. The fol-
lowing year, the President appointed him ad-
ministrator of the Housing and Home Fi-
nance Agency, a loose combination of agen-
cies that included the bureaucratic compo-
nents of what would eventually become
H.U.D., including the Federal Housing Ad-
ministration to spur construction, the Urban
Renewal Administration to oversee slum
clearance and the Federal National Mort-
gage Association to line up money for new
housing.

President Kennedy tried to have the agen-
cy raised to Cabinet rank, but Congress
balked. Southerners led an attack against
the appointment of a black to the Cabinet,
and there were charges that Dr. Weaver was
an extremist. Kennedy abandoned the idea of
creating an urban affairs department.

Five years later, when President Johnson
revived the idea and pushed it through Con-
gress, Senators who had voted against Dr.
Weaver the first time around voted for him.

Past Federal housing programs had largely
dealt with bricks-and-mortar policies. Dr.
Weaver said Washington needed to take a
more philosophical approach. ‘‘Creative fed-
eralism stresses local initiative, local solu-
tions to local problems,”’ he said.

But, he added, ‘“where the obvious needs
for action to meet an urban problem are not
being fulfilled, the Federal Government has
a responsibility at least to generate a thor-
ough awareness of the problem.”

Dr. Weaver, who said that ‘‘you cannot
have physical renewal without human re-
newal,” pushed for better-looking public
housing by offering awards for design. He
also increased the amount of money for
small businesses displaced by urban renewal
and revived the long-dormant idea of Federal
rent subsidies for the elderly.

Later in his life, he was a professor of
urban affairs at Hunter College, was a mem-
ber of the Visiting Committee at the School
of Urban and Public Affairs at Carnegie-Mel-
lon University and held visiting professor-
ships at Columbia Teachers’ College and the
New York University School of Education.
He also served as a consultant to the Ford
Foundation and was the president of Baruch
College in Manhattan in 1969.

His wife, Ella, died in 1991. Their son, Rob-
ert Jr., died in 1962.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I join
Senator MOYNIHAN in supporting his
legislation to designate the head-
quarters building of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development in
Washington, D.C. as the ‘“‘Robert C.
Weaver Federal Building.”

Robert Weaver was a stalwart leader
in the fight to build a society free from
racial prejudice and discrimination. He
spent his life in a pursuit of equality
and a campaign to end all forms of dis-
crimination based on race.

Dr. Weaver was a member of ‘‘the
black cabinet’” which sought to ensure
that the new government projects of
the New Deal applied to and benefitted
minority groups during the Roosevelt
Administration. His personal crusade
led for civil rights led to the selection
of the first African-American to be a
general in the Army, the naming of the
first African-American to be a civilian
aide to the Secretary of War, and the
appointment of the first African-Amer-
ican to be a high-ranking aide to the
head of the Selective Service.

In 1955, Dr. Weaver began a long ca-
reer in housing when he was appointed
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Deputy Commissioner of Housing for
the State of New York. Later that
yvear, he became the state rent admin-
istrator. In 1960, Dr. Weaver was se-
lected to be the vice-chairman of the
New York City Housing Redevelopment
Board, a three-member body respon-
sible for administering the city’s urban
renewal and moderate-income housing
programs.

Dr. Weaver’s reputation as a skilled
housing policy and program practi-
tioner soon extended well beyond New
York. President John K. Kennedy
named Dr. Weaver as Administrator of
the Federal Housing and Home Finance
Agency, and President Lyndon Johnson
nominated him to be the first Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment when the Department of Housing
and Urban Development was formed in
1966.

Dr. Weaver’s leadership and vision
set the course for the future of the
housing and urban redevelopment in-
dustries. Past Federal housing pro-
grams had focused largely on ‘‘bricks-
and-mortar” policies, but Dr. Weaver
believed that ‘‘you cannot have phys-
ical renewal without human renewal.”
His principal concern was to raise the
standard of urban housing and to move
away from the bleak high rise projects
that scarred the urban landscape and
were the origins of many inner city so-
cial problems that were just beginning
to be recognized. He used all of his var-
ious positions and considerable experi-
ence to advocate effective public pro-
grams to house all Americans and to
revitalize communities.

He was a true visionary who fought
to expand the possibilities of all Amer-
icans. I can think of no better person
to name the first building to house the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment than Dr. Robert Clifton
Weaver, the first African-American
Cabinet member in New York State,
the first African-American member of
a President’s cabinet, and the federal
government’s first Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development. This trib-
ute is even more fitting because Robert
Weaver, along with then Vice-Presi-
dent Hubert H. Humphrey and others,
laid the cornerstone of this building
during his tenure as Secretary.

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER:

S. 1702. A bill to amend the Har-
monized Tariff Schedule for the United
States to change the special rate of
duty on purified terephtalic acid im-
ported from Mexico; to the Committee
on Finance.

HARMONIZED TARIFF SCHEDULE LEGISLATION

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 1
rise today to introduce this bill to
amend Chapter 29 of the Harmonized
Tariff Schedule of the United States to
effect the immediate elimination of the
special duty rate on Purified Tereph-
thalic Acid (PTA) imports from Mexico
in order that the United States poly-
ester industry can remain competitive
in the U.S. domestic market.
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We’re faced with an ironic situation
where a single American supplier is the
source of substantial harm to the
American polyester production indus-
try and American workers. This is a
highly unusual situation in which the
American supplier has been able to re-
main a monopolistic producer of PTA,
thus controlling the supply of the prod-
uct and the price U.S. consumers must
pay. By eliminating the tariff on PTA
from Mexico, this legislation will place
the U.S. PTA market on a level playing
field with adequate supply and market
dictated prices.

PTA is the principal feedstock in pro-
ducing polyethylene terephthalate
(PET), a polyester resin produced in
West Virginia by Shell Chemical. This
feedstock, PTA, comprises nearly two
thirds the cost of polyester production.
PTA is produced for the U.S. merchant
market by one sole supplier, who can
control both the price and supply of
PTA in the U.S. market. Because the
NAFTA tariff makes PTA imports
unaffordable, U.S. PET producers, like
Shell, are limited domestically to only
one source to meet their PTA needs.
This domestic source is not providing
PET buyers with sufficient quantities
of PTA, nor at a competitive price.
Subsequently, the combination of the
NAFTA tariff on PTA and a single do-
mestic merchant producer of PTA, the
U.S. price for PTA is kept the highest
in the world. As a result, U.S. polyester
producers, like the one in West Vir-
ginia, operate in a closed, non-competi-
tive environment.

Consequently, a tariff inversion is
created which significantly harms U.S.
PET production because PET imports
made with cheaper, foreign PTA are
subject to relatively low tariffs or none
at all in the case of GSP countries.
This tariff inversion exposes West Vir-
ginia’s PET production and all U.S.
polyester production to unfair com-
petition from foreign competitors. Fur-
ther, it prohibits any possibility for ex-
pansion and new job creation.

I understand that the Office of the
United States Trade Representative is
currently negotiating with their Mexi-
can counterparts various tariff elimi-
nations under the Second Round of Ac-
celerated Tariff Elimination under the
North American Free Trade Agree-
ment. The PTA tariff is under consider-
ation. The elimination of the duty for
PTA is supported by the majority of
the U.S. PTA industry and Mexico.

Shell’s future economic viability in
West Virginia is linked to the elimi-
nation of this tariff. If the tariff is not
eliminated, the cutback in Shell poly-
ester production could cost as many as
250 full-time jobs that pay on average,
$70,000 a year, including direct wages,
benefits and retirement. Already 160
jobs have been lost since 1995 as a di-
rect result of the economic disadvan-
tage caused by this inequity. I would
add that these jobs provide some of the
highest paying salaries in my State.

This lack of competitive domestic
PTA pricing does not just cause harm
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to my State of West Virginia—also at
risk are nearly 3,500 workers employed
by several U.S. polyester producers
buying PTA across the country.

I urge the Senate to act on this PTA
tariff elimination bill so that West Vir-
ginians and other domestic workers
and producers can fairly compete in
this highly competitive global market-
place and to have the opportunity to
expand U.S. operations when market
conditions permit.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the full text of the bill be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1702

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

SECTION 1. TEREPHTHALIC ACID.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subheading 2917.36.00 of
the harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United
States in amended by striking ‘1.8¢/kg +
8.9% (MX)” in the special rates of duty sub-
column and inserting ¢, MX” in the par-
enthetical after “J”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section applies to goods entered
on or after the date that is 15 days after the
date of enactment of this Act.

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself and
Mrs. FEINSTEIN):

S. 1703. A bill to provide for the con-
veyance of certain property from the
United States to Stanislaus County,
California; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

THE STANISLAUS COUNTY FEDERAL LAND
CONVEYANCE ACT OF 1998

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce legislation pro-
viding for the conveyance of federal
land to Stanislaus County, California.
This bill is nearly identical to legisla-
tion passed by the House of Represent-
atives last November.

The land in question is known as the
NASA Ames Research Center, Crows
Landing Naval Air Facility. During
World War II, Crows Landing was a
flight training center encompassing
1,600 acres and containing two air-
strips. Following the war, jurisdiction
was transferred to NASA, which now
no longer has any use for this facility.
Right now, these airstrips are going to
waste.

Giving this land back to the county
will promote economic growth and be
an important asset to local develop-
ment. While passage of this bill would
greatly serve Stanislaus County, it
would also permit NASA to retain the
right to use the facility for aviation
purposes. It creates a win-win situation
for all involved.

Crows Landing has greatly served
this nation—first in the interest of na-
tional defense and then to the benefit
of the space program. But now, it lies
abandoned. We should follow the House
and give this land back to the people of
Stanislaus County.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1703

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

SECTION 1. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:

(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis-
trator’” means the Administrator of the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion.

(2) FEDERAL AGENCY.—The term ‘‘Federal
agency’” has the meaning given the term
‘“‘agency’’ in section 555(1) of title 5, United
States Code.

(3) NASA.—The term ‘“‘NASA” means the
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion.

SEC. 2. CONVEYANCE OF PROPERTY.

As soon as practicable after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Administrator shall
convey to Stanislaus County, California, all
right, title, and interest of the United States
in and to the property described in section 3.
SEC. 3. PROPERTY DESCRIBED.

The property to be conveyed pursuant to
section 2 is—

(1) the approximately 1,528 acres of land in
Stanislaus County, California, known as the
“NASA Ames Research Center, Crows Land-
ing Facility (formerly known as the Naval
Auxiliary Landing Field, Crows Landing)’’;

(2) all improvements on the land described
in paragraph (1); and

(3) any other Federal property that is—

(A) under the jurisdiction of NASA;

(B) located on the land described in para-
graph (1); and

(C) designated by NASA to be transferred
to Stanislaus County, California.

SEC. 4. TERMS.

(a) CONSIDERATION.—The conveyance re-
quired by section 2 shall be without consider-
ation other than that required by this sec-
tion.

(b) ENVIRONMENTAL REMEDIATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the conveyance re-
quired by section 2 shall not relieve any Fed-
eral agency of any responsibility under ap-
plicable law for any environmental remedi-
ation of soil, groundwater, or surface water.

(2) OTHER REMEDIATION.—Any remediation
of contamination, other than that described
in paragraph (1), within or related to struc-
tures or fixtures on the property described in
section 3 shall be subject to negotiation to
the extent permitted by law.

(¢c) RETAINED RIGHT OF USE; TERMS AND
CONDITIONS OF TRANSFER.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration shall retain the right to use for
aviation activities, without consideration
and on other terms and conditions mutually
acceptable to NASA and Stanislaus County,
California, the property described in section
3.

(2) LEGISLATIVE JURISDICTION.—The terms
and conditions referred to in paragraphs (1)
and (3) may not include any provision re-
stricting the legislative jurisdiction of the
State of California over the property con-
veyed pursuant to section 2.

(3) ADDITIONAL TERMS.—Subject to para-
graph (2), the Administrator may negotiate
additional terms of the conveyance required
by section 2 to protect the interests of the
United States.

By Mr. COVERDELL (for himself,
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. HELMS, and
Mr. HUTCHINSON):
S.J. Res. 42. A joint resolution to dis-
approve the certification of the Presi-
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dent under section 490(b) of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 regarding for-
eign assistance for Mexico during fiscal
year 1998; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

S.J. Res. 43. A joint resolution to dis-
approve the certification of the Presi-
dent under section 490(b) of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 regarding assist-
ance for Mexico during fiscal year 1997,
and to provide for the termination of
the withholding of and opposition to
assistance that results from the dis-
approval; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

MEXICO CERTIFICATION DISAPPROVAL
LEGISLATION

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, for
the next few minutes I will make lim-
ited remarks prior to the introduction
of two separate joint resolutions that
deal with the administration’s recent
certification of Mexico dealing with
the losing drug war, and that deal, in
my judgment, was a more appropriate
approach to this situation.

Mr. President, I consider myself as a
person somewhat surprised by the New
York Times editorial of Saturday, Feb-
ruary 28, 1998; the headline of the edi-
torial, ‘‘Certifiably Wrong On Mexico.”

The Clinton administration does no
favor to Mexico or its own credibility
by certifying that Mexico is ‘‘fully co-
operating” in the fight against drug
trafficking. Compounding the damage,
the White House Drug Policy Director,
Barry McCaffrey, fatuously claims that
Mexican cooperation is ‘‘absolutely su-
perlative.”

According to this editorial,

A more truthful assessment can be found
in the Drug Enforcement Administration’s
confidential evaluation, described by Tim
Golden in yesterday’s Times. The DEA con-
cludes that ‘‘the Government of Mexico has
not accomplished its counter-narcotic goals
or succeeded in cooperation with the U.S.
Government.”” Mexican trafficking has in-
creased, the DEA notes, and the corruption
of its enforcement agencies ‘‘continues
unabated.”

Though Washington finds it diplomatically
inconvenient to acknowledge, Mexico has a
chronic problem with drug traffickers who
always seem to be able to secure the polit-
ical influence they need to avoid arrest and
prosecution. This drug corruption greases
the flow of narcotics into the United States.
Mexico’s drug networks span the border, sup-
plying cocaine, heroin, and marijuana to
American users.

Mr. President, in a hearing last week,
I indicated, along with Senator FEIN-
STEIN of California, that we would be
introducing resolutions, the purpose of
which would be to change this course
between the United States and Mexico
on this matter. It would be our goal
that the process would decertify Mex-
ico on this matter with a Presidential
waiver in the national interest in
which I believe we both concur. This
would be an honest appraisal of our cir-
cumstances.

The problem with certifying is that
it sends a message to the vast popu-
lations of the United States and of
Mexico that this war is being won, that
we have turned a corner, that things
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are working out. That simply is not
the case. I think it does a disservice to
the entire population of both countries
for us to send a message of victory
when, indeed, the message is one of
gravity and loss.

This situation has grave con-
sequences for the people of the United
States. I have to say that the United
States shares enormous responsibility
in this struggle. My remarks are not
intended to castigate or single out
Mexico; quite to the contrary; I view
them as a great ally. They are a great
trading partner. We share this hemi-
sphere. We have mutual goals—demo-
cratic goals. But neither country seems
to want to face the fact that it is los-
ing a precious struggle.

In 1991, the drug interdiction budget
for the United States was $2.03 billion;
today it is $1.44 billion. That is a dra-
matic reduction in our commitment. In
1992, the United States stopped, seized
440 kilograms of cocaine and marijuana
a day; in 1995, it had been cut in half;
we only stopped 205 kilograms of co-
caine and marijuana per day.

What does this all mean? In short-
hand, it means that about 3 million
teenagers aged 12-16 are using drugs
today that weren’t in 1991. To give an
example, in 1991, 400,000 eighth-graders
had used an illicit drug in the last
year. In 1996 and 1997, that number rose
to 920,000. In 10th grade, 600,000 had
used a drug in 1991; in 1996 and 1997, it
had doubled to 1.2 million children. In
12th grade, 600,000 in 1991; 1.1 million,
almost doubled again, in 1996 and 1997.

So by not confronting this directly
and honesty, we are all contributing to
the accelerated rate of children using
drugs and we are going to pay a price
for this the likes of which we have
never seen.

I will yield to the Senator from Cali-
fornia in just a moment, but first I
quote a story of a top administrative
official on this. It ran in the Phoenix
papers.

“Our current interdiction efforts almost
completely fail to achieve our purpose of re-
ducing the flow of cocaine, heroin, and
methamphetamines across the (Southwest)
[the Mexican] border,” said Francis X.
Kinney, director of strategic planning for the
Office of National Drug Control Policy. . . .

Kinney said the United States will con-
tinue to be overrun by drug traffic at the
U.S.-Mexican border unless it emphasizes
improved intelligence and high-tech screen-
ing equipment. . .

The last thing he said addresses the
Senator from California:

“They [the Congress] want us to call it
like it is, not to be an apologist,’” alluding to
the U.S. Congress.

I think this gentleman is absolutely
correct.

Mr. President, I send a joint resolu-
tion to the desk and ask for its appro-
priate referral.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint
resolution will be received and appro-
priately referred.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
send another joint resolution to the
desk and ask for its appropriate refer-
ral.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint
resolution will be received and appro-
priately referred.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, in
concluding and yielding to the Senator
from California, I just want to make it
clear that the purpose of these two
joint resolutions is to alter the course
of our engagement in the drug war,
principally as it relates to Mexico. In-
stead of certifying and saying, ‘‘Here is
a message of victory to the two peoples
of the two Nations,” it decertifies with
a national security waiver and calls it
like it is and refocuses our Govern-
ments and our people in a combined ef-
fort to win this battle and not lose it—
to win it for the millions of children
that are suffering, because we are los-
ing it.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Georgia, and I rise to join him in sub-
mitting these resolutions for dis-
approval of the President’s decision to
certify Mexico as fully cooperating
with the United States in the fight
against drug trafficking.

Mr. President, as we all know, when
the President made the same decision
last year, it sparked an intense debate
between the administration and what
was in all probability a majority of
Congress who did not believe that Mex-
ico had earned certification. I have
looked long and hard at the evidence
that is available. I have received exten-
sive briefings from law enforcement
and intelligence officials. Anyone, I be-
lieve, who has received these same
briefings would come to the conclusion
I have reached, that once again the de-
cision to certify Mexico is incorrect
and not grounded in the facts.

While Mexico has made some limited
progress, there remain gaping holes in
its counternarcotics effort. Whether
due to inability or lack of political
will, these failures badly undermine
the urgent effort to keep the scourge of
drugs off our streets. Regardless of
America’s demand problem, when the
supply of drugs reaches the point where
it comes in at literally tons each day,
any demand program is extraordinarily
difficult to sustain.

Has Mexico cooperated in some
areas? Of course. There are one or two
new police units which seem to have
trusting relationships with the DEA.
New vetting procedures are beginning
to be implemented in the hiring of new
police officers. Mexico and the United
States have agreed on a bilateral drug
strategy, although it is a vaguely
worded document that will take years
to evaluate whether it has been suc-
cessful and whether actions on the
streets will follow this roundtable doc-
ument.

It can also be argued that pressure
brought to bear on drug lord Amado
Carrillo-Fuentes was responsible for
driving him to seek refuge in another
country—Chile—and very likely for his
attempt to conceal his identity
through plastic surgery. The surgery,
of course, resulted in his death and the
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torture-murder of the entire surgical
team. His organization, however, con-
tinues to operate, and a reign of vio-
lence has been unleashed as his would-
be successors battle for control of his
organization.

But last year, Senator COVERDELL
and I laid out a number of key areas
that we would use to judge whether or
not Mexico has reached the standard of
full cooperation. Sadly, our top law en-
forcement agencies indicate that none
of these changes has produced signifi-
cant results. There has been no demon-
strable action on any—and I repeat
“any’’—of the benchmarks outlined by
Congress last year as key measure-
ments of cooperation by Mexico: dis-
mantlement of drug cartels, the arrest
and prosecution of cartel leaders, the
extradition of Mexican nationals on
drug charges to the United States for
prosecution, effective prosecution of
corrupt officials, law enforcement co-
operation, effective money laundering
laws implemented, security of U.S.
drug agents working in bilateral efforts
in Mexico.

Let me touch on each of these. The
cartels in Mexico today are either as
strong or stronger than they were a
year ago. And despite much talk of co-
operation, there has been no substan-
tial progress by the Government of
Mexico in developing prosecutable
cases against the leaders of the major
drug trafficking groups, even when
these individuals have been identified
by U.S. investigations and are made
the subject of U.S. indictments.

The scope of Mexican drug traf-
ficking has increased significantly,
along with the attendant violence,
even against United States and Mexi-
can law enforcement officials and in-
formants. During 1997, DEA recorded in
excess of 50 incidents of threats along
the Southwest border. According to the
information I have received, the Mexi-
can Government has arrested and pros-
ecuted few individuals in connection
with these acts. None of the major car-
tels has been dismantled nor have their
leaders been arrested.

Take the Amado Carrillo-Fuentes or-
ganization. After the death of Amado
Carrillo-Fuentes, there were numerous
enforcement actions taken against his
organization, but the intelligence was
unproductive, leading to insignificant
asset seizures and new arrests.

On July 30, 1997, Mexican authorities
detained a close associate of Carrillo-
Fuentes, Manuel Bitar-Tafich, leading
to seizure of $50 million in the United
States. However, because the Mexicans
have not provided the needed docu-
ments to support the seizure in the
United States, much of the money had
to be returned. Bitar himself remains
in custody, but there has been no
movement on his case. While the Mexi-
cans have reported seizing $562 million
in Mexico, no documentation sup-
porting this seizure has been provided
to the U.S. Government.

The Mexican Government arrested
Noe Brito, a member of Carrillo-
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Fuentes’ security apparatus. He was re-
leased, however, before the DEA was
even allowed to interview him.

The Arellano-Felix operation—the
notorious cartel located just south of
California in the Tijuana area—con-
tinues to operate with impunity. There
have been several enforcement actions
in 1997, but few resulted in significant
results against the cartel’s trafficking
operations.

On November 8, 1997, the Mexican At-
torney General’s Office arrested Arturo
Everardo Paez-Martinez, a known car-
tel assassin. Paez is incarcerated in
Mexico on the basis of a provisional
U.S. arrest warrant but has not been
extradited.

On September 20, Mexico’s counter-
narcotics unit reporting to the Attor-
ney General arrested two men on weap-
ons charges, who are known members
of the ‘““‘Juniors,” a group of young as-
sassins recruited by the Arellano-Felix
cartel. The Government of Mexico of-
fered to extradite one of the men, but
the United States had to turn down the
offer due to lack of outstanding
charges and evidence against him. This
is an example of what results from a
lack of cooperative law enforcement ef-
forts.

The Sonora Cartel. Miguel Angel
Caro-Quintero heads his family’s orga-
nization operating out of Sonora, Mex-
ico. There are four outstanding war-
rants for him on smuggling, RICO stat-
ute, and conspiracy charges. He has
been operating freely in Mexico since
1992. There are also provisional arrest
warrants issued for both Miguel and
Rafael Caro-Quintero.

The Amezcua-Contreras brothers.
The Amezcua-Contreras brothers’ orga-
nization is believed to be the world’s
largest clandestine producer of meth-
amphetamine. The organization pro-
cures huge quantities of the ephedrine
in Thailand and India, which is sup-
plied to laboratories in Mexico and
California. The Amezcuas’ meth-
amphetamine is distributed in large
cities across the United States. A U.S.
law enforcement investigation, Oper-
ation META, concluded in December of
1997 with the arrest of 101 defendants,
seizure of 133 pounds of methamphet-
amine, and the precursors to manufac-
ture up to 540 pounds more, along with
1,100 kilos of cocaine and over $2.25 mil-
lion in assets.

Mexican efforts against this organi-
zation have not met with great success:

On November 10, 1997, the Mexican
military’s special vetted unit arrested
Adan Amezcua at his ranch in Colima
on gun charges, not on drug charges.
He is the only Amezcua not under in-
dictment in either the United States or
Mexico. He remains in custody pending
further investigations. The Govern-
ment of Mexico has failed to indict or
arrest any of the principal members of
the Amezcua organization in Mexico.

The DEA International Chemical
Control Unit has supported elements of
the Government of Mexico financially
and logistically for numerous inves-
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tigations of the Amezcuas, with little
or no results. None of the investiga-
tions resulted in arrests or produced
information that could be used in U.S.
courts.

Though Jesus and Luis Amezcua are
currently under Federal indictment in
the United States on a variety of
charges, there are no provisional arrest
warrants for them and they remain at
large in Mexico.

Extradition was a key benchmark
and a test of cooperation. There have
been no extraditions from Mexico to
the United States of any Mexican na-
tionals on drug charges—none.

The identities of the leaders of the
major criminal groups based in Mexico
who control the flow of heroin, cocaine,
and methamphetamine to the United
States have been known for several
years. In fact, U.S. law enforcement
agencies have built cases on and in-
dicted in the United States virtually
all of these cartel leaders. The Depart-
ment of Justice has filed provisional
arrest warrants for the most signifi-
cant drug traffickers in Mexico. While
several have been arrested, many oth-
ers remain at large and none has been
extradited to the United States.

In the war against drugs, extradition
of cartel leaders for trial and imprison-
ment in the United States is a key and
indisputable beachhead in the war
against drug trafficking. It is also a
major benchmark of cooperation.

In my view—and I know the view
held by law enforcement in the United
States—the drug lords operating in
Mexico only fear extradition to the
United States, where they know they
will stand trial and face punishment
commensurate with their crimes. The
Mexican law enforcement institutions
and legal system present no deterrent
to their operations.

That is why this Senate, many of my
colleagues, and law enforcement offi-
cials have repeatedly said that the
most meaningful measurement of real
progress in drug cooperation with Mex-
ico is if the major traffickers are ap-
prehended and extradited to the United
States.

Provisional arrest warrants have
been filed by the Department of Justice
for the following major traffickers:
Agustin  Vasquez-Mendoza, Ramon
Arellano-Felix, Rafael Caro-Quintero,
Miguel Caro-Quintero, Vicente
Carrillo-Fuentes, Eduardo Gonzalez-
Quirarte, Oscar Malherbe, Arturo Paez-
Martinez, Jaime Ladino-Avila, Jose
Gerardo-Castro/Gonzalez-Gutierez, Wil-
liam Brian Martin, Miguel Angel Mar-
tinez-Martinez, Antonio Hernandez-
Acosta, and Miguel Felix Gallardo.

These are all key lieutenants in ei-
ther the Amezcua, Carrillo-Fuentes,
Caro-Quintero, or Arellano-Felix orga-
nizations. The Justice Department re-
quested extradition of four of the above
within the past year. The first two re-
quests have been stalled or completely
thwarted by Mexican courts.

Last November, the United States
and Mexico Attorneys General signed a
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protocol to the United States-Mexican
Extradition Treaty that authorized
temporary surrender of a convicted
party to the other country to face drug
charges. This is certainly a positive
signal, but it has yet to be tested in
practice.

The bottom line is that, to date,
there has not been a single extradition
of a Mexican national to the United
States on drug charges—not one.

Corruption. Drug-related corruption
is probably the single greatest obstacle
that the United States faces in its
global battle against international
drug trafficking. Unfortunately, drug
corruption in Mexico is so deeply root-
ed that it persists despite attempts to
eradicate it.

The level of drug corruption in Mex-
ico continues unabated. According to
the briefings I have received, virtually
every investigation our law enforce-
ment agencies conduct against major
traffickers in Mexico uncovers signifi-
cant corruption of law enforcement of-
ficials.

Our own law enforcement agencies
indicate that endemic corruption
among Mexican law enforcement offi-
cials continually frustrates our effort
to build cases against and to apprehend
the most significant drug traffickers in
Mexico, and it is the primary reason
there has been no meaningful progress
in drug law enforcement in Mexico.

In the wake of the devastating disclo-
sure that Mexico’s own ‘‘drug czar’
was on the payroll of Amado Carrillo-
Fuentes, the Mexican Government dis-
mantled the INCD, the Mexican coun-
terpart to the DEA, and fired the ma-
jority of its employees.

Unfortunately, many of those fired
were ordered reinstated by Mexican
courts.

Additionally, of the 40 military offi-
cers arrested as part of the Gutierrez-
Rebollo investigation, none has been
brought to trial or convicted to date.

The following cases indicate how
deeply drug corruption has penetrated
into Mexican institutions:

Colonel Jose Luis Rubalcava, who
had been Director of the Federal Judi-
cial Anti-Drug Police under the INCD,
was arrested on or about April 14, 1997
on charges in connection with 2.5 tons
of cocaine seized in Sombrete, Mexico
in 1995. This is the director for the Ju-
dicial Anti-Drug Police—2% tons of co-
caine.

U.S. law enforcement officials specu-
late that bribery and corruption may
have been behind the withdrawal of
Baja state police protection from a Ti-
juana news editor prior to his Novem-
ber 27, 1997 attempted assassination.
The editor had been putting public
pressure on the issue of drug corrup-
tion.

According to a December 1997 state-
ment by Mexican Attorney General
Madrazo, out of some 870 Federal
agents dismissed on corruption charges
in 1996, 700 have been rehired in either
the PGR—the Mexican Attorney Gen-
eral’s office—or at the state and local
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level. The rehiring was done at the di-
rection of the courts.

If you cannot fire corrupt law en-
forcement officials, how can you fight
drugs?

The issue of prosecuting corrupt offi-
cials is important, because without
fear of prosecution, there is little de-
terrence. Too often in Mexico, officials
are fired, but never prosecuted.

In 1997, there were only 3 corruption
cases being prosecuted, including Gen-
eral Gutierrez. Another case involves
the theft of 476 kilograms of cocaine by
17 PGR officials, including an Army
General in Sonora. The third involved
a Judicial Police Comandante. The
Mexican government has reportedly
begun additional prosecutions, but
many more cases need to be brought to
trial in order to have any deterrent ef-
fect.

LAW ENFORCEMENT COOPERATION

This is where the rubber hits the road
in counternarcotics cooperation, not in
agreements reached at the political
level. Unfortunately, law enforcement
cooperation from Mexico has been se-
verely lacking.

It is encouraging to hear from DEA
that there are now some Mexican offi-
cials with whom they believe they can
build a trusting relationship.

A key aspect of this institution-
building process is vetting, leading to
the development and professionali-
zation of the new drug enforcement
unit, the Special Prosecutor’s Office
for Crimes Against Health.

This vetting process could go a long
way toward providing U.S. law enforce-
ment officials with the level of trust in
their counterparts necessary for an ef-
fective bi-lateral effort, but it is still
in its infancy, and even some officials
who have been ‘‘vetted” have subse-
quently been arrested in connection
with traffickers. So while this effort is
critically important, it is not evidence
of full cooperation by a long shot.

More telling however, is the state of
affairs with the much-vaunted Bilat-
eral Border Task Forces located in Ti-
juana, Ciudad Juarez and Matamoros.
Each Task Forces was supposed to in-
clude Mexican agents, and two agents
each from DEA, FBI, and the U.S. Cus-
toms Service. But, regretfully, the
Task Forces are not operational be-
cause some Mexican agents, and even
comandantes, have been under sus-
picion of, or arrested for, ties to crimi-
nal organizations.

The old Task Forces were dismantled
after the arrest of General Gutierrez-
Rebollo and have been rebuilt since
then. But the Mexican government for
a long time did not provide the prom-
ised funding, leaving DEA to carry the
full cost, which they did until Sep-
tember of last year.

Additionally, the issue of personal se-
curity for U.S. agents working with the
Bilateral Task Forces in Mexico has
not been resolved and, as a result, the
task forces are not operational and will
not be until the security issue is re-
solved.
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The bottom line is that the task
forces cannot function properly with-
out DEA and other federal law enforce-
ment agents working side by side with
their Mexican counterparts, as is the
case with similar units in Colombia
and Peru. This critical joint working
relationship is made impossible by
Mexican policies that do not allow for
adequate immunities or physical secu-
rity for U.S. Special Agents while
working in Mexico.

A related problem for the Task
Forces is the low quality of intel-
ligence provided by Mexico. To my
knowledge there have been no mean-
ingful intelligence leads from Mexican
agents to their American counterparts
leading to a single significant seizure
of drugs coming into this country.

Intelligence sharing simply does not
flow north.

U.S. law enforcement officials indi-
cate that Mexico’s drug intelligence fa-
cilities located near the Task Forces
are manned by non-vetted, non-law en-
forcement civilians and military staff
and have only produced leads from
telephone intercepts on low-level traf-
fickers. To date, none of the electronic
intercepts conducted by the Task
Forces have produced a prosecutable
drug case in Mexican courts against
any major Mexican criminal organiza-
tion.

To its credit, the Organized Crime
Unit does have several major on-going
investigations underway. But only 140
of the planned 280 prosecutors, inves-
tigators and support personnel have
been hired, and only 25 have been
‘“‘super-vented.” Again, this unit is
promising, but it is still too early to
tell whether it will maintain the integ-
rity, or have the staffing, training and
resources to be effective partners in
the war against drugs.

ENFORCEMENT

Mexico’s seizures of cocaine have in-
creased from 23.6 metric tons in 1996 to
34.9 metric tons in 1997—although that
is still far below the average of 45 met-
ric tons in 1991-1993. Marijuana seizures
did reach an all-time high.

Unfortunately, seizures of heroin,
methamphetamine, and ephedrine are
all down sharply. Heroin seizures fell
from 363 kilograms to 115 Kkilograms.
Methamphetamine seizures fell from
172 kilograms to only 39 Kkilograms.
Ephedrine seizures fell dramatically
from 6,697 kilograms to only 608 kilo-
grams.

Drug related arrests declined from an
already low 11,283 to 10,622, barely a
third of the number arrested in 1992.
Less than half as many weapons were
seized in 1997 (1,892) as in 1996 (4,335).

In another crucial enforcement area,
Mexico’s new money-laundering stat-
utes have yet to be fully enforced, and
have not resulted in any successful
prosecutions yet. Mexico has decided to
make violations of new banking regu-
lations non-criminal violations, which
severely undercuts the deterrent fac-
tor.

Mexico’s Organized Crime Statute
has yet to be fully implemented. The

S1261

Government of Mexico has advised that
the lack of judicial support and known
judicial corruption have frustrated im-
plementation of the wire intercept as-
pects of the law.

But let us be honest with ourselves.
The statute asks the President to cer-
tify that a country has ‘‘cooperated
fully”’ with the United States. If Mex-
ico has cooperated in three or four
areas, and not cooperated in ten or
twelve others, can we really call that
full cooperation. Of course not. At best,
we should say that Mexico has cooper-
ated partially with the United States
in counternarcotics efforts. But full co-
operation? It’s not even close.

We must make an honest assessment.
To those who dislike the certification
statute, I quote again from the New
York Times editorial *“* * * as long as
certification remains on the books, the
Administration has a duty to report
truthfully to Congress and the Amer-
ican people. It has failed to do so in the
case of Mexico.”’

So in the wake of the President’s de-
cision to certify Mexico, I believe we in
Congress have no choice but to try to
pass a resolution of disapproval. If pos-
sible, we will pass one with a waiver of
sanctions. But if not, we will have to
vote on the straight resolution of dis-
approval. We have until March 28 to de-
cide.

Mr. President, we must make an hon-
est assessment of full cooperation, and
there is only one way to assess full co-
operation, and it is on the streets. It is
with extradition. It is with arrest of
cartel leaders. It is with letting our
DEA agents who work the Mexican side
of the border have their security—
meaning beyond. You cannot send
them across the border without a
mechanism to protect them. None of
this is happening today.

The big, highly touted drug agree-
ment, which I read, talks about the
size and shape of the table. There are
no specifics.

In view of this, I urge decertification
with a waiver.

———

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 61

At the request of Mr. LOTT, the name
of the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
DASCHLE) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 61, a bill to amend title 46, United
States Code, to extend eligibility for
veterans’ burial benefits, funeral bene-
fits, and related benefits for veterans of
certain service in the United States
merchant marine during World War II.

S. 89

At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
REID) was added as a cosponsor of S. 89,
a bill to prohibit discrimination
against individuals and their family
members on the basis of genetic infor-
mation, or a request for genetic serv-
ices.

S. 320

At the request of Ms. MOSELEY-

BRAUN, the name of the Senator from
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