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Mrs. BONO changed her vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. REGULA and Mr. ROEMER
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. CARSON. Mr. Chairman, I was un-
avoidably absent today, Monday, June 26,
2000, and as a result, missed rollcall votes
322 and 323. Had I been present, I would
have voted ‘‘no’’ on rollcall vote 322 and ‘‘yes’’
on rollcall vote 323.

AMENDMENT NO. 23 OFFERED BY MR.
HOSTETTLER

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on Amendment No. 23 offered by the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
HOSTETTLER) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 196, noes 201,
not voting 37, as follows:

[Roll No. 324]

AYES—196

Aderholt
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest

Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Fowler
Gekas
Gibbons
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)

Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Lampson
Largent
Latham
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Mascara
McCrery
McIntyre
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller, Gary
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Norwood

Nussle
Ortiz
Ose
Packard
Paul
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pombo
Portman
Radanovich
Rahall
Regula
Reynolds
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sandlin

Sanford
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)

Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Turner
Vitter
Walden
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—201

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Bilbray
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gephardt

Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Greenwood
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kleczka
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
Lantos
Larson
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moore
Moran (VA)
Nadler
Napolitano

Neal
Northup
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Porter
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Ramstad
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer
Saxton
Scott
Serrano
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Simpson
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stupak
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walsh
Waters
Watt (NC)
Weiner
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—37

Archer
Blagojevich
Boswell

Brown (FL)
Campbell
Cook

Davis (IL)
Dingell
Gutierrez

Hansen
Hinchey
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kilpatrick
Klink
Lazio
Lipinski
Manzullo
Markey

Martinez
McCollum
McIntosh
Morella
Ney
Pitts
Pomeroy
Rangel
Riley
Rush

Ryun (KS)
Schakowsky
Shows
Talent
Towns
Vento
Waxman
Whitfield

b 2050

Mr. PACKARD changed his vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I was un-
avoidable detained in my Congressional Dis-
trict earlier today and was unable to vote on
several amendments to H.R. 4690.

On the Sanford amendment, rollcall 322, I
would have voted ‘‘no.’’

On the Olver amendment, rollcall 323, I
would have voted ‘‘yes.’’

On the Hostettler amendment, rollcall 324, I
would have voted ‘‘no.’’

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word, and I yield to
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
STEARNS) for the purpose of a colloquy.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished chairman for
yielding to me.

I would like to voice my concern over
the state of Federal judicial compensa-
tion. I believe that judges’ salaries are
falling below the minimum levels that
are needed, not only in the interests of
fairness, but also to ensure the contin-
ued quality of the Federal judiciary.

Over the past 8 years, Federal judges
have experienced a 13 percent decline
in the real value of their salaries. At
the same time, their workload has re-
mained at high levels. Salaries of Fed-
eral judges have not just lagged behind
the inflation indices.

As a result, judges’ salaries no longer
bear a reasonable relationship to that
of the pool of lawyers from whom can-
didates for judgeships should be drawn.
It has been widely reported that the
first-year associates in law firms in
metropolitan areas throughout the
country are now earning $125,000 a
year. It is therefore not surprising that
even second- and third-year associates
at most large law firms would have to
take a pay cut, a pay cut to accept an
appointment to the Federal bench.

Public sector salaries may even be
more relevant. The general counsel of
the University of California receives a
salary in excess of $250,000 annually,
which is substantially greater than the
pay of the Chief Justice of the United
States.

The district attorneys of Los Ange-
les, for example, are paid $185,000. All
of these salaries far exceed the salary
of the United States Supreme Court
Justices and Associate Justices, which
are currently less than $182,000 and
$174,000, respectively.

Additionally, a U.S. District Judge
salary is currently only $141,300. In-
creasingly, judges are choosing not to
make the financial sacrifice to remain
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on the Federal bench. As a result, our
Federal judiciary is losing some of its
most capable and dedicated men and
women. Since January, 1993, 40 Article
III judges, judges whose positions are
delegated in Article III of the U.S. Con-
stitution and serve lifetime appoint-
ments subject to Senate confirmation,
have resigned or retired from the Fed-
eral bench. Many of these judges have
retired to private practice.

The departure of experienced, sea-
soned judges undermines the notion of
lifetime service and weakens our judi-
cial system. If the issue of adequate ju-
dicial salaries is not soon addressed, I
believe there is a real risk that the
quality of the Federal judiciary, a mat-
ter of great and justified pride, will be
compromised.

The President of the United States’
salary goes up to $400,000 next year. Is
it not about time the Supreme Court
Justices’s salaries go up, too?

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s concerns. This is
an issue that the Judiciary has been
struggling with for a number of years.
It gets worse. It is becoming more
widespread. As the number of agencies
that require professional expertise
grows, we hear the same problem in
connection with the SEC, FCC, the
FBI, all agencies that hire lawyers and
professional experts.

We have to compete with the private
sector, but we do not have the re-
sources to match those salaries dollar
for dollar, as the gentleman has so ade-
quately pointed out. So we will work
with the gentleman on this issue as we
work through the process, hoping we
can find some solution.

Mr. STEARNS. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I should have asked
for the gavel, because I could not be-
lieve my ears. My understanding is
that the previous gentleman was in-
quiring about the inadequacy of the
pay of Federal judges. I remember a
number of years ago when the same
gentleman was very active in seeing to
it that this House did not provide cost-
of-living increases for its own employ-
ees.

I would simply say, I admire the gen-
tleman’s solicitude for people who are
already making six figures, but frank-
ly, I would like to see the same solici-
tude for the legislative branch of gov-
ernment, and by that, I specifically am
thinking of the people who work for us.
I am not talking about Members, I am
talking about our staffs, the people
who make us look a lot better than we
are.

I find it ironic that a gentleman who
was very active in denying us that op-
portunity to compensate our own em-
ployees with a cost-of-living increase a
number of years ago is now very con-
cerned about the pay of the highest-
paid judges in this country.

I have nothing against adequate judi-
cial salaries, but I also think we have

a problem when the average length of
stay for a young congressional staffer
on the Hill is less than 3 years, and I
think there is a serious problem when
the House of Representatives on aver-
age pays its top legislative staffers
$15,000 to $25,000 less on average than
the United States Senate does. I have
forgotten whether it is $15,000 or
$25,000, so I will supply the exact num-
ber for the RECORD.

b 2100

But I just want to say that I share
the gentleman’s concern about ade-
quate reimbursement for judges. I
would welcome his concern about ade-
quate salaries for the young people in
this institution who work just as hard
as Federal judges for about one-fifth
the pay.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Wisconsin
for yielding to me. The gentleman has
a very good memory. That was 10 years
ago that I had that amendment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I remem-
ber. My motto is: ‘‘Forgive and remem-
ber.’’

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I
would say that the gentleman remem-
bers that like it was yesterday, because
it did occur a decade ago. At that point
the salaries that were provided the
staff were going up quite substantially
and was well above inflation. And since
we have had the years go on for the
last 10 years, we have provided infla-
tionary increases for the staff.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming
my time, I would simply say the fact is
those salaries are a whole lot less than
every other branch of government.
They still are. And it seems to me that
one of the ways for people to judge
Members of Congress is to judge them
by whether or not they deal with their
staffs the way they would like to be
dealt with themselves.

And, certainly, it seems to me that
the country would be well served if we
also had a greater ability to retain con-
gressional employees of more experi-
ence so that we are not being advised
by people who on average have been
here less than 3 years.

AMENDMENT NO. 25 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-
LEE OF TEXAS

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. 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. 25 offered by Ms. JACKSON-
LEE of Texas:

Page 107, after line 21, insert the following:

TITLE VIII—LEGAL AMNESTY
RESTORATION ACT OF 2000

SEC. 801. (a) Section 249 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1259) is
amended—

(1) in the section heading, by striking
‘‘1972’’ and inserting ‘‘1986’’; and

(2) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘1972;’’
and inserting ‘‘1986;’’.

(b) The table of sections for such Act is
amended in the item relating to section 249
by striking ‘‘1972’’ and inserting ‘‘1986’’.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Friday, June 23,
2000, the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
JACKSON-LEE), and a Member opposed
will each control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I wish I did not have
to rise to the floor on this issue, be-
cause I know if my colleagues under-
stood this issue completely, they would
immediately move to waive the point
of order and allow us to proceed to vote
on this and pass this amendment.

In 1986, the Immigration Reform and
Control Act authorized the legalization
of undocumented immigrants, in es-
sence to grante late amnesty. This is a
nation of immigrants and laws. But,
unfortunately, the INS promulgated a
rule that denied such legalization to
the immigrants in this group who had
briefly left the country to bury a loved
one or take care of a child, or handle
other matters.

We find that these individuals now
live in our country having lived 18, 20
years, they have mortgages, car pay-
ments, and are hard-working individ-
uals with young adult children now
trying to seek an educational oppor-
tunity. But yet because of an incorrect
interpretation by the INS of a regula-
tion, the situation now exists that
these individuals, hardworking, tax-
paying families are not able to adjust
their status and become citizens or
apply for such.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that this
amendment resolves this in a fair and
adequate manner so much so that the
AFL–CIO has offered a resolution in
support of legal amnesty, and at the
appropriate time I will submit their
statement for inclusion in the RECORD.

I offer another amendment, Mr. Chairman,
that would bring an end to a long problem. In
1986, the Immigration Reform and Control Act
authorized the legalization of undocumented
immigrants who could prove that they had
been living in the United States since January
1, 1982.

Unfortunately, the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service (‘‘INS’’) promulgated a rule
that denied legalization to the immigrants in
this group who had briefly left the country. INS
then refused to accept applications from peo-
ple who had violated this rule.

But by the time the INS had agreed to mod-
ify the rule, the 12-month application period
had ended and hundreds of thousands of peo-
ple who could have established eligibility for
legalization had been turned away.

This amendment would update a provision
of the immigration law known as ‘‘registry’’ by
which our government recognizes that it
makes sense to allow long-time residents,
deeply rooted immigrants who are contributing
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to our economy to remain here permanently.
This amendment would get these immigrants
out of ‘‘legal limbo.’’

My bill H.R. 4172 ‘‘The Legal Amnesty Res-
toration Act of 1999’’ also fixes this problem,
however the devastation that these families
are facing because of our inability to seek
legal status warrants our acting today to cor-
rect this injustice. Thank you.

AFL-CIO’S RESOLUTION SUPPORTING
IMMIGRATION AMNESTY

The AFL-CIO proudly stands on the side of
immigrant workers. Throughout the history
of this country, immigrants have played an
important role in building our nation and its
democratic institutions. New arrivals from
every continent have contributed their en-
ergy, talent, and commitment to making the
United States richer and stronger. Likewise,
the American union movement has been en-
riched by the contributions and courage of
immigrant workers. Newly arriving workers
continue to make indispensable contribu-
tions to the strength and growth of our
unions. These efforts have created new
unions and strengthened and revived others,
benefitting all workers, immigrant and na-
tive-born alike. It is increasingly clear that
if the United States is to have an immigra-
tion system that really works, it must be si-
multaneously orderly, responsible and fair.
The policies of both the AFL-CIO and our
country must reflect those goals.

The United States is a nation of laws. This
means that the federal government has the
sovereign authority and constitutional re-
sponsibility to set and enforce limits on im-
migration. It also means that our govern-
ment has the obligation to enact and enforce
laws in ways that respect due process and
civil liberties, safeguard public health and
safety, and protect the rights and opportuni-
ties of workers.

The AFL-CIO believes the current system
of immigration enforcement in the United
States is broken and needs to be fixed. Our
starting points are simple.

Undocumented workers and their families
make enormous contributions to their com-
munities and workplaces and should be pro-
vided permanent legal status through a new
amnesty program.

Regulated legal immigration is better than
unregulated illegal immigration.

Immigrant workers should have full work-
place rights in order to protect their own in-
terests as well as the labor rights of all
American workers.

Labor and business should work together
to design cooperative mechanisms that allow
law-abiding employers to satisfy legitimate
needs for new workers in a timely manner
without compromising the rights and oppor-
tunities of workers already here.

Labor and business should cooperate to un-
dertake expanded efforts to educate and
train American workers in order to upgrade
their skill levels in ways that enhance our
shared economic prosperity.

Criminal penalties should be established to
punish employers who recruit undocumented
workers from abroad for the purpose of ex-
ploiting workers for economic gain.

Current efforts to improve immigration
enforcement, while failing to stop the flow of
undocumented people into the United States,
have resulted in a system that causes dis-
crimination and leaves unpunished unscru-
pulous employers who exploit undocumented
workers, thus denying labor rights for all
workers.

The combination of a poorly constructed
and ineffectively enforced system that re-
sults in penalties for only a few of the em-
ployers who violate immigration laws has
had especially detrimental impacts on ef-

forts to organize and adequately represent
workers. Unscrupulous employers have sys-
tematically used the I–9 process in their ef-
forts to retaliate against workers who seek
to join unions, improve their working condi-
tions, and otherwise assert their rights.

Therefore, the AFL–CIO calls for replacing
the current I–9 system as a tool of workplace
immigration enforcement. We should sub-
stitute a system of immigration enforcement
strategies that focuses on the criminaliza-
tion of employer behavior, targeting those
employers who recruit undocumented work-
ers from abroad, either directly or indi-
rectly. It should be supplemented with
strong penalties against employers who
abuse workers’ immigration status to sup-
press their rights and labor protections. The
federal government should aggressively in-
vestigate, and criminally prosecute, those
employers who knowingly exploit a worker’s
undocumented status in order to prevent en-
forcement of workplace protection laws.

We strongly believe employer sanctions, as
a nationwide policy applied to all work-
places, has failed and should be eliminated.
It should be replaced with an alternative pol-
icy to reduce undocumented immigration
and prevent employer abuse. Any new policy
must meet the following principles: (1) it
must seek to prevent employer discrimina-
tion against people who look or sound for-
eign; (2) it must allow workers to pursue
legal remedies, including supporting a union,
regardless of immigration status; and (3) it
must avoid unfairly targeting immigrant
workers of a particular nationality.

There is a long tradition in the United
States of protecting those who risk their fi-
nancial and physical well-being to come for-
ward to report violations of laws that were
enacted for the public good. Courageous un-
documented workers who come forward to
assert their rights should not be faced with
deportation as a result of their actions. The
recent situation at the Holiday Inn Express
in Minneapolis highlights the perversity of
the current situation. Therefore, the AFL–
CIO calls for the enactment of whistleblower
protections providing protected immigration
status for undocumented workers who report
violations of worker protection laws or co-
operate with federal agencies during inves-
tigations of employment, labor and discrimi-
nation violations. Such workers should be
accorded full remedies, including reinstate-
ment and back pay. Further, undocumented
workers who exercise their rights to organize
and bargain collectively should also be pro-
vided protected immigration status.

Millions of hard-working people who make
enormous contributions to their commu-
nities and workplace are denied basic human
rights because of their undocumented status.
Many of these men and women are the par-
ents of children who are birthright U.S. citi-
zens. The AFL–CIO supports a new amnesty
program that would allow these members of
local communities to adjust their status to
permanent resident and become eligible for
naturalization. The AFL–CIO also calls on
the Immigration and Naturalization Service
to address the shameful delays facing those
seeking to adjust their status as a result of
the Immigration Reform and Control Act.

Immediate steps should include legaliza-
tion for three distinct groups of established
residents: (1) Approximately half-a-million
Salvadorans, Guatemalans, Hondurans, and
Haitians, who fled civil war and civil strife
during the 1980s and early 1990s and were un-
fairly denied refugee status, and have lived
under various forms of temporary legal sta-
tus; (2) approximately 350,000 long-resident
immigrants who were unfairly denied legal-
ization due to illegal behavior by the INS
during the amnesty program enacted in the
late 1980s; and (3) approximately 10,000 Libe-

rians who fled their homeland’s brutal civil
war and have lived in the United States for
years under temporary legal status.

Guestworker programs too often are used
to discriminate against U.S. workers, de-
press wages and distort labor markets. For
these reasons, the AFL-CIO has long been
troubled by the operation of such programs.
The proliferation of guestworker programs
has resulted in the creation of a class of eas-
ily exploited workers, who find themselves in
a situation very similar to that faced by un-
documented workers. The AFL-CIO renews
our call for the halt to the expansion of
guestworker programs. Moreover, these pro-
grams should be reformed to include more
rigorous labor market tests and the involve-
ment of labor unions in the labor certifi-
cation process. All temporary guestworkers
should be afforded the same workplace pro-
tections available to all workers.

The rights and dignity of all workers can
best be ensured when immigrant and non-im-
migrant workers are fully informed about
the contributions of immigrants to our soci-
ety and our unions, and about the rights of
immigrants under current labor, discrimina-
tion, naturalization, and other laws. Labor
unions have led the way in developing model
programs that should be widely emulated.
The AFL-CIO therefore supports the creation
of education programs and centers to edu-
cate workers about immigration issues and
to assist workers in exercising their rights.

Far too many workers lack access to train-
ing programs. Like all other workers, new
immigrants want to improve their lives and
those of their families by participating in
job training. The AFL-CIO supports the ex-
pansion of job training programs to better
serve immigrant populations. These pro-
grams are essential to the ability of immi-
grants to seize opportunities to compete in
the new economy.

Immigrant workers make enormous con-
tributions to our economy and society, and
deserve the basic safety net protections that
all other workers enjoy. The AFL-CIO con-
tinues to support the full restoration of ben-
efits that were unfairly taken away through
Federal legislation in 1996, causing tremen-
dous harm to immigrant families.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Who seeks time in
opposition?

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I claim
the time in opposition, and continue to
reserve my point of order.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, how much time do I have re-
maining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
has 31⁄2 minutes.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. CONYERS), the ranking mem-
ber on the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman from Texas for
raising this very important point, and
we in the Committee on the Judiciary
have worked hard to correct it. I can-
not understand why it has only 5 min-
utes on each side. But we are trying to
make an improvement on the registry
by which the government recognizes
that it makes sense to allow a long-
time resident, deeply rooted immigrant
who is here contributing to our econ-
omy to remain here permanently.

So we have this correction for people
that have come to the country, made
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well, raised families, have created no
problem, are otherwise good citizens
and we are modifying a rule that INS is
not able to do without this legislation.
I think this is an excellent amendment,
and I hope that all the members in the
Committee will agree to it.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the ranking member
very much, and I thank him also for
his leadership on this issue.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
distinguished gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Mrs. MEEK) who has been a long-
standing fighter on this issue.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentlewoman from
Texas for yielding me this time. This is
an extremely important issue which we
have fought from the early times of the
1990s up to now. It just does not make
good sense from an economic stand-
point or political standpoint or a moral
standpoint for the United States not to
recognize that these Salvadorans, Hai-
tians, Guatemalans all of them are
here now, they have lived good lives
and paid taxes. There is no reason for
us now not to approve the amendment
offered by the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

It is an important amendment. If we
allow these people who have been here
a long time, paying their taxes, not
breaking our rules, this will get them
out of legal limbo.

Mr. Chairman, some of us come from
areas where there are inordinate
amounts of people in this category.
They are living in this country doing
well, pay taxes; and this amendment
will get them out of the legal quagmire
which we put them in. It is not their
fault that they were put in this situa-
tion. This was a mistake or misconcep-
tion by INS.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 30 seconds to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. DELAHUNT), a member of the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, let
me suggest that this is about fairness.
It is that simple. And it is time.

Mr. Chairman, we have discussed this
in the committee before. It is time to
address it. I think each and every
Member in this body has dealt with a
family that finds itself in limbo wait-
ing for a loved one to come back.

I congratulate the gentlewoman from
Texas for bringing it forward, and I
would hope that the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. LATHAM) would recede on the
point of order.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 15 seconds to the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO), the ranking member of the
Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice,
State and Judiciary Appropriations.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, that is
all I need just to rise in strong support
of this amendment. I think it speaks to
an extremely important issue; one that
we have to continue to work on. I sup-
port the gentlewoman wholeheartedly.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of

my time. I will also offer to speak on
the point of order, subsequent to the
distinguished gentleman continuing to
raise it.

Mr. Chairman, I note even on page 37
that this bill legislated on an appro-
priations bill. But I think this is a
human factor here. We are talking
about families who have been separated
from each other. We are talking about
families who remain divided because
they, for very important family rea-
sons, had to leave the country to go
and take care of family matters.

But we are also talking about con-
tributing individuals who have contrib-
uted to the economy of this country.
All they want, Mr. Chairman, is the
ability to adjust their status to legal
status. The same right allowed to other
immigrants in their same category.
However because the INS misinter-
preted the rule, and the courts have af-
firmed that the INS misinterpreted the
rule, we have this injustice.

I hope that this amendment can be
passed and I thank the Chairman for
the time.

POINT OF ORDER

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. LATHAM) insist on his
point of order?

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, yes.
Again, I will restate, the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) clearly
is aware of the fact that despite any
merits, this amendment does not be-
long on this bill. Therefore, Mr. Chair-
man, I make a point of order against
the amendment, because it proposes to
change existing law and constitutes
legislation on an appropriation bill
and, therefore, violates clause 2 of rule
XXI.

The rule states in the pertinent part:
An amendment to a general appropria-
tion bill shall not be in order if it di-
rectly amends existing law.

Mr. Chairman, I ask for a ruling of
the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
wish to be heard on the point of order
offered by the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. LATHAM)?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, yes, I do.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from Texas is recognized.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, let me refer the Chairman
to page 37 of this bill which, in fact,
under section 112 there is the imple-
mentation of a genealogy fee, which as
far as I am concerned is legislating on
an appropriations bill.

This is such a crucial bill, if there is
precedent that we have legislated on an
appropriations bill, then I would ask
that the point of order be waived and
that this amendment be allowed to go
forward.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule. The Chair finds that the
amendment proposes a direct amend-
ment to existing law. As such, it con-
stitutes legislation in violation of
clause 2(c) of rule XXI. The point of

order is sustained, and the Chair would
advise Members that other provisions
in the bill that may be legislation were
subject to waivers of points of order.

AMENDMENT NO. 75 OFFERED BY MR. SOUDER

Mr. SOUDER. 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. 75 offered by Mr. SOUDER:
Page 107, after line 21, insert the following:

TITLE VIII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL
PROVISIONS

SEC. 801. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
made available for payment of expenses of
any United States delegation or special
envoy at a United Nations-sponsored meet-
ing at which the delegation or envoy votes
for or otherwise advocates the adoption of
any provision under the United Nations Con-
vention Against Transnational Organized
Crime that legalizes, legitimizes, or decrimi-
nalizes prostitution in any form or under
any circumstances, or otherwise limits inter-
national efforts to combat sex trafficking
whether or not the individual being traf-
ficked consents to engage in prostitution.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on the gentle-
man’s amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Friday, June 23,
2000, the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
SOUDER) and a Member opposed each
will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER).

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this limitation of
funds amendment is simple, direct and
necessary. It prohibits taxpayer funds
from being used to pay expenses for
any United States delegation or special
envoy at a United Nations-sponsored
meeting at which the delegation or
envoy votes for or otherwise advocates
the adoption of any provision that le-
galizes, legitimizes, or decriminalizes
prostitution in any form, or under any
circumstance, or otherwise limits
international efforts to combat sex
trafficking, whether or not the indi-
vidual being trafficked consents to en-
gage in prostitution.

Mr. Chairman, my colleagues would
not think that such a resolution would
be necessary. But here are the sad
facts. At Beijing +5, there was a docu-
ment released condemning the sexual
exploitation of women around the
world. It eloquently condemned domes-
tic violence, sexual abuse, sexual slav-
ery and sexual harassment. But on the
issue of prostitution, it clarified,
quote, ‘‘forced prostitution.’’

Why ‘‘forced’’ prostitution? All pros-
titution is the sexual exploitation of
women. How, exactly, does one distin-
guish between women who are some-
times forcibly taken and sold into pros-
titution, those who are involuntarily
forced to sign ‘‘consent’’ or voluntary
participation forms, those whose fami-
lies push them into such agreements,
those in dire poverty where cir-
cumstances drive them into sexual ex-
ploitation, and those who knows what
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other societal pressures would pressure
them into selling their bodies for sex to
those who choose to exploit them?

Apparently, our U.S. delegation at
the two most recent conferences, one
in Vienna and one in Beijing +5 Con-
ference, felt it could do so. According
to reports, the Philippine delegation
moved to strike the word ‘‘forced’’
prostitution. According to numerous
eyewitness reports, the U.S. State De-
partment official assisting the U.S.
delegation jumped up and moved to
strike the entire reference.

Mr. Chairman, what is going on here?
Is it the Clinton administration’s posi-
tion that prostitution is okay?

Feminist leaders apparently thought
so. Equality Now had already sent a
letter on behalf of a coalition of wom-
en’s rights groups to the President
after the conference in Vienna which
states, among other things, ‘‘To our
chagrin, the United States strongly
supports the use of the term ‘forced
prostitution’ rather than ‘prostitution’
in the definition of ‘sexual exploi-
tation.’ We believe that the adminis-
tration’s current position on the defini-
tion of trafficking is extremely detri-
mental to women.’’

It was even more difficult for these
feminist leaders to condemn the ad-
ministration’s position since Mrs. Clin-
ton is the Honorary Chair of the Presi-
dent’s Interagency Council on Women,
formed after the initial Beijing Wom-
en’s Conference. Mrs. Clinton spoke to
the conference and delivered several
other messages of support.

After the United States Government
effort to protect some types of pros-
titution, that somehow it viewed as
nonexploitative of women became pub-
lic, clarifications and denials of sorts
were made.

Mrs. Clinton’s Chief of Staff carefully
qualified their position, taking the po-
sition that the document did not re-
quire the U.S. to change our laws, a
somewhat accurate response to a com-
pletely different question. The docu-
ment only condemned some types of
prostitution. The United States rep-
resentatives clearly wanted some types
not to be condemned, and the First
Lady’s Chief of Staff did not deny that
point.
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The President’s response was some-
what more clear in a fuzzy sort of way.
Agreeing with this resolution, my reso-
lution, he clearly states his ‘‘opposi-
tion to prostitution in all its forms.’’
Then he subtly changes the point to,
‘‘We would not become a party to any
treaty that weaken laws against pros-
titution,’’ and then further attempted
to change away his Beijing +5 actions.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Indiana has expired.

Does the gentleman from New York
continue to reserve his point of order?

Mr. SERRANO. I do, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2

minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. DEMINT), who has

worked with this amendment and has
been a leader on this issue.

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this amendment offered by
the gentleman from Indiana.

As a Member of Congress, I like to
dream about the future of our country
and imagine an educated America, a
healthy America, a prosperous Amer-
ica, and a secure America. I think of
children in this great Nation and the
bright future that they represent. Un-
fortunately, Mr. Chairman, for many
throughout this world their tomorrow
is not as bright. They do not have their
health, education, and security.

In fact, they live in utter misery
under the cruel control of their oppres-
sors. They are women and children who
are sold, coerced, or otherwise find
themselves being exploited by sex traf-
fickers. This is the life of approxi-
mately 2 million people worldwide.

Many women find themselves victims
of sexual trafficking by being drugged
and kidnapped and lured with false
promises of jobs far away. They are
beaten and raped until they consent to
prostitute themselves to customers. Is
this voluntary prostitution? Prostitu-
tion is an exploitation of women and a
violation of their dignity and basic
human rights.

To my great dismay, while the Clin-
ton administration may pay lip service
to this same idea, their actions do not
show it. Despite the horrors of the sex
trafficking industry throughout the
world, this administration has pro-
moted the position that voluntary
prostitution is okay and sex traf-
fickers, who are somehow able to ob-
tain the consent of their victims,
should be immune from prosecution.
This is unconscionable and unaccept-
able.

Mr. Chairman, I support this amend-
ment because I do not believe the State
Department ought to be able to use the
taxpayers’ dollars to send representa-
tives of the United States to the U.N.
conference where they take the stance
that voluntary prostitution is okay
and a legitimate form of labor.

Mr. Chairman, prostitution in any
form or under any circumstances is an
intolerable exploitation of women.

POINT OF ORDER

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from South Carolina has ex-
pired.

Does the gentleman from New York
insist on his point of order?

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I in-
sist on my point of order against the
gentleman from Indiana’s amendment.

The amendment changes existing law
and constitutes legislation in an appro-
priation bill and, therefore, violates
clause 2 of rule XXI.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
wish to be heard on the point of order?

Mr. SOUDER. Yes, I do, Mr. Chair-
man.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
recognized.

Mr. SOUDER. First off, Mr. Chair-
man, I respectfully disagree with the

interpretation that I fear is coming.
From our discussions, I understand
that this is anticipating a future ac-
tion, potentially, and therefore could
be construed as legislating on an ap-
propriations bill.

However, since the last two con-
ferences in a row, with our last funding
process that we went through in this
House, in fact the administration
agents, through the State Department,
took this position. I would argue that
this is a limitation of funds because
there is no reason to believe that they
will not take the position a third time.

I understand that this is now at the
mercy of the Chair, and I hope he
strongly considers that position.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any other
Member wish to be heard on this point
of order? If not, the Chair is prepared
to rule.

The gentleman from New York raises
a point of order that the amendment
changes existing law in violation of
clause 2(c) of rule XXI.

The amendment in pertinent part
seeks to restrict funds for United
States delegates who ‘‘otherwise advo-
cate’’ the adoption of a described con-
vention.

The fact that similar representations
have been advocated in the past by del-
egates to the United Nations does not
immunize the amendment from the
point of order, which applies to the use
of funds in the next fiscal year.

Requiring the relevant Federal offi-
cial to determine whether a delegate
has ‘‘advocated’’ the adoption of a con-
vention under any circumstance im-
poses a new duty.

Accordingly, the amendment is not
in order and the point of order is sus-
tained.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word for the purpose
of entering into a colloquy with the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. PORTER).

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished gentleman from Ken-
tucky, the chairman of the sub-
committee, for the opportunity to
briefly discuss the funding level for
International Broadcasting.

I want to thank the gentleman for
providing an increase in funding for
International Broadcasting Operations
and Broadcasting Capital Improve-
ments above last year’s level, and spe-
cifically for the increase for Radio Free
Asia. This additional funding will en-
able these broadcasting services to
meet some of the overwhelming de-
mand for uncensored news and infor-
mation in oppressed areas of the world.

However, there is still a great unmet
need, especially in Asia. In H.R. 4444,
which granted permanent normal trade
relations to China, was legislation au-
thorizing increased funds for inter-
national broadcasting services in China
and neighboring countries. If this pack-
age should be signed into law before
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the conference on this appropriations
bill, and additional funds are made
available, I ask that the gentleman
from Kentucky work with me to ensure
that international broadcast funding
be increased.

H.R. 4444 provided for an additional
authorization of $65 million for Broad-
casting Capital Improvements and $34
million for International Broadcasting
Operations. I realize there is a large
amount of money in today’s tight
budgetary constraints. However, inter-
national broadcasting is in desperate
need of new and stronger transmitters
to counteract the increase of jamming
practices by oppressive regimes of
Asia. Expansion of Internet capability
is also greatly needed as the Internet
continues to become accessible to more
people.

Any increase in funding allowing for
the expansion of these services would
make a significant difference for the
Broadcasting Board of Governors and
be a beacon of light to billions of
Asians living under repressive regimes.

Mr. ROGERS. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
for his statement and his long-standing
efforts on behalf of International
Broadcasting.

Should H.R. 4444 become law, and ad-
ditional funding be provided in our al-
location, we will endeavor to fund
Radio Free Asia, Voice of America, and
Broadcasting Capital Improvements at
a level which reflects the increasing
needs in Asia.

Mr. PORTER. I thank the chairman
for his acknowledgment of my request
and his support for International
Broadcasting.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word for the purpose
of entering into a colloquy with the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. UPTON).

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me, and
as a Member of Congress who has two
Weed and Seed sites in his district in
Michigan, one in Benton Harbor and
one in Kalamazoo, I know very well
how valuable the Weed and Seed is to
the people who live there.

I commend the chairman for recog-
nizing the value of the Weed and Seed
program and recognizing that the best
solutions to crime problems are cus-
tomized to neighborhood needs, which
is at the very core of the Weed and
Seed program.

The bill before us tonight provides
$33.5 million for Weed and Seed, which
is the amount that was appropriated in
the fiscal year 2000 bill. However, in
previous years, the Department of Jus-
tice was permitted to reprogram other
funds to the Weed and Seed program,
increasing the level of funds available
to the program. For instance, in fiscal
year 2000, the program received $40 mil-
lion.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask if
the gentleman from Kentucky might

be able to give me an assurance that he
will work to assure that the Weed and
Seed program will receive at least as
much funding in 2001 as we received in
fiscal year 2000.

Mr. ROGERS. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
from Michigan for his work on this
issue.

I will work to assure the program is
funded in fiscal 2001 at least at the
level of funds available in the current
year.

Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the
last word for the purpose of engaging
in a colloquy with the gentlewoman
from Illinois (Mrs. BIGGERT).

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Illinois.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding to
me. I have concerns regarding the level
of funding provided for the National In-
stitute of Standards and Technology’s
scientific and technical research and
services account, including the Global
Standards Program.

As the chairman knows, the Global
Standards Program is intended to pro-
vide guidance to industries and to fa-
cilitate global harmonization of stand-
ards where possible. An issue has come
to my attention that involves stand-
ards for anchor bolts that are post-in-
stalled in concrete.

The Transatlantic Business Dialogue
has recommended that NIST facilitate
a transparent standards harmonization
process for these products, which are
sold in Europe and the United States.
Is it the gentleman’s opinion that this
bill provides adequate funding for this
effort?

Mr. ROGERS. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, I would advise the gen-
tlewoman that, yes, I do believe this is
a function that would be adequately
covered by the funding provided in the
bill for NIST. It is my understanding
that NIST has begun a technical anal-
ysis on this very issue.

Mrs. BIGGERT. I thank the gen-
tleman from Kentucky for clarifying
this issue for me.
AMENDMENT NO. 53 OFFERED BY MR. BROWN OF

OHIO

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. 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. 53 offered by Mr. BROWN of
Ohio:

At the end of the bill, insert after the last
section (page 107, after line 21) the following
new title:

TITLE VIII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL
PROVISIONS

SEC. 801. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to seek the revoca-
tion or revision of the laws or regulations of
another country that relate to intellectual
property rights with respect to pharma-
ceuticals or other medical technologies and
comply with the Agreement on Trade Re-
lated Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights

referred to in section 101(d)(15) of the Uru-
guay Round Agreements Act.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Friday, June 23,
2000, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BROWN) and a Member opposed each
will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BROWN).

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO. 53 OFFERED
BY MR. BROWN OF OHIO

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to modify my
amendment such that it explicitly ap-
plies only when the United States
Trade Representative is engaged in a
Special 301 process established under
the 1974 Trade Act and that it applies
only to developing countries.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the modification.

The Clerk read as follows:
Modification to amendment No. 53 offered

by Mr. BROWN of Ohio:
In lieu of the matter proposed to be:
SEC. 801. None of the funds made available

in this Act may be used by the United States
Trade Representative to seek the revocation
or revision of the laws or regulations of a de-
veloping country under the Special 301 proc-
ess established under the Trade Act of 1974 as
amended that relate to intellectual property
rights with respect to pharmaceuticals or
other medical technologies and comply with
the Agreement on Trade Related Aspects of
Intellectual Property Rights referred to in
section 101(d)(15) of the Uruguay Round
Agreements Act.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the modification offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN)?

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) for an
explanation of his modification.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
malaria killed 1.1 million people last
year; 2.2 million people, mostly chil-
dren, died of diarrheal infections; 2.3
million died of AIDS; 1.5 million of tu-
berculosis. Mr. Chairman, we know
how to treat each of these diseases. We
could have saved the lives of many of
these people.

Countries around the world are at-
tempting to expand access to des-
perately needed prescription drugs by
pursuing competitive strategies explic-
itly permitted under international
trade agreements. The USTR, on behalf
of the global prescription drug indus-
try, has made a practice of pressuring
these nations to forsake legitimate
strategies that can achieve lower
prices; strategies like parallel import-
ing and compulsory licensing.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my reservation and object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.
The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Both of these practices, parallel im-
porting and compulsory licensing, are
explicitly permitted under a world
trade agreement commonly referred to
as TRIPS. The WTO TRIPS accord sets
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global norms for patents, for trade-
marks, for copyrights, and for other
types of intellectual property.

It is a tough set of requirements. For
example, it requires all WTO member
countries, including the United States,
to adopt 20-year patents on medicines,
even though under our patent law our
patent length was 17 years.

The WTO TRIPS agreement requires
many poor countries to adopts rules
that actually raise the price of their
medicines. The USTR, on behalf of the
prescription drug industry, is pushing
countries to abandon fully sanctioned
actions, like parallel importing and
compulsory licensing.

It is difficult to believe the U.S. is
participating in efforts to prevent de-
veloping countries from fighting back
when drug companies ignore the dire
consequences of their actions and
abuse their monopoly power, for exam-
ple, when they impose higher prices in
developing countries than in industri-
alized nations, as in the case with
AIDS drug Fluconazole.
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U.S. trade officials have pressured
South Africa, Thailand, Indonesia, the
Philippines, India, Pakistan, Costa
Rica, the Dominican Republic, and
many other poor nations, threatening
sanctions unless they forsake rights
they have under the TRIPS agreement.

In many of these countries, the aver-
age income is less than $1 a day.

In December last year, President
Clinton told the WTO it was time to
change U.S. trade policy, to consider
the issue of access to medicines.

In May, the President issued an exec-
utive order prohibiting the USTR from
pressuring sub-Saharan African na-
tions into giving up legitimate com-
petitive strategies aimed at expanding
access to HIV/AIDS drugs.

In justifying his decision to reign in
the USTR, the President asserted ‘‘it is
in the interest of the United States to
take all reasonable steps to prevent
further spread of infectious disease,
particularly HIV/AIDS. The TRIPS
agreement recognizes the importance
of promoting effective and adequate
protection of intellectual property
rights and the right of countries to
adopt measures necessary to protect
public health.’’

Our amendment is grounded in that
same logic.

The United States should enforce the
TRIPS agreement to ensure the proper
protection of property rights to be
sure, but it should not undercut the
balance TRIPS strikes between pro-
tecting intellectual property and pro-
moting the public health.

The President’s executive order ap-
plies only to AIDS drugs and only to
sub-Sahara Africa. Our amendment
says the United States should not
interfere in legitimate efforts to ex-
pand access to essential medicines in
developing countries in health crises.

This amendment does not undercut
in any way intellectual property pro-

tections. It permits the U.S. to insist
on tough provisions of the WTO TRIPS
agreement, but it prevents the U.S.
Government from seeking to impose
so-called ‘‘TRIPS Plus’’ protections on
countries when these more onerous
protections would have a negative im-
pact on access to medicine.

Not only is this policy appropriate
from a public health point of view, it is
also consistent with the WTO TRIPS
agreement itself. Article I of the
TRIPS agreement says ‘‘Members may,
but shall not be obliged to, implement
in their law more extensive protection
than is required by this Agreement.’’
The key phrase is ‘‘not obliged to.’’

The United States should honor, in
fact we should applaud, policies in
other countries that place the health
and well-being of people ahead of the
profit goals of the prescription drug in-
dustry.

Hindering efforts to combat debili-
tating and fatal diseases on behalf of
the global prescription drug industry is
an unjustifiable and counterproductive
use of our Nation’s power and influ-
ence. This amendment, Mr. Chairman,
helps us to put a stop to it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment does
not belong on this bill. It is a subject
for the Committee on Ways and Means.
It is within their jurisdiction. And they
are objecting. In addition, the adminis-
tration is strongly opposing the
amendment. It will bog down this bill.

So, for all of the foregoing reasons,
Mr. Chairman, I am in opposition.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
CRANE) the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Trade of the Committee
on Ways and Means.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the Brown amendment. The Brown
amendment compromises USTR’s abil-
ity to protect U.S. intellectual prop-
erty rights around the world for U.S.
pharmaceutical companies and medical
device manufacturers.

Section 315 of the Uruguay Round
Agreements Act clearly states that it
is U.S. policy to seek enactment and
implementation of foreign intellectual
property laws that strengthen and sup-
plement TRIPS. The Brown amend-
ment directly contradicts this provi-
sion, conflicting with U.S. law.

The pharmaceutical and medical
technologies industry depend on con-
sistent and fair trade rules, including
those that protect intellectual prop-
erty rights. Without such practices,
companies and those who invest in
them will be discouraged from pro-
viding the necessary capital to pursue
the development of new medicines.

A consistent theme in U.S. trade pol-
icy is encouraging an environment

based on rule of law around the world
that U.S. firms need to be able to com-
pete. The Brown amendment sends
countries conflicting messages that we
would like them to provide the highest
degree of intellectual property protec-
tion in every category except pharma-
ceuticals and medical technology.

Ironically, the Brown amendment,
which is intended to help poor coun-
tries, will actually hurt them by reduc-
ing their ability to attract foreign in-
vestment. Developing countries need
the transfer of technology and know-
how for their economic growth and
stronger, not weaker, intellectual pro-
tection is the way to get it.

In short, the Brown amendment is
the wrong solution to increasing the
access of developing countries to phar-
maceuticals and medical technologies.
Instead of stripping U.S. firms of their
legal rights, we should seek to encour-
age partnerships between U.S. pharma-
ceutical firms and developing coun-
tries.

For example, several U.S. firms are
already involved in pilot programs to
increase access to AIDS drugs in Afri-
can countries. Encouraging growing
economies, as we are doing in the re-
cently enacted African Growth and Op-
portunity Act, also enables developing
countries to have the resources to pur-
chase drugs without discouraging fur-
ther innovation.

I urge my colleagues to oppose the
Brown amendment.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN), a hard-
working member of our committee.

(Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me the time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, we have a system of
patents for a reason, to protect intel-
lectual property rights of the people
who create new inventions and prod-
ucts, as well as protect the efficacy of
the actual product. And the efficacy of
drug products and medicines are impor-
tant. It is all about safeguarding pa-
tients, patients around the world.

Our U.S. Trade Representative,
Charlene Barshefsky, has been pur-
suing the enforcement of U.S. patent
laws in virtually every international
market and she has done so effectively.
As the U.S. representative for the fair
treatment of U.S. products anywhere
and everywhere in the world, this is
her charge.

This amendment basically tells that
representative to stop doing her job.
That is not only wrong, it is dangerous.

I know that the intent of the gen-
tleman is to help those suffering from
horrendous diseases, such as AIDS and
other diseases in Africa and other
places, by guaranteeing access to pre-
scription medicine at the cheapest
cost. But, with all due respect to the
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gentleman, this is not the way to
achieve his goal and he will not likely
achieve his goal.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the balance of the time to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BERMAN)
the ranking member on the Sub-
committee on Courts and Intellectual
Property of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Chairman, I have some concerns
about this amendment. A year ago, on
the Commerce-State-Justice appropria-
tions bill, we debated the Sanders
amendment dealing very specifically
with Asian and African countries ap-
plying specifically to pharmaceuticals.

The amendment now that we have
before us seems to me to apply far be-
yond pharmaceuticals to any medical
technology. It could cover laser equip-
ment used in cosmetic surgery, pro-
hibit the executive branch from en-
couraging nations to provide TRIPS
Plus protection to patents which cover
such laser technologies.

It also seems like the Sanders
amendment last year was designed to
make pharmaceuticals more afford-
able. It specifically was approaching
trade representative activities which
enforced patent laws that would make
drugs more expensive. This does not
have that kind of limitation.

The Brown amendment would pro-
hibit the executive branch from seek-
ing to appeal a TRIPS compliant law
covering IPR and pharmaceuticals that
is intended to discriminate against
U.S. pharmaceuticals.

So a Western European law that has
nothing to do with getting drugs to Af-
rica, which has nothing to do with
dealing with the crisis in Africa, but
which is designed to discriminate
against U.S.-made pharmaceuticals or
medical technologies, the USTR would
be prohibited from focusing on it if it
did not violate TRIPS.

I think that it may overreach in that
regard, and that is why I have some
concerns about this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BROWN).

The amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT NO. 76 OFFERED BY MR. VITTER

Mr. VITTER. 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. 76 offered by Mr. VITTER:
Page 107, after line 21, insert the following:

TITLE VIII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL
PROVISIONS

SEC. 801. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
used for participation by United States dele-
gates to the Standing Consultative Commis-
sion in any activity of the Commission to
implement the Memorandum of Under-

standing Relating to the Treaty Between the
United States of America and the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation
of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems of May 26,
1972, entered into in New York on September
26, 1997, by the United States, Russia,
Kazakhstan, Belarus, and Ukraine.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Friday, June 23,
2000, the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. VITTER) and a Member opposed
will each control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. VITTER).

Mr. VITTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment
would block the implementation of un-
ratified limitation on missile defense.
Precisely the same amendment, word
for word, passed the House last year by
voice vote and the previous year before
that by a significant margin. And so,
this amendment would merely con-
tinue that status quo in the law and
not change present law.

Mr. Chairman, on September 26, 1997,
the Clinton administration entered
into a Memorandum of Understanding
and related treaties with Russia,
Kazakhstan, Belarus, and the Ukraine.
If ratified, these treaties would
strengthen the 1972 ABM Treaty with
the former Soviet Union and impose
new and severe restrictions on Amer-
ica’s ability to develop and deploy mis-
sile defense systems.

But these agreements have not been
submitted to the Senate and they have
not been ratified. And that is why this
amendment should pass, so that they
are not implemented unless and until
the U.S. Senate considers and ratifies
those agreements.

Mr. Chairman, these agreements, the
MOU and related documents, essen-
tially do two things. First of all, they
change the parties to the 1972 ABM
Treaty, substituting for the USSR:
Kazakhstan, Belarus, Russia, and the
Ukraine. Secondly, and more impor-
tantly, they really expand the Treaty
and expand the scope to disallow more
theatre and missile defense systems.

The original 1972 Treaty places no
limitations on theater missile defense.
These new demarcation agreements
would prohibit the U.S. from being able
to fully develop our theatre missile de-
fense systems. And that is, of course,
why these agreements are so impor-
tant.

Now, the Clinton administration has
frankly admitted there is no debate,
and this House has voted many times
that this is a new treaty and, therefore,
must be put before the United States
Senate and ratified by the United
States Senate. This has never hap-
pened. And that is why we should pass
this amendment to prevent implemen-
tation unless and until the Senate
takes up and ratifies these new trea-
ties.

As I said, this passed last year by a
voice vote. It passed the year before
that by a substantial margin. I would
certainly implore the House to pass it
again this year.

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

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,
and I seek the time in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment because this issue has
come up in previous years. The State
Department has opposed it.

In the past, the State Department,
during conference, has been able to get
language added, making it subject to a
presidential certification. And that
language is not in the amendment of
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
VITTER) today.

This amendment is unnecessary be-
cause the administration has already
said that it will not implement the
September 1997 Memorandum of Under-
standing on secession to the ABM
Treaty prior to its ratification by the
Senate.

In a letter and report provided to the
chairman of the Senate and House
Committee on Appropriations dated
February 9, 1999, the President cer-
tified and affirmed that the United
States Government is not imple-
menting the Memorandum of Under-
standing. The way it is currently word-
ed, without the President’s certifi-
cation language, the State Department
would be prevented from sending rep-
resentatives to meetings because it
would prohibit money for any partici-
pation. The State Department wants to
be able to participate in meetings even
though it is not implementing the
agreement. If the prohibition is on im-
plementation but the State Depart-
ment is not implementing, they can at-
tend meetings with the presidential
certification.

In our view, Mr. Chairman, this is an
attempt to obstruct the arms control
dialogue. It is unnecessary and it is un-
justified.

What we are saying is simply that
the way this amendment is worded at
this particular time will hamper ongo-
ing discussions about arms control un-
necessarily.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. VITTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, first of all, with re-
gard to the issue of the certification, if
the certification language were in this
amendment, it would then be subject
to a point of order. So for that very
simple parliamentary reason, that cer-
tification language cannot be put in
this amendment on the House floor.
Should the process, as in previous
years, yield that certification lan-
guage, I would not object; and I would
suggest we should move the process
along by passing this amendment as it
has evolved in previous years.

Also, if, as the gentleman on the
other side said in opposition, this
amendment is not necessary, then nei-
ther he nor the administration should
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object to it. In fact, I believe the stand-
ing consultative commission does offer
this administration the opportunity to
implement and to push forward unrati-
fied new treaties. That is clearly inap-
propriate. The way to push forward
these treaties, if they are in the best
interest of the country, is to submit
them to the United States Senate and
have the Senate decide the issue. That
is their constitutional duty; and, in
fact, it is beyond debate.

The administration has agreed that if
it is a new treaty, it must be submitted
to the Senate. So this amendment is
merely a very wise, precautionary
measure and may, in fact, yield the
certification language as this appro-
priation bill moves through the
process.

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

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, we simply disagree on
this issue. Without the language con-
cerning a presidential certification, we
continue to object.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. VITTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would simply close
by saying that, in fact, we are talking
about brand new agreements, treaties,
which have never been submitted to
the Senate, never been debated or rati-
fied by the Senate. So clearly this is an
appropriate, a wise, a conservative and
cautionary amendment. It has been
adopted the last 2 years. I would not
object to the certification language if
it is included as it moves through the
process. So in that vein, I urge the
House to adopt this amendment as it
has the previous two years.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. VITTER).

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I move

to strike the last word for the purpose
of yielding to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. OSE) to engage in a col-
loquy.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. OSE).

Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, I rise today
to make note of a particular issue. On
October 25, 1980, The Hague Convention
on the Civil Aspects of International
Child Abduction established reciprocal
rights and duty to expedite the return
of children to their state of habitual
residence, as well as ensure that rights
of custody and of access under the laws
of one contracting State are respected
in other contracting States.

Subsequent to this convention, over
50 countries have become signatory
members. Yet, egregious cases abound.
A critical step to protecting our Amer-
ican children is making sure that U.S.
Federal and State courts are aware of
international parental abduction issues
and The Hague Convention. Current

law requires that the State Depart-
ment prepare an annual report on the
status of this Hague Convention. Un-
fortunately, the State Department has
been reluctant to distribute their re-
port to our courts. By providing State
and Federal courts access to this docu-
ment, judges will be better equipped to
render decisions in custody cases that
are in the best interest of the child.

Mr. Chairman, on May 23 of this
year, every single Member of this dis-
tinguished body who was present voted
to support passage of a resolution, the
purpose of which was to highlight our
interest in making sure that American
children and parents remain in this
country. Every single Member of this
House voted for H. Con. Res. 293 to urge
the Secretary of State, in part, to dis-
seminate to all Federal and State
courts the Department of State’s an-
nual report to Congress on Hague Con-
vention compliance.

As the chairman takes this bill to
conference, I ask him to keep this issue
in mind and endeavor to ensure that
the State Department complies with
the guidance in H. Con. Res. 293.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman bringing this issue
to our attention. I would be happy to
work with the gentleman as the bill
proceeds to conference to see if we can
address the gentleman’s concerns and
congratulate him on the work that he
has done on the issue.

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. ALLEN

Mr. ALLEN. 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. 13 offered by Mr. ALLEN:
At the end of the bill, insert after the last

section (preceding the short title) the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC. 624. Of the funds appropriated in title
II under the heading ‘‘Administration of For-
eign Affairs — Diplomatic and Consular Pro-
grams’’, $200,000 shall be available only for
bilateral and multilateral diplomatic activi-
ties designed to promote the termination of
the North Korean ballistic missile program.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) reserves a
point of order.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
June 23, 2000, the gentleman from
Maine (Mr. ALLEN) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Maine (Mr. ALLEN).

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment I am
offering designates a small amount,
$200,000, of the State Department’s dip-
lomatic account for bilateral and mul-
tilateral activities designed to promote
the termination of the North Korean
ballistic missile program. Everyone
agrees we must address the potential
threat of a ballistic missile attack by
Korea. The question is, what is the
most effective and economical way to

deal with the threat? Some argue the
best way, the only way, to deal with
North Korea is to build a defensive
shield and then hope that it can shoot
down a missile after it is launched.

This approach assumes, of course,
that a national missile defense would
work as advertised, which has not been
proven and could not be fooled by
decoy technology, which we may never
be sure of.

We must continue to research and
test national missile defense more rig-
orously than we are now, but given the
technological uncertainties, NMD re-
mains a risky and expensive option to
deal with the North Korean threat. It
is safer and cheaper to deal with a mis-
sile that has never been built than to
gamble that it can be hit after its
launch.

Last year, the administration con-
ducted a comprehensive North Korea
policy review led by former Defense
Secretary William Perry. It concluded
that the urgent focus of U.S. policy to-
ward North Korea must be to end its
nuclear weapons and long range mis-
sile-related activities for which the
U.S. should be prepared to establish
more normal diplomatic relations with
North Korea and join in South Korea’s
policy of engagement and peaceful co-
existence.

We have already seen progress. Last
year North Korea pledged to suspend
tests of its long range missile in ex-
change for easing of U.S. sanctions.
North Korea reaffirmed the pledge last
week. Skeptics say trust their deeds,
not their words, and I agree; but the
fact is North Korea has not tested its
Taepo Dong 1 missile in the 2 years
since the first provocative test. Some
may scoff at the notion of negotiating
with a Stalinist state, but it is worth
exploring.

In the June edition of Arms Control
Today, Leon Sigal, an expert on North
Korea and security issues, presents a
cogent case that based on past experi-
ence cooperation with Pyongyang can
work. He finds that the best strategy
for ending North Korea’s nuclear and
missile programs and ensuring peace in
northeast Asia is cooperative threat re-
duction.

The historic North-South Korea sum-
mit offers the chance to foster im-
proved security conditions in the re-
gion. The Perry review found that
South Korea and Japan and even China
share our interests in reducing the
North Korean threat. We should take
advantage of the opportunity.

This amendment sends a congres-
sional signal of support for continued
diplomatic efforts to reduce the North
Korean missile threat. This not only
makes security sense; it makes fiscal
sense. Diplomatic efforts to end the
threat can be done at pennies on the
national missile defense dollar, which
is a $60 billion program. The funding in
this amendment is one-hundredth of 1
percent of the amount we will spend
next year, $2 billion on national missile
defense. There is more than one way to
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reduce the North Korean threat, and
some ways are cheaper than others.

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to
micromanage and tie the State Depart-
ment’s hands, so I will, at an appro-
priate time, withdraw the amendment;
but I think it is important to indicate
Congress’ support for diplomatic ave-
nues to end the North Korean missile
threat.

Subject to any comments on the
other side, I ask unanimous consent to
withdraw the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Maine?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is

withdrawn.
AMENDMENT NO. 77 OFFERED BY MR. VITTER

Mr. VITTER. 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. 77 offered by Mr. VITTER:
Page 107, after line 21, insert the following:

TITLE VIII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL
PROVISIONS

SEC. 801. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act may be available to the Department
of State to approve the purchase of property
in Arlington, Virginia by the Xinhua News
Agency.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Friday, June 23,
2000, the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. VITTER) and a Member opposed
each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. VITTER).

Mr. VITTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to offer an
amendment to this bill that will send a
strong signal to the State Department
that this body insists that they enforce
the law. This amendment lets State
know that we want them to require the
Chinese Communist Government to re-
quest approval for their purchase of an
apartment building overlooking the
Pentagon, and that this body wants
State to deny that approval.

At issue is the purchase of an Arling-
ton apartment building by the Xinhua
News Agency. The Chinese Government
owns Xinhua and the Foreign Missions
Act of 1985 requires foreign embassies
to obtain prior authorization from our
State Department for the purchase of
U.S. property, and it explicitly covers
operations like Xinhua.

Furthermore, the authoritative Chi-
nese intelligence operations, published
by the Naval Institute Press, reports
that in a number of publicized spy
scandals intelligence officers used
Xinhua to provide operations cover.
The Foreign Missions Act clearly is ap-
plicable to the purchase of this build-
ing by Xinhua. The name of the com-
plex, Pentagon Ridge Apartments, viv-
idly describes its strategic location.
Occupancy of this building will allow
Chinese intelligence operatives to
gather information using a variety of

means. These include direct observa-
tion via telescope of documents being
viewed in outside offices, the collection
of electronic impulses emanated by
computer screens in the building and
the use of laser microphones to eaves-
drop on conversations.

In short, this building is an ideally
suited spy tower designed to capture
our military secrets.

If this were a unique occurrence,
there would be no need perhaps for this
body to act, but unfortunately this is
just one more in a sorry series of secu-
rity breakdowns that have taken place
on the Clinton administration’s watch.
Missile secrets to China, laughable se-
curity at Los Alamos, Russian micro-
phones and missing laptops at the
State Department, the list just goes on
and on, and unfortunately this is just
one more item on the list.

In this case, our security agencies did
not even know the Chinese Govern-
ment interest in procuring this build-
ing, a strategically important building.

Now, a few weeks ago, Energy Sec-
retary Richardson blamed the Univer-
sity of California for the missile com-
puter hard drives at Los Alamos. What
will Secretary of State Albright do,
blame the Arlington Board of Realtors
for this fiasco?

I recognize that this amendment cov-
ers spending for the next fiscal year
and would not prevent State Depart-
ment approval this year, but I hope
that a very strong show of support for
the amendment will encourage the
State Department to do the right thing
and block Xinhua’s acquisition of this
strategically located building.

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

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I claim
the time in opposition, but I will not
oppose the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to
this amendment. I do not think it is
necessary. I appreciate the gentleman
bringing the issue to the attention of
the Congress and the country, particu-
larly in light of the recent bugging of
the State Department headquarters
building itself. The State Department
tells us that this sale to the Chinese
Government news agency does require
their approval, so they agree with us.
State will consult with the intelligence
community, and it is my expectation
that they will not approve the sale.

Furthermore, I am told State would
likely take action on this matter be-
fore the end of this fiscal year. So I
hope this provision will prove unneces-
sary, but I do support the adoption of
the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. VITTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank
the subcommittee chairman for his
kind words. I too hope that the State
Department does the right thing, what-
ever action or lack of action this House

would take. I simply do not have full
confidence in that; and I think it is
reasonable for me, for all of us, to lack
that confidence given the past recent
history of security breaches under this
administration, and that is really the
very important context in which I
bring this amendment. I do realize that
this amendment only covers the next
fiscal year, but I hope that a signifi-
cant vote by this body will be a very
strong and telling message to the State
Department that they must act deci-
sively to block the Communist Chinese
Government from obtaining this literal
spy tower on the Pentagon.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. VITTER).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.
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Mr. VITTER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 529, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. VITTER)
will be postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. CAPUANO

Mr. CAPUANO. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk, I believe it
is Amendment No. 3.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair notes
that the amendment addresses a para-
graph already passed in the reading.

Does the gentleman from Massachu-
setts ask unanimous consent for its
present consideration?

Mr. CAPUANO. Yes, I do, Mr. Chair-
man.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, reserv-

ing the right to object, which amend-
ment is this, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. Chairman, I have no objection,
but I do reserve a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment.
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:
Amendment No. 3 offered by Mr.

CAPUANO:
Page 107, after line 12, insert the following

new section:
SEC. 624. (a) Within 60 days after the date

of enactment of this Act, the Common Car-
rier Bureau of the Federal Communications
Commission shall conduct a study on the
area code crisis in the United States. Such
study shall examine the causes and potential
solutions to the growing number of area
codes in the United States, including the fol-
lowing:

(1) Shortening the lengthy timeline for im-
plementation of the Federal Communica-
tions Commission’s recent order mandating
1,000 number block pooling.

(2) Repealing the wireless carrier exemp-
tion from the Federal Communications Com-
mission’s 1,000 number block pooling order.

(3) The issue of rate center consolidation
and possible steps the Commission can take
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to encourage or require States or tele-
communications companies, or both, to un-
dertake plans to deal with this issue.

(4) The feasibility of technology-specific
area codes reserved for wireless or paging
services or data phone lines.

(5) Strengthening the sanctions against
telecommunications companies that do not
address number use issues.

(6) The possibility of single number block
pooling as a potential solution to the area
code crisis.

(7) The costs and technological issues sur-
rounding adding an additional digit to exist-
ing phone numbers and potential ways to
minimize the impact on consumers.

(b) Within 90 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Federal Communica-
tions Commission shall submit to the Con-
gress a report on the results of the study re-
quired by subsection (a).

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Friday, June 23,
2000, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. CAPUANO) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes.

The gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
ROGERS) reserves a point of order on
the amendment.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. CAPUANO) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. CAPUANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) for allow-
ing me the unanimous consent request.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment deals
with probably one of the few issues
that will affect every single American,
has affected most Americans already
and will do so within the next 5 years,
every single American; namely: the
issue of area codes.

In 1947, the North American Numbers
Plan was enacted to establish the cur-
rent numbering of all of our tele-
phones, seven numbers with three digit
area codes. As of 1994, we had 151 area
codes. In the last 5 years, that number
has doubled, and as of 1999, the people
that administer this, the Lockheed
Martin, estimates that by the year
2007, we will be completely out of tele-
phone numbers based on the current
explosion of telecommunications.

Mr. Chairman, all this amendment
does is simply ask the FCC to have a
study and issue a report to this Con-
gress as to what they intend to do
about this situation. Mr. Chairman,
there are many things that we could do
that we could suggest to the FCC, but
at the same time, I think it is incum-
bent upon them to tell us if they have
a plan that they intend to implement
in the manner that will save lots of
Americans lots of money.

Many of us have been through situa-
tions where area codes have been
added, or others have been through sit-
uations where area codes have been
overlaid so that many Americans today
have to dial 10 digits simply to call
across the street. Many people cer-
tainly have to dial 10 digits to get to
the town next door because so many
area codes have been added in this
country; that situation is going to get
horrendously worse each and every
day.

Just last year, the FCC cited 25 addi-
tional area codes as those, quote, in
jeopardy. That happened since just last
June. Mr. Chairman, this amendment
is a simple amendment. It does not pro-
pose that we know the answers, it sim-
ply asks the FCC to provide us with
their proposals as to what the answers
will be.

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

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I make
a point of order against the amend-
ment, because it proposes to change ex-
isting law and constitutes legislation
in an appropriations bill and, therefore,
violates clause 2 of rule XXI, because
the amendment imposes additional du-
ties.

I ask for a ruling from the Chair.
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman

from Massachusetts wish to be heard
on the point of order?

Mr. CAPUANO. Only momentarily,
Mr. Chairman, I understand and re-
spect the point of order, and I would
say that the next time I come here on
this issue, I will actually be proposing
suggestions for the FCC to do, because
if I am going to get ruled our of order,
I may as well get ruled out of order on
something substantiative as opposed to
simply a request for information.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready
to rule.

The Chair finds that the amendment
proposes to change existing law, to wit:
mandating a study by the Federal
Communications Commission. As such,
it constitutes legislation in violation
of clause 2(c) of rule XXI.

The point of order is sustained.
AMENDMENT NO. 52 OFFERED BY MR. BLUNT

Mr. BLUNT. 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. 52 offered by Mr. BLUNT:
At the end of the bill, insert after the last

section (page 107, after line 21) the following
new title:

TITLE VIII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL
PROVISIONS

SEC. 801. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used for the United
States-European Union Consultative Group
on Biotechnology, unless the United States
Trade Representative certifies that the Eu-
ropean Union has a timely, transparent,
science-based regulatory process for the ap-
proval of agricultural biotechnology prod-
ucts.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York (Mr. SERRANO) reserves
a point of order.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
Friday, June 23, 2000, the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT).

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute and rise to say that I

am proposing this amendment because
of my sincere concerns for the US–EU
Consultative Group on Biotechnology.

This amendment would guarantee
that none of the funds appropriated
under the Act may be used to partici-
pate in or support activities of the con-
sulting group unless the U.S. Trade
Representative certifies that the Euro-
pean Union is operating in a timely
and science-based process of approvals
for new plant varieties, including those
developed using biotechnology.

What we have seen too often is the
European Union used this as an excuse
not to let our products into this mar-
ket. There are already 31 groups that
have been designated to focus on this
subject, I think that is about 30 too
many, and the subject of delays brings
me to a second reason to offer this
amendment.

For the past 2 years, the European
Union has failed to complete the proce-
dures necessary for marketing biotech
food products in member States. In so
doing, they are in violation of rules es-
tablished by the World Trade Organiza-
tion that require a science-based proc-
ess for the decision or lack thereof
they made regarding agricultural bio-
technology. Instead, the establishment
of yet another group to study bio-
technology is simply a transparent at-
tempt to string their inactivity along.

Our friends and farmers in the agri-
cultural community need help today.
As the Government, it is imperative
that we make the necessary commit-
ment to look at real solutions to these
European trade issues and not to con-
tinue to let these studies go on in a
way that keeps our products out of the
market.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
HULSHOF), a member of the Committee
on Ways and Means.

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, I find it ironic that
today as world scientists are heralding
the breakthrough and mapping human
genetics that the European Union re-
mains in the dark ages regarding ad-
vancements in plant science.

The European Union has dem-
onstrated extreme reluctance in imple-
menting an approval process for geneti-
cally enhanced foods. I think that this
inaction will be prolonged by the re-
cently announced consultative forum.

As my friend, the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. BLUNT) has talked about
America’s farmers who have been
struggling now for the 3rd consecutive
year of depressed prices, but they are
not the only ones that are going to be
affected by the European Union’s inac-
tion.

Around the world, 170 million pre-
school kids are undernourished. In
Third World countries, ag bio-
technology can help develop new vari-
eties that will survive the harshest cli-
mates. These countries will not be able
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to undertake effective biotech research
without the support, but, more impor-
tantly, without the consensus of devel-
oped countries.

Besides fighting famine and besides
caring for the world’s growing popu-
lation, genetic crop enhancement can
also help environmental causes such as
reduction of pesticide use, groundwater
pollution and topsoil erosion.

In short, as I agree with my friend,
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
BLUNT) that we would prefer the provi-
sion of the amendment be included in
this year’s appropriations bill. We also
respect the rules of the House.

Mr. Chairman, I do urge the adminis-
tration to insist the U.S. participation
and the forum be contingent on agree-
ment by the European Union to restart
its approval process. Mr. Chairman, let
us fight hunger not biotechnology.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT) reserve his
time?

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, while I am not in opposition
to this amendment, I ask unanimous
consent that I can control the 5 min-
utes.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
DOOLEY) will control 5 minutes.

There was no objection.
The gentleman from California (Mr.

DOOLEY) is recognized for 5 minutes.
Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.

Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to inform
Members of the House that just this
week we sent a letter from 25 of our
Members to the President asking him
to recognize that EU inaction and in-
sist that our trading partners in Eu-
rope agree to mend the regulatory
process in order to allow for a science-
based approval process of new plant va-
rieties, including varieties developed
through the use of modern bio-
technology.

It seems that today science has
taken a back seat to political consider-
ations and as a result, our farmers are
caught in an untenable situation. The
situation was recently complicated fur-
ther when our government agreed to
enter into a consultative process with
the EU. The U.S.–EU consultative
forum has been formed to negotiate
issues related to biotechnology. Discus-
sion is always a healthy exercise, and
under different circumstances, I and
others who signed a letter to the Presi-
dent would unreservedly welcome the
opportunity to sit down with EU rep-
resentatives. In fact, we have welcomed
the opportunity with open arms in the
form of 30 other such groups that are
currently discussing related biotech
issues. However, we must now stand be-
hind America’s farmers who are losing
critical markets.

Corn farmers are losing an estimated
$200 million annually, and hundreds of
millions in other agriculture exports

are being lost. We must send a message
to the EU that while we welcome dia-
logue, we insist that the meeting of
this particular forum be contingent
upon agreement by EU nations to re-
start its approval process for bio-
technology products.

Mr. Chairman, I think this is an im-
portant message that we are sending
here tonight, and I urge thorough con-
sideration by this body.

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

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, let me further say
that America’s farmers and food proc-
essors deserve action, not just contin-
ued talk as my friend, the gentleman
from California (Mr. DOOLEY) and my
friend, the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. HULSHOF) have already pointed
out, there are many studies going on.

We are losing an estimated $200 mil-
lion a year in corn sales and as many
millions in other ag exports. How can
we justify spending taxpayers’ money,
including the tax money that our farm-
ers pay on a process that promises to
keep them out of the market or more
likely promises to keep them twisting
in the wind.

Mr. Chairman, the safety of agricul-
tural biotechnology has been firmly es-
tablished. Our own Agriculture Sec-
retary, Dan Glickman, has stated that,
quote, our best science is to search for
risk. Without exception the biotech
products on our shelves have proven
safe, and millions of people worldwide
have consumed biotech foods without a
single adverse incident.

Furthermore, respected scientific
and policy-oriented organizations,
along with renowned scientists and hu-
manitarians have lined up in favor of
agricultural biotechnology. They advo-
cate for a process that is increasing
crop yields, creating nutritious crops
that promise to improve the health and
welfare of millions.

These crops are raised in an environ-
mentally safe and friendly way. It
means better production on fewer acres
with less fertilizer, less chemicals, less
pesticides. This is exactly the direction
that the environment should be head-
ed, biotechnology is part of that solu-
tion. It has now reached a point where
reasonable people must ask really the
question, is this really about bio-
technology or is it about something
else?

It is an easy conclusion. The Euro-
pean Union nations are clearly trying
to protect their farmers from superior
products that we can send into that
market. Regardless of its motives, the
EU has an obligation under the rules of
the WTO to act responsibly and estab-
lish a science-based system for con-
ducting a risks assessment of biotech
products.

Added conversation in consulting fo-
rums is not going to get this done.
Only the resolve of the EU members, a
resolve to, at a minimum, incorporate
an approval process, will see that this
goal and see that it is met.

We must move forward. We must
open these markets. We must insist
that the rules of the free trade, the
rules of the marketplace are fairly ap-
plied to Missouri farmers and to Amer-
ican farmers, to California farmers, to
all of those who can participate in this
new and significantly enhanced way.

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support
of the Blunt amendment.

At first glance, the United States-European
Union Consultative Forum on Biotechnology
appears to be a step toward opening Europe’s
doors to our ag biotech products. When you
look again, you start to wonder what the pur-
pose of this group may actually be. The U.S.
Trade Representative has no press release on
the formation of the Consultative Forum; I’ve
only seen news clippings. My staff has con-
tacted the Office of the U.S. Trade Represent-
ative for information, but received no call back.
If the Consultative Forum is so significant, you
would think that information on it would be
made readily available. I see no reason why
such an organization should be funded by the
U.S. Congress if we neither know the purpose
nor the possible outcome of negotiations.

Currently, there are over 30 organizations
looking into the different issues surrounding
biotechnology. Will this ‘‘Forum’’ be anything
different than the others? I don’t think so. The
U.S. Government must have some agreement
by the E.U. to restart its approval process be-
fore we move forward with another ‘‘Forum’’
on this issue. It cannot be yet another excuse
to avoid action.

This amendment should be adopted to en-
sure the adequate and effective protection of
our U.S. agricultural goods produced through
biotechnology. American farmers are waiting
for the Clinton administration to take leader-
ship on this delicate trade issue, and so far,
USTR seems to be stuck in a holding pattern.
It’s time for our biotech trading policy to be
taken off autopilot and moved forward to as-
sist our struggling American farmers.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment from my good
friend and colleague, the gentleman from Mis-
souri. This amendment would prohibit funding
of the United States-European Union Consult-
ative Group on Biotechnology until such time
as the U.S. trade representative certifies that
the E.U. has a transparent, science-based,
and fair regulatory process for approving agri-
cultural biotechnology products.

Mr. Chairman, on April 13, I released a re-
port, Seeds of Opportunity, that reviewed the
benefits, risks, and oversight of agricultural
biotechnology. What I found is that bio-
technology is safe and has incredible potential
to enhance nutrition, feed a growing world
population, open up new markets for farmers,
and reduce the environmental impact of farm-
ing. Its potential benefits are limited only by
the imagination and resourcefulness of our
scientists.

However, despite an unblemished record of
safety, this technology has come under attack
from well-financed activist groups who have
created an atmosphere of fear in Europe. Eu-
rope’s political leaders have capitalized on
these concerns to promote protectionist regu-
latory policies that have shut out American
farm products from European markets. In a
free-trade environment, trade decisions should
be science-based, as World Trade Organiza-
tion rules stipulate.
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I think it is worth noting that no new agricul-

tural biotechnology product has been ap-
proved in Europe for over 18 months. Amer-
ican researchers and farmers need to know
that they will have a market for their products.
The U.S. trade office should ensure that ac-
cess to existing markets for agricultural prod-
ucts is maintained and that international
agreements are neutral with respect to the
products of agricultural biotechnology.

Mr. Chairman, I do not see the point in mov-
ing ahead with the U.S.–E.U. Consultative
Group while the E.U. continues to persist with
protectionist policies that violate the spirit, if
not the letter, of WTO rules. This amendment
sends a strong message to the E.U. that the
United States will not tolerate E.U. foot-drag-
ging that hurts U.S. farmers and an emerging
biotechnology industry. I urge my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle to support this
amendment.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I have a
unanimous consent request. Mr. Chair-
man, I understand that with the extent
of this bill and with the fact that we do
go beyond just eliminating the funding
that this amendment may very well go
beyond the scope of our rule on this
bill. I hereby withdraw my amendment
and hope to have the merits of the leg-
islation considered by this House, by
the President and the administration
and, most importantly, by the Euro-
pean Union in a truly timely manner.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the amendment is withdrawn.

There was no objection.
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I move

to strike the last word for the purpose
of yielding to the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. DEAL) for the purpose of
engaging in a colloquy.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) knows, illegal
immigration into the ninth district of
Georgia has skyrocketed in recent
years. North Georgia has quickly be-
come a destination for people entering
this country illegally. Word has spread
throughout the communities that jobs
are plentiful in our labor-intensive in-
dustries.

What once might have been called a
trickle of illegal aliens into North
Georgia has turned into an outright
flood. A recent study completed by
Georgia State University concludes
that in Hall County, Georgia, where I
live, there could be an illegal immigra-
tion population of over 65,000.

This is especially alarming because
of the overall population of the coun-
try is only 120,000. The schools, health
care, delivery system, and judicial sys-
tem have all seen a dramatic influx of
residents who do not have legal status
in our country. This has had a drastic
and debilitating impact on the social
services that our community is able to
provide.
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But despite the growing problem of

illegal immigration in my district, I
am happy to report renewed optimism.
The Quick Response Teams, or QRTs
which the gentleman and his sub-
committee have developed, have proved
to be a tremendous success where fully
implemented. The city of Dalton, Geor-
gia, which is one of the cities most af-
fected by illegal immigration in my
district, has benefited greatly from the
presence of a QRT team.

These teams of INS agents work with
State and local law enforcement to
identify, apprehend, and remove crimi-
nal and illegal aliens. I thank the gen-
tleman for his leadership on the inte-
rior enforcement of our immigration
laws. Too few Members have had the
courage to substantively address this
issue. It is my hope that we can expand
these successful QRTs to other commu-
nities that are dealing with this prob-
lem such as Hall County, Georgia. I
would simply ask for the gentleman’s
commitment and for his continued sup-
port of interior enforcement of our im-
migration laws and especially the
Quick Response Teams.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I thank the gen-
tleman for reminding us of this enor-
mous problem in his district. I know of
few districts that are impacted as sig-
nificantly as the gentleman’s district
in Georgia. In fact, we included an ad-
ditional $11 million in the bill which
was not requested by the administra-
tion to expand this QRT program
around the country. In fact, I want to
tell the gentleman that he is the inspi-
ration for the QRT program, and I ap-
preciate the problem he is facing in his
home area, as well as other areas of the
country; and I assure the gentleman
that we will be happy to work with him
as we proceed to address the problem.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word for the purpose
of a colloquy with the gentlewoman
from Connecticut (Mrs. JOHNSON).

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Connecticut.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

I rise to congratulate the sub-
committee for increasing the funding
for the Manufacturing Extension Part-
nership Program of the National Insti-
tute of Standards and Technology. It is
a very cost-effective Federal-State,
public-private partnership that helps
small and midsized American manufac-
turers modernize to compete in the
global marketplace. As one of my
small manufacturers said to me, it is
fine if you vote for China trade. Please,
just keep these critical dollars in place
so we can keep up with the pace of
change in technology and manufac-
turing organizations, stay competitive,
and win.

Another of my manufacturers said to
me, CONN/STEP, which is this MEP

program in Connecticut, is the only
program helping us assure the surviv-
ability, the viability, and the profit-
ability of our small shops. He and oth-
ers have stressed how they rely on
CONN/STEP for its remarkable, broad
network of top professionals. No indi-
vidual small manufacturer could de-
velop such a network. He or she has
neither the amount of work nor the
time it takes to develop such a sophis-
ticated network of interested engineer-
ing and technical experts. Yet, these
top people are at the beck and call of
the small manufacturers in my district
because of the CONN/STEP program,
one of the more than 70 MEP manufac-
turing centers throughout America.
They are, indeed, in every State and in
Puerto Rico.

My small manufacturers have de-
pended on CONN/STEP to help them
achieve 9000 certification, design new
products, recruit new high-skilled em-
ployees, understand and adapt lean
manufacturing techniques and, in gen-
eral, keep pace with the truly incred-
ible rate of change in manufacturing
techniques and processes to improve
precision and productivity and stay
competitive. MEP funds are critical to
the future of small manufacturing, and
without strong small manufacturers,
our global manufacturers cannot sur-
vive.

So I thank the chairman and his sub-
committee for their foresightedness in
increasing those funds.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I thank the gentle-
woman for her remarks. The bill does
provide $104.8 million for the Manufac-
turing Extension Partnership program,
and the gentlewoman has been one of
the biggest supporters we have had,
and we appreciate that.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, on tomorrow, the
House will consider the Energy and
Water Development appropriations
bill. As was done for prior appropria-
tions bills, we will be trying to develop
a unanimous consent request that iden-
tifies the complete universe of amend-
ments with time agreements on them.
Previously, we had not attempted this
until we were halfway through the con-
sideration of the bill. There was proper
criticism that debate on early amend-
ments was unconstrained, but that de-
bate on later amendments was con-
strained.

In order to treat everyone the same,
we are seeing if we can make an agree-
ment at the beginning of consideration
of this bill tomorrow. To do this will
mean that we will need to know the
universe of amendments on the Energy
and Water Development bill prior to
tomorrow. Therefore, I am asking all
Members who may have an amendment
to this bill to please file it at the desk
and have it printed in the RECORD by
the end of today.

Also, if all Members who have
amendments could contact the staff on
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the energy and water development sub-
committee with a suggested time for
debate on their amendments, we would
be able to develop a unanimous consent
with the necessary input. I would ap-
preciate the cooperation of all Mem-
bers in this regard. I thank the Chair.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I think we are at the
end of the process here, or close to it;
but I do want to take a moment before
we do get to the end of the bill to
thank the Members for their courtesies
and for being as brief as we could be
under the circumstances. We have had
a great number of amendments, as all
Members know, and the Members have
been cooperative, and I appreciate that
very, very much.

Also, I want to thank my ranking
member, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. SERRANO), for being the gentleman
that he is, my partner, if you will, on
this bill. The teamwork with him has
been heart-warming and, I think, fruit-
ful.

Lastly, I want to again say to our
staff on both sides of the aisle how de-
pendent we are upon them and how
much we appreciate their hard work,
trying to keep our tempers under con-
trol all the while supplying us with the
information necessary to help with the
amendments and the bill itself. We
cannot say enough for the work of our
staff on the committee and on our per-
sonal staffs, both minority and major-
ity staff members. We appreciate them
very much. We would not be here with-
out them.

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. RUSH

Mr. RUSH. 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. 11 offered by Mr. RUSH:
At the end of the bill (preceding the short

title), insert the following:

TITLE VIII—ADDITIONAL
APPROPRIATIONS

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION

PROGRAM FOR INVESTMENT IN
MICROENTREPRENEURS

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry out the
PRIME Act (as added by section 725 of the
Gramm-Leach Bliley Act (Pub. L. 106–102)),
to be derived by transfer from the aggregate
amount provided in this Act under the head-
ing ‘‘National Oceanic And Atmospheric Ad-
ministration—Operations, Research, and Fa-
cilities’’ (and the amount specified under
such heading for the National Weather Serv-
ice), $15,000,000.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House on Friday, June 23,
2000, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
RUSH) and a Member opposed each will
control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. RUSH).

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I am introducing this
amendment to the Commerce, Justice,

State and the Judiciary appropriations
bill to authorize $15 million for the
PRIME Act. The PRIME Act was
signed into law as part of the Financial
Services Act in November of 1999, but
yet has not received any funding.
Funding for the PRIME Act will pro-
vide the SBA the opportunity to estab-
lish a microenterprise technical assist-
ance and capacity-building grant pro-
gram.

Mr. Chairman, in our communities
all across this country, there are small
entrepreneurs with great ideas and as-
pirations toward furthering the busi-
ness objectives to strengthen our com-
merce, but there are more than a few
problems which they face. These entre-
preneurs are usually unable to secure
adequate funding, cannot market
themselves to potential clients, are not
educated with the business venture,
and need the ability to lead their own
lives.

The PRIME Act will provide assist-
ance in the form of grants to qualified
organizations. Qualified organizations
are microenterprises that are very
small businesses, that typically have
fewer than 10 employees, and generally
lack access to conventional loans, eq-
uity or other banking services. A quali-
fied organization will be able to use
these grants to provide training and
technical assistance to disadvantaged
entrepreneurs, provide training and ca-
pacity-building services to microenter-
prise development organizations and to
aid in researching and developing the
best practices in the field of micro-
enterprise and technicals assistance
programs.

Mr. Chairman, the PRIME Act is nec-
essary to help people start and main-
tain businesses, contribute to their
own individual self-reliance, and to
strengthen our commerce. If there was
ever a real solution to encourage peo-
ple to work hard to control their own
destiny, then certainly PRIME is the
answer.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to engage
in a colloquy with the chairman of the
subcommittee, if at all possible.

Mr. Chairman, I am strongly in favor
of this particular amendment. As the
gentleman knows, this amendment
passed out of the Committee on Bank-
ing and Financial Services with unani-
mous support, bipartisan support. It
passed the House in the conference
committee overwhelmingly, but yet
the subcommittee has not funded it. I
would ask the chairman, if he would be
so kind, to work in the conference com-
mittee, if this bill passes this House, to
try to secure funding for the PRIME
Act. Again, it has been endorsed and
supported by the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices, and it has strong bipartisan sup-
port.

With that in mind, Mr. Chairman, I
would entertain a motion to withdraw
this amendment if we could reach an
understanding of some kind and if we
can have some kind of consideration
from the chairman.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RUSH. I yield to the gentleman
from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s concern. This is
an unauthorized program that has been
requested, and given the spending con-
straints that we have been operating
under, there are a lot of new programs
that we just were not able to fund, this
included. This is certainly not alone;
there are a lot of other programs that
we were not able to find money to fund.

I am really concerned about the gen-
tleman’s amendment, though, because
it would cut the National Weather
Service by some $15 million. The ad-
ministration has already said that we
have underfunded the Weather Service;
and yet this would cut another $15 mil-
lion from such things as providing tor-
nado warnings and flash flood warn-
ings, winter storm warnings, hurricane
warnings and the like. So I would hope
that the gentleman could see his way
clear to withdraw the amendment, and
we can discuss the PRIME program as
we proceed to final conclusion on the
bill; and I would appreciate the gentle-
man’s advice as we do that.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. RUSH) has
expired.

Does the gentleman seek to withdraw
the amendment?

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent for 1 additional
minute.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to adding 1 minute on both sides?

There was no objection.
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, if the

gentleman would briefly yield, I made
a misstatement, the program is author-
ized. I said it was unauthorized. It is
authorized, in fact.

Mr. RUSH. Well, since it is author-
ized, Mr. Chairman, would the gen-
tleman change his determination?

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, as I
have said before, we have been under
severe funding constraints, and I will
be happy to work with the gentleman
as we proceed to see if there is some
way to do that.

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to withdraw the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

b 2030

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I will be very brief. I
also want to join the chairman, the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROG-
ERS), in thanking both our staffs for
the work they have done on this bill,
and to thank him personally for his
treatment of this ranking member, and
the diplomatic way in which he deals
with me. We have a special relation-
ship.
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I also want to reiterate to the chair-

man, as I said before, that I will be sup-
porting this bill tonight. Many Mem-
bers on this side of the aisle will not. I
will support the bill with the intent to
continue to work with the chairman to
make this the bill that I think it
should be when this process is over.

However, I have to be honest, that
unless some very dramatic changes
take place in this bill, the second time
around the gentleman will see even less
support on this side. I do that under-
standing the gentleman’s desire to
work with me and to work with us in
making sure this becomes a better bill.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

AMENDMENT NO. 77 OFFERED BY MR. VITTER

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. VITTER) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 367, noes 34,
answered ‘‘present’’ 7, not voting 26, as
follows:

[Roll No. 325]

AYES—367

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr

Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier

Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)

Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre

McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer

Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—34

Ackerman
Berman
Capuano
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Conyers
Coyne
Davis (IL)
Dingell
Farr

Hastings (FL)
Hilliard
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kucinich
Lee
Maloney (CT)
McDermott
Meek (FL)
Mink
Moran (VA)
Murtha

Nadler
Oberstar
Olver
Payne
Stark
Thompson (MS)
Towns
Velazquez
Waters
Woolsey

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—7

Blumenauer
Dixon
Frank (MA)

Lantos
Larson
Meehan

Watt (NC)

NOT VOTING—26

Blagojevich
Campbell

Cook
Gutierrez

Hansen
Hinchey

Kilpatrick
Klink
Lazio
Lipinski
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez

McCollum
McIntosh
Peterson (PA)
Pomeroy
Rangel
Rush
Ryun (KS)

Schakowsky
Shows
Shuster
Talent
Vento
Waxman

b 2251

Mrs. JONES of Ohio changed her vote
from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

Mrs. McCARTHY of New York, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Ms.
MILLENDER-McDONALD, and Messrs.
HILL of Montana, BLUNT, HOLT,
ALLEN, CLEMENT, SHERMAN,
WEXLER and CUMMINGS changed
their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. MEEHAN changed his vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘present.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read

the last three lines of the bill.
The Clerk read as follows:
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Depart-

ments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the
Judiciary, and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Act, 2001’’.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, this Mem-
ber supports and is deeply appreciative of the
efforts of the Appropriations Subcommittee on
Commerce, Justice and State, to address the
many concerns within their jurisdiction. How-
ever, this Member rises to address a particular
concern that is considered by the legislation
before this body today. In particular, it is im-
portant to understand the security risks faced
by U.S. embassy personnel and other public
servants who are tasked with advancing
America’s interests overseas.

Following the devastating embassy bomb-
ings in Kenya and Tanzania, the Overseas
Presence Advisory Panel (OPAP) was cre-
ated. This Panel’s recent report concluded that
the U.S. overseas presence is near a state of
crisis. Insecure and often decrepit facilities,
obsolete information technology, outmoded
administrative and human resource practices
and poor allocation of resources threaten to
cripple our nation’s overseas capabilities. The
percentage of the U.S. budget devoted to
international affairs has been declining for four
decades. The international affairs budget is
now about 20% less in today’s dollars than it
was on average during the late 1970’s and
1980’s.

The legislation before this body today rec-
ommends a level for the Department of State
and international broadcasting at $6.6 billion.
Although below the Administration’s request, it
represents a $300 million increase over last
year’s enacted level. However, in a number of
key areas recommended appropriations still
fall far short of what is needed.

However, this Member would emphasize
that he has serious doubts about the level of
this Administration’s commitment and progress
in improving security for our overseas facili-
ties. In past years the Administration’s request
for Embassy security funding has been woe-
fully inadequate. This year, the Appropriations
committee fully funded the Department’s FY
2001 request of over $1 billion for Embassy
security ($410 million for diplomatic and con-
sular programs and $648 million for the em-
bassy security, construction and maintenance
account.) However, the American Foreign
Service Association is urging that Congress
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appropriate $200 million more than the Admin-
istration requested for overseas security.
AFSA notes that 80 percent of our 260 posts
abroad do not even meet current, much less
Inman, security standards. With an additional
$100 million the Department could more than
double the number of posts with upgraded pe-
rimeter security. The other $100 million could
provide enhanced protection from exploding
glass windows at posts which are considered
highly vulnerable. Otherwise, the level of pre-
caution will not be reached under current cir-
cumstances for at least five years.

Mr. Chairman, there is a crying need for
wholesale reform of the way our Embassies
are financed and constructed, starting with
changing OMB’s scoring rules to allow lease/
purchase and lease/buyback arrangements. It
defies logic to constrain the leasing of secure,
modern diplomatic facilities only for arcane
budgetary scoring reasons—yet that is the
case. The OPAP report provides an excellent
series of recommendations that could help us
build new secure facilities more quickly, which
the Administration should seek to implement in
their entirety as soon as possible.

Another area in which additional funds are
needed is the capital investment fund which
provides for new information technology and
capital equipment. The Congress authorized
$150 million for this purpose, even though the
Administration requested only $97 million. Re-
grettably, the Committee provided only $79.7
million, which is below even the current year’s
level. The OPAP report correctly notes that
this is a critical need if we are to bring our
representation abroad into the modern age.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, this Member notes
that on May 26th the President signed H.R.
3707 (P.L. 106–212), introduced by this Mem-
ber, which authorizes $75 million for the con-
struction of a new facility for the American In-
stitute in Taiwan (AIT). The current AIT is a di-
lapidated, rundown collection of buildings, or
in some cases Quonset huts, that fails to meet
even minimal security standards. The current
AIT also fails to provide the necessary facility
to adequately represent our country or to re-
flect the importance our country attaches to
our long-standing, critically important relations
with Taiwan. Construction of a new, secure fa-
cility will be an important indication that the
U.S. presence will be maintained on Taiwan
through the AIT for as long as it takes to as-
sure that any reunification of China and Tai-
wan will be only by peaceful, non-coercive
means.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, this Member hopes
the Appropriations Committee will in the future
note the importance of this legislation, and
that in turn the Department of State will act
quickly to begin design and construction of a
new facility.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments? If not, under the rule the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD) having assumed the chair, Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington, Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 4690) making
appropriations for the Departments of
Commerce, Justice, and State, the Ju-
diciary, and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2001,

and for other purposes, pursuant to
House Resolution 529, he reported the
bill back to the House with sundry
amendments adopted by the Com-
mittee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Under the rule, the previous
question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

Pursuant to clause 10 of rule XX, the
yeas and nays are ordered.

The Chair announces that this vote
will be followed by four 5-minute votes
on motions to suspend the rules consid-
ered earlier today.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 214, nays
195, answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting
25, as follows:

[Roll No. 326]

YEAS—214

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bereuter
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Collins
Combest
Cooksey
Cox
Cramer
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Doolittle
Dreier
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich

Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham

LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
McCarthy (MO)
McCrery
McHugh
McKeon
Meek (FL)
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Mink
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Nussle
Ortiz
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Pastor
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Saxton
Scarborough
Serrano

Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stabenow
Stearns
Stump

Sununu
Sweeney
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Upton
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden

Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—195

Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barr
Barrett (WI)
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Bishop
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Burr
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Crane
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Duncan
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson

Gephardt
Gonzalez
Goode
Gordon
Graham
Green (TX)
Hall (OH)
Hefley
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kildee
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McInnis
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Moakley
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Norwood

Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pickett
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Sherman
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Waters
Watt (NC)
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1

Herger

NOT VOTING—25

Blagojevich
Campbell
Cook
Gutierrez
Hansen
Hinchey
Jenkins
Kennedy
Kilpatrick

Klink
Lazio
Lipinski
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
McCollum
McIntosh
Pomeroy

Rangel
Ryun (KS)
Shows
Shuster
Talent
Vento
Waxman
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Mr. TOOMEY changed his vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. BECERRA changed his vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
Stated against:
Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.

326 I inadvertently voted ‘‘present.’’ I intended
to vote ‘‘no.’’

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, due to offi-
cial business in my District, I was unable to
record my vote on the amendments offered to
H.R. 4690 by Mr. SANFORD (Roll Call No.
322), Mr. OLVER (Roll Call No. 323), Mr.
HOSTETTLER (Roll Call No. 324), Mr. VITTER
(Roll Call No. 325), and on the vote for final
passage of H.R. 4690, the bill making appro-
priations for the Departments of Commerce,
Justice and State for Fiscal Year 2001 (Roll
Call No. 326). Had I been present I would
have voted ‘‘no’’ on Roll Call No. 322, ‘‘yes’’
on Roll Call No. 323, ‘‘no’’ on Roll Call No.
324, ‘‘yes’’ on Roll Call No. 325, and ‘‘no’’ on
final passage, Roll Call No. 326.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Pursuant to the provisions of
clause 8, rule XX, the Chair will now
put the question on each motion to
suspend the rules on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed in the order in
which that motion was entertained.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

H.R. 3417, by the yeas and nays;
S. 148, by the yeas and nays;
H.R. 4408, by the yeas and nays; and
H.R. 3023, by the yeas and nays.

f

PRIBILOF ISLANDS TRANSITION
ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 3417, as amended.

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

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SHERWOOD) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3417 as
amended, 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 400, nays 3,
answered ‘‘present’’ 2, not voting 29, as
follows:

[Roll No. 327]

YEAS—400

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews

Archer
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird

Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia

Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge

Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Leach

Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen

Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)

Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns

Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (FL)

NAYS—3

Royce Sanford Sensenbrenner

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—2

Hefley Hill (IN)

NOT VOTING—29

Barton
Bateman
Blagojevich
Campbell
Combest
Cook
Gutierrez
Hansen
Hinchey
Kilpatrick

Klink
Lazio
Lipinski
Markey
Martinez
McCollum
McIntosh
Pomeroy
Rangel
Roukema

Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Shows
Shuster
Talent
Taylor (NC)
Vento
Waxman
Young (AK)

b 2316

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

NEOTROPICAL MIGRATORY BIRD
CONSERVATION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the Sen-
ate bill, S. 148, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SHERWOOD) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the Senate bill, S. 148, as
amended, 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 384, nays 22,
not voting 28, as follows:

[Roll No. 328]

YEAS—384

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Baca
Bachus

Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)

Bartlett
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
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