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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Our
prayer this morning will be led by
Commissioner Robert A. Watson, of the
Salvation Army.

PRAYER

The guest Chaplain, Commissioner
Robert A. Watson, the Salvation Army,
Alexandria, VA, offered the following
prayer:

Sovereign Lord, we thank You for
this day, the day You have made. We
will be glad and rejoice in it. We ac-
knowledge You as omnipotent, omni-
scient, and omnipresent God, the Cre-
ator, Preserver, and Governor of all
things, and the only proper object of
religious worship. How privileged we
are, Father, to live in America. We
thank You for those of earlier genera-
tions who sacrificed so much, making
possible the freedoms we enjoy. Help us
not to take for granted the benefits of
our society, and to happily share our
blessings with those around us. We
thank You for the gifts of experience,
intellect, and talent with which the
Members of this legislative body are
endowed. As they deal with the com-
plex issues which are so important to
the people of our Nation, please grant
them wisdom, compassion, sound judg-
ment, and the satisfaction of having
served well. And now, as we enjoy
again the beauty of a Washington
springtime, help us to allow each sign
of new life to remind us that You are
the giver and sustainer of life, and to
use Your gift wisely and well. In Your
majestic name we pray. Amen.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able acting majority leader is recog-
nized.

Senate

SCHEDULE

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, on be-
half of the majority leader, | announce
that it is hoped that the Senate will
shortly enter into a consent agree-
ment, which would allow for consider-
ation of the resolution relating to the
decertification of Mexico. If that agree-
ment is reached, the Senate would be
expected to begin consideration of the
resolution this morning, possibly as
early as 10 o’clock. Rollcall votes are
expected on the Mexico resolution, and
all Members will be notified as to when
those votes can be anticipated once we
reach this agreement. It is also pos-
sible that the Senate will begin consid-
eration of the nuclear waste legislation
prior to the Easter adjournment. And,
again, all Senators will be notified ac-
cordingly. | thank my colleagues for
their attention.

(Mr. HAGEL assumed the chair.)

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, | yield
myself the time allotted to the major-
ity leader under the standing order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine is recognized.

(The remarks of Ms. COLLINS pertain-
ing to the introduction of S. 482 are lo-
cated in today’s RECORD under ‘“‘State-
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint
Resolutions.””)

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President. | sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. RoB-
ERTS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent to be allowed to
speak for up to 15 minutes as in morn-
ing business.

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

Mr. GRAMS. Thank you very much,
Mr. President.

The

WHATEVER BECAME OF THE
TAXPAYERS’ AGENDA?

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, in No-
vember 1994, the American voters sent
a clear message to Washington that re-
sulted in a watershed election and the
first Republican Congress in 40 years.
That message was to enact a tax-
payers’ agenda of balancing the budget,
limiting the size and scope of Govern-
ment, and returning tax dollars and
power to the taxpayers.

Two years ago today, the House of
Representatives was marking day 76 of
its unprecedented 100-day effort to
carry out the taxpayers’ agenda re-
flected in the Contract With America.
They kept their promise to the Amer-
ican people by bringing all 10 provi-
sions of the contract up for a vote and
passing almost all of them.

In 1996, despite an unprecedented as-
sault by the media, hostile special in-
terest groups, and the big tax and
spenders in Washington, the Repub-
lican majorities in Congress were pre-
served, indeed, even increased here in
the Senate. The voters once again sent
the message that they wanted the tax-
payers’ agenda enacted, but they want-
ed Congress and the President to come
together in completing the work start-
ed in the 104th Congress.

Yet somehow this message has been
misinterpreted by a number of my Re-
publican colleagues, who seem to have
come away from the 1996 elections with
the mistaken notion that the effort to
pass the taxpayers’ agenda should be
stalled or delayed. What concerns me
most is that some of the loudest calls
for retreating from that agenda are
coming from within our own party
leadership. This is not the same Repub-
lican majority that arrived in Washing-
ton in January 1995, ready to create
fundamental change in a government
that had enslaved so many working
families for so many years. It is like
the ancient Vikings who sometimes
burned their boats after arriving in a
new land. We stepped onto the shore
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and claimed there was no turning back
to the era of big Government and high-
er taxes. We were determined that
Washington would never be the same
once we passed the taxpayers’ agenda
into law.

Today, it appears some of my col-
leagues are wishing they had their
boats back.

Mr. President, | have tremendous re-
spect and admiration for my friend and
colleague from Georgia, the Speaker of
the House. As a freshman Member of
the House in the 103d Congress, |
worked with NEWT GINGRICH, TIM
HUTCHINSON, and others in making the
$500-per-child tax credit the center-
piece of the Republican budget alter-
native in 1994. 1 was honored that Mr.
GINGRICH included our tax cut in the
Contract With America, creating a
platform on which | ran and won elec-
tion to the Senate.

That said, you can imagine how dis-
appointed, and even a little saddened, |
was to read his comments in the news-
papers this week, when he was quoted
as endorsing the suggestion that plans
for a major tax cut be temporarily
shelved.

With all due respect to the Speaker,
such a retreat would be a horrible mis-
take.

Mr. President, it was 2 years ago this
week that the Speaker wrote a com-
mentary for the Wall Street Journal he
titled “The Contract’s Crown Jewel.”
The crown jewel in this case was our
package of tax cuts around which our
balanced budget legislation was craft-
ed, and the Speaker was its most vocal
supporter.

“The bill proposes fundamental
change in the relationship between the
American government and the Amer-
ican citizenry,”” wrote the Speaker,
““and is the plainest assertion we have
yet made of the key principle underly-
ing the Contract With America.

“Simply put,” he went on to say,
“the bill says this: ‘“The American gov-
ernment’s money does not belong to
the American government. That money
belongs to Americans, and it’s time to
give Americans some of their own
money back.””’

Mr. President, | realize those words
were written before the Government
shutdowns, before the thrashing the
Republicans took in the press, before
the special interests waged a guerilla
war of lies and distortions against us.
Even so, those words were true in
March 1995 and are no less true in
March 1997. The only thing that has
changed during these past 2 years is
that courage has been supplanted by ti-
midity and lions have turned into
lambs.

It was disheartening to read in the
Washington Times on Tuesday that
popular radio host Michael Reagan, son
of the former President, was denounc-
ing his ties to the Republican Party.
The Times quoted him as saying:

The Republican Party has forgotten grass-
roots America, they are not talking to grass-
roots America, not paying attention to
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grassroots America. Until the Republican
Party remembers it won the election and
acts like a winner and not a loser, | find my-
self as an independent.

I wonder how many other Americans
are feeling equally abandoned?

The Washington Post this week car-
ried the comments of a senior Repub-
lican aide in the House who suggested
we were, quote, ‘‘‘just drifting’ on
budget and tax issues because many
Republican leaders were unwilling to
stick their necks out.” Well, that is
how it feels here some days. Imagine
how it must feel to the millions of
American taxpayers who are outside
the insulation of the Washington Belt-
way.

Two years ago, we promised them tax
relief. Congress delivered, but our hard
work fell victim to a Presidential veto.
So the American people were denied
the tax relief that we promised in
1995—enacted and passed in our legisla-
tion; vetoed by the President. They
were again denied tax relief in 1996.
And now, the leaders of our party—our
majority party, the party of the tax-
payers, of families, the working class—
are suggesting that the American peo-
ple will not get tax cuts this year, ei-
ther. And | say to them, you ought to
be ashamed.

Believe it or not, Mr. President, when
I am back home in Minnesota, people
do not stop me on the street to tell me
how grateful they are we failed to
enact the $500-per-child tax credit, or
how grateful they are we cut the cap-
ital gains tax, or that we were unable
to enact estate tax relief. No, the Min-
nesotans who stop me are angry and
they are disappointed, because when
they ask, ““Where are the tax cuts you
promised?”” They are really asking
‘““‘when are you going to do what you
were elected to do?”’

The folks here in Washington seem to
have forgotten there are two parts to
every promise: the making, and the
keeping. The politicians have never
had a problem with the making, but
they have a great deal to learn about
the keeping. And Mr. President, this is
one issue that all comes down to keep-
ing promises.

To go back on our promises now
would deprive average American tax-
payers of the leadership they voted for
in 1994 and 1996, and say we were wrong
in staking our claim on the side of the
taxpayers and against big government.
More importantly, it will deprive us of
our biggest and most important con-
stituency—and that is the hard-
working, middle-class voters who can-
not pay for the high-priced lobbyists,
who cannot afford to take time off
from work or take a break from caring
for their kids to fly out to Washington
to lobby us on a moment’s notice for
more money from taxpayers.

Let us not forget the people we rep-
resent. Our constituents are not the
Washington talking heads who chant
and babble as if they can read the
minds of the family farmers in Winona,
MN, or the senior citizen working the
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counter at the Brainerd hardware
store. And our constituents are cer-
tainly not the big spenders who have
used and abused the people’s tax dol-
lars for decades.

No, our constituents are the Amer-
ican taxpayers who sent us here to
Washington to fight for them, because
if we do not, who else will? If we do not
stand beside them today, what reason
do the taxpayers have to stand beside
us, if all they will get in return are
empty promises without any action or
leadership to back them up?

If we retreat from the taxpayers’
agenda now, then who really won the
1996 elections, despite our majority in
Congress? If we do not carry out the
taxpayers’ agenda, we may as well
pack up our bags and go home, because
we will have failed. And the price of
that failure will fall on the backs of
those we were elected to represent.

We should make a good-faith effort
to work with the President, present
him with our plan to balance the budg-
et and cut taxes this year, and if he
cannot accept it, let the voters decide
who is right and who is wrong. Biparti-
san action should not translate into in-
action, and trying to cooperate should
not involve being coopted.

If Congress and the President find
the courage to move forward, the re-
wards can be immense. Let me tell you
what has happened in my home State
of Minnesota, where the headlines
focus on a budget surplus, not a deficit,
and our taxpayers finally have some-
thing to smile about on the State level
in Minnesota. It is an example of what
can be achieved when leaders make a
promise and stick to it, even when it is
not the politically easy thing to do.

When Minnesota Gov. Arne Carlson
was elected to office in 1990, he inher-
ited a deficit greater than $1.8 billion
and a government that was spending 15
percent faster than the rate of infla-
tion. The Governor and the State legis-
lature cut spending by making the
tough choices elected officials are sup-
posed to make, decisions that met the
needs of our residents and left no one
behind. Thanks to that dedication,
Minnesota today finds itself with a
stronger economy, more jobs, an unem-
ployment rate of just 3.5 percent, well
below the national average, and a $2.3
billion budget surplus.

So now the Governor has now pre-
sented a plan of tax relief that will cut
income taxes in the State by an amaz-
ing 22 percent, offer $300 million in
property tax relief, $150 million in edu-
cation tax credits, and eliminate the
sales tax on all capital equipment re-
placement. It has been an amazing
turnaround for Minnesotans.

Tax relief and fiscal discipline have
worked in Minnesota. It is a combina-
tion that can work for the rest of the
country as well. We need to remember,
however, that Rome was not built in 1
day and neither was big government.
The problem will not be fixed in 1 day,
one year, or even 2 years. But every
journey begins with one step—it is our
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job to ensure it is one step forward, not
backward.

In less than a month, Tax Day will
arrive, and in preparation, the Amer-
ican taxpayers will once again gather
around their Kkitchen tables to take
stock of their finances. One can almost
hear the collective groan. Unfortu-
nately, it is too late for Congress to
make any changes to lighten the tax
load this year. It is not too late to
enact the tax relief that will fun-
damentally transform the next.

Mr. President, | did not come to the
floor today to draw a line in the sand—
at least not at this time. | must admit
that | will be hard pressed to support
any budget, any budget, that does not
call for significant tax relief for the
working families of Minnesota and
each of the other 50 States. If we, as
the majority, cannot deliver on this
one, fundamental promise we made to
the voters, we will have abandoned the
taxpayers. And in doing so, we, the Re-
publican majority, and this Congress as
a whole, will have raised significant
questions about our desire, and ability,
to lead this Nation. It will be hard for
us or this generation to explain to our
children and to our grandchildren how
we failed to provide them with a future
as bright as the future that our parents
and 200 years of generations left to us.

Thank you, Mr. President. | yield the
floor.

Mr. President, | suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | ask unan-
imous-consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

The

MEXICO CERTIFICATION ISSUE

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | have a se-
ries of unanimous consent requests
that may be necessary unless we get
some agreement very quickly now from
the minority leader.

I just came from a committee hear-
ing, where | just finished testifying so
I could come to the floor at 10:30 and
call up the agreement entered into last
night after monumental efforts by Sen-
ators on both sides of the aisle, work-
ing with the administration, with re-
gard to the Mexico certification issue
regarding drugs and how the drug war
is being fought with the United States
Government being involved and, of
course, with the Mexican Government
being involved, but in ways that are
very troublesome.

I had hoped we could get started at
10:30, get a time agreement that was
reasonable, maybe 4 hours equally di-
vided, so we could have a full discus-
sion about what is happening with re-
gard to law enforcement efforts and
dealing with drugs coming from Mexico
into the United States, so we could
talk about the President’s difficult de-
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cision to go forward with certification,
but also to make sure that the Amer-
ican people understand that the Con-
gress is not satisfied with the status
quo. More must be done.

We have a right—in fact, we have an
obligation—to get more from our Gov-
ernment’s efforts in fighting the drug
war and dealing with the flood of drugs
that are killing America’s children.
They are flooding into this country
from Mexico. We have a right to expect
hardened drug criminals to be extra-
dited into this country. Some of them
have, some of them have not. We have
a right to expect that our law enforce-
ment people dealing with the drug bar-
ons, the drug lords, are able to defend
themselves. We have a right to expect
some thresholds to be met with regard
to what Mexico must do and, frankly,
what we must do in our Government.
This is a very important issue, one
that we cannot leave today or tomor-
row without taking action on.

I want to say how much | appreciate
the great effort by the Senators here
on the floor now—Senator HUTCHISON
from Texas, Senator COVERDELL from
Georgia, Senator FEINSTEIN from Cali-
fornia, and other Senators that have
worked to try to do the responsible
thing. | want to point out that these
Senators, along with others, for a total
of 40, wrote a letter to the President of
the United States saying, ‘““Mr. Presi-
dent, don’t certify Mexico as doing
what needs to be done in this drug bat-
tle that we are engaged in.”” The Presi-
dent did that.

Now, the House took an action that
will allow them to put down some
markers and, after 90 days, look and
see if progress is being made and then,
perhaps, act further. | believe that is
the gist of their action. That resolu-
tion is pending here at the desk.

But, again, in a full, good-faith ef-
fort, the Senators have worked with
the administration, which included a
whole variety of people. | was stunned
by all the people that got involved. The
Secretary of State was involved; the
head of our drug effort, General McCaf-
frey; the head of NSC, Sandy Berger;
the Secretary of Treasury was there. It
was a long list of people, and a lot of
work was done. | think these Senators
here gave a great deal. They wanted to
say that these are some things that
must be done and be certified by the
President; when they are, we should
have the right to have another vote on
whether or not there should be decerti-
fication with waivers, or certification,
or whatever. They agreed to not insist
on that. But what they did do was
reach an agreement that requires a re-
port from the President, by September
1, on what is being done by our Govern-
ment and by Mexico to do a better job.

Now, | finally decided last night that
the administration really didn’t want
any action by the Senate. They want
us to just leave and not do anything.
We can’t do that. The Senate should
take action on something this impor-
tant. So we will act on this. We will
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vote. We will do it today, or we will do
it tonight or tomorrow; it’s OK with
me. We are going to vote on this issue
before we leave here.

There is a process where the Demo-
cratic leader cannot stop that—it is a
privileged resolution, with 10 hours of
debate and then a vote. | don’t want to
do it that way. | want us to come to an
agreement. The resolution that |
thought we were going to call up at
10:30 requires specific reporting on
steps taken by Mexico and the United
States to combat illegal narcotics traf-
ficking. It makes clear the Senate view
that Mexico has not done enough—and
they have not. We have seen that many
times. We have seen it with the dev-
astating story recently about the top
drug enforcer in Mexico who, as a mat-
ter of fact, had to be removed from of-
fice because he was, in fact, being in-
volved in what he is supposed to be try-
ing to control. That is as gently as |
can possibly put it. | fear there are
going to be more devastating reports
like that.

The revision allowing for a vote, as |
indicated, was dropped last night, after
direct involvement by the Secretary of
State, head of the NSC, as well as Sen-
ators here, and Senator McCAIN was in-
volved in that. But it makes clear that
the administration and the Govern-
ment of Mexico should provide real de-
monstrable progress by September. If
they don’t, under this procedure, we
would not have another vote, but we
can have more votes. There will be au-
thorization bills, and there will be ap-
propriations bills, like the State, Jus-
tice, Commerce bill. If we don’t get a
response or action here, the Senate has
a powerful weapon called the power of
the purse. We can withhold funds. We
can make our views known.

Based on that, the fact that we can
act in other ways with other vehicles,
I thought this was a good agreement. |
thought that the Senators here on the
floor bent over backward to reach an
agreement. Now, we have—get this pic-
ture—the Secretary of State, who is
now in Helsinki, and the head of NSC,
now in Helsinki, both directly in-
volved, saying, yes, we can go with
this. General McCaffrey, head of the
drug administration, who was there
and said, yes, we can go with this.
Democrat and Republican Senators
said yes. The majority leader says this
is not perfect, but this is a responsible
thing to do. And then what happens?
There is a Democratic Caucus this
morning. They meet and decide that
because they can’t dictate the schedule
on another issue, because they can’t
make the majority leader give them a
date certain on another unrelated
issue, they want the United States
Senate not to act on the drug problem
in Mexico.

Now, my friends, this is a big-time
loser for those that are objecting to
this procedure. It cannot stand. We
have to find a way to move this for-
ward.

So all these administration officials
are for it, Senate Republicans and
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Democrats are for it, and now they are
saying, ‘“If you don’t give us a guaran-
tee on another issue, that we will do it
by a date certain, we are not going to
let you bring this up.” Look, | know we
like to play games just before we get to
go home. But this is not the way to do
serious business. We are not dealing
with partisanship here. We are not
dealing with some traditional author-
ization. We are dealing with drugs.
How can we not express ourselves on
this? We must, and we will.

I am going to ask unanimous con-
sent, when the minority leader arrives,
to bring up Calendar No. 29, House
Joint Resolution 58, regarding the cer-
tification of the President with respect
to Mexico, that there be 4 hours total
for debate on that resolution, to be
equally divided in the usual form, and
that one amendment—and only one
amendment—be in order to be offered
by Senators COVERDELL, FEINSTEIN,
HUTCHISON, and others.

I will ask that no other amendments
or motions be in order, and following
the conclusion or yielding back of the
time, the Senate proceed to a vote.

We can take it up, and we can have a
calm, cool, nonpartisan debate on a
very, very important issue.

I have here the resolution that was
the subject of the negotiations and the
one that was agreed to last night at
about 7:30 or 8 o’clock. | was around
and in and out of those meetings. This
was interesting, 1 thought, because I
actually have the copy here, or a copy
of what was agreed to. See that. These
are circled paragraphs the administra-
tion had problems with, and the com-
promise language that was worked out.
I don’t like this compromise. But it
was a responsible thing to do. The
same thing on the next page. The work
was so intense and so committed right
up to the last minute. Here is a para-
graph. It circles this, and it is out.

I am going to ask for that. | hope
that Senators on both sides of the aisle
will agree to that. If that effort fails—
and | am going to make this request
not later than 11 o’clock—I hope to
hear from the minority leader quickly
so we can get started.

If | don’t get that consent, then | am
going to ask unanimous consent that
the Foreign Relations Committee be
discharged from further consideration
of Senate Joint Resolution 21 regarding
the decertification—this is the decerti-
fication process, not certification; this
is decertification—with  additional
waiver language, that the Senate pro-
ceed to its immediate consideration,
and that there be a limited period of
time—presumably maybe 4 hours—for
debate. After that, of course, we go to
a vote.

If that is objected to, then | am going
to go to the privileged resolution,
which is not amendable, provides for 10
hours of debate, and a vote. | do not
want to do this. It provides for 10 hours
of debate in the law. This is a privi-
leged resolution that sets out very
tightly how we would vote on this priv-
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ileged resolution issue. This is dan-
gerous. It is not good for the adminis-
tration. | don’t think it is good for the
country because the vote that is taken
would be on decertifying Mexico as
being seriously involved in this drug-
fighting effort with us.

It might pass. And if we are going to
have games played here on other unre-
lated issues, it puts me under extraor-
dinary pressure.

I have indicated that | do not want to
vote for decertification. But | might.

Also, even if it does not pass, what if
the vote is 60 to 40? What does it say
about the administration’s effort?
What does it say about the President’s
effort? What does it say to Mexico that
40 United States Senators voted to de-
certify Mexico? Then that would have
to go—unless the House just accepts
that—to conference. And then here is
what will be pending in conference: de-
certification, or 90 days of delay and a
vote. Neither one of those should look
very tempting to those that want to do
the right thing.

So | do not want to go on at length.
I want us to get started. We need to get
started. But | hope we can get an
agreement to move forward on the
agreement that was entered into last
night. It is the right thing to do. It is
the right thing for the Senate. It is the
right thing for the administration.
And, on a close call, | guess it is the
right thing in our efforts to control
drugs coming out of Mexico.

But, Mr. President, | am in good spir-
its today. | understand we have to do
this positioning around here. | under-
stand you have to try to drag the ma-
jority leader into doing something he
might not want to do, or cannot do.
But | think this is the wrong place and
the wrong time to be playing this

game.
Mr. President, | yield the floor.
Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, | want
to, first of all, thank the distinguished
majority leader because last night he
played a very key role in assisting us
in making what | thought was an ex-
tremely difficult agreement.

I also want to thank the Democrat
leader, Senator DASCHLE, who also was
in agreement that he would move for-
ward on this issue, get it resolved, and
have it done. | was prepared to come
over here shortly before the vote in
praise of really what was an outstand-
ing bipartisan effort. The administra-
tion, the Democrats, and the Repub-
licans worked together to come up
with something which required signifi-
cant compromise on the part of all
sides in order to come up with an
agreement that we could move forward
and get this issue behind us, which we
know has extraordinary dimensions as-
sociated with it, given the emotion as-
sociated with the issue of drugs and the
explosiveness of our relations with
Mexico.
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Now, | understand that one of the
Members of this body wants to tie this
hard-fought agreement, of which he
was not a party, to the Chemical Weap-
ons Convention. | hope that the indi-
vidual who wants to block moving for-
ward with this resolution understands
that we are working on a Chemical
Weapons Convention and an agreement
to move forward on it. There are active
discussions and negotiations that are
going on. But to tie that to this, in my
view—and | say this with careful con-
sideration—is totally irresponsible.

The Senator from California, the
Senator from Georgia, the Senator
from Texas, the Senator from Con-
necticut, Senator DobD, and the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts, Senator
KERRY, the President’s National Secu-
rity Adviser, the Secretary of State all
joined together. | again applaud the
Senator from California who had a very
tough position on this, and a very prin-
cipled one, | might say. And now we
are being hung up on a Thursday before
going into a recess, which a lot of us
would like to go on, because one Mem-
ber of this body who was not a part of
the negotiations, nor, by the way, is a
part of the Chemical Weapons Conven-
tion negotiations, of which | am a part,
is going against the direct agreement
of the majority leader, the Democratic
leader, and all of us.

Mr. President, 1 urge my colleagues
to get this thing done. And | hope that
the majority leader will move this
unanimous-consent agreement, and let
whoever objects come to the floor and
move forward in a parliamentary fash-
ion with a live quorum call.

This is an important issue that we
have to get done with today. The ma-
jority leader has described this sce-
nario of what happens if we went to
conference, and what happens if we go
ahead on a direct vote for decertifica-
tion. This flies directly in the face of a
completely bipartisan agreement.

Mr. President, there is a lot of con-
versation about the rancor and par-
tisanship. We just went through a very
bitter situation on the point of the CIA
Director. We proved that we can work
together for the good of the country,
and now it is about to be derailed. |
strongly object to it.

| yield to the Senator from Texas for
a question.

| apologize for taking time from the
Senator from California. Again, | have
the utmost praise for her, not only on
agreement on the compromise last
night, but for her constant attention
and concern over this vitally impor-
tant issue.

I don’t know of anything right now
that is more important than our rela-
tions with Mexico and the war on
drugs, which is destroying young
Americans as we speak.

| yield to her for a question.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, the
Senator from Arizona just touched on
an important point, and that is, all of
us are trying to avoid a vote directly
on decertification. No one wants that
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to happen. But, in fact, if the Senator
from Arizona is correct—what all of us
worked so hard to put together was a
positive, productive statement that we
could work from to make progress in
the war on drugs between our coun-
tries—if what he is saying is true, then
we are all going to be forced to make
the worst of all votes because we just
can’t get our bill on the floor for de-
bate.

Is that correct?

Mr. McCAIN. That is correct.

| appreciate the efforts of the Sen-
ator from Texas. All of us understand
the importance of the war on drugs.
Those of us from border States per-
haps—I emphasize perhaps—appreciate
it a little bit more because of the di-
rect involvement that we have.

I am not going to speak on this again
in the Chamber and take time. | think
we are going to work this out. We have
to. | want to especially express my ap-
preciation to the Senator from Califor-
nia, the Senator from Texas, the Sen-
ator from Georgia, Mr. COVERDELL, and
the Senator from Connecticut, Mr.
DobD, Senator KERRY of Massachu-
setts, and others, and members of the
administration who sat down with us
and negotiated, | think, an important
and positive agreement and a way
around this issue.

Mr. President, | appreciate the cour-
tesy of the Senator from California,
and | yield the floor.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, |
really rise to lament the situation we
are in. | believe the people of this Na-
tion sent us to the Senate to work
across the aisle, to work in a biparti-
san way and particularly on issues of
major concern. Whether Mexico is cer-
tified or not is an issue of major con-
cern. It is of major concern certainly
to Mexico; it is to America; it is to the
cities of America; it is to every Rep-
resentative in the House and to every
Member of this body as well.

I wish to pay tribute to the senior
Senator from Georgia, with whom |
have worked, with the junior Senator
from Texas, with whom | have worked,
Senator KERRY of Massachusetts, to
the administration team, and to many
others. | believe we have demonstrated
we can, in fact, work across party
lines.

We have developed a resolution which
I think is a major achievement; it is
law—it is not a sense-of-the-Senate res-
olution; it is a law—in which we state
our concerns; we make findings; we ask
the administration to move forward;
we ask the President to move forward
in his trips to Mexico and other Latin
American nations to work in a multi-
lateral way to bring back a new agree-
ment; we indicate 10 areas where we
would like to see progress; and we ask
the administration to report to this
Congress on September 1 on the
progress made.

addressed the
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We did not start here. Senator
D’AMATO and | began this a year ago.
Not many people listened. We said we
do not really believe that Mexico has
fulfilled the test of a friend and neigh-
bor and an ally who has been fully co-
operative as the law calls for to be cer-
tified. At that point he and | put for-
ward certain tests that we felt had to
be met prior to certification.

A year went by, and we saw very lit-
tle progress, if any. And then the Presi-
dent made the decision to certify Mex-
ico. In his mind, he had many good rea-
sons to do so. It was a decision that
was spiritedly debated within the
White House. It was debated within the
Department of State. And that was the
ultimate decision of the President.

There were those of us in this body,
myself included, who had a profound
difference of opinion with this decision.
We thought that the Colombian model
was the appropriate model and that
Mexico should be decertified but with a
national interest waiver as was the
procedure with Colombia 2 years ago
because we felt certification was not
the appropriate vehicle. But it is the
vehicle that we have, and therefore
Mexico should be treated in the same
way Colombia was if the findings were
as we believe them to be.

We have had meeting after meeting
after meeting. The senior Senator from
Georgia and | find ourselves in real
agreement. The Senator from Texas
and the two of us have worked to-
gether. Democrats came in; Repub-
licans came in; the administration
came in; and we forged an agreement
which | believe, based on a conversa-
tion at least on my side with the
Democratic leader of the House of Rep-
resentatives last night, can be accept-
able to the House and can be a clear
statement which gives the President
certain—not directives—but 1 think
certain clear requests from this body
to follow on his trip to Mexico which is
upcoming and from which I believe our
Nation, our big cities, our streets can
derive significant benefit.

I am profoundly disappointed to find
ourselves in this situation and really
urge colleagues on my side who are
rightly concerned with the Chemical
Weapons Convention treaty, rightly
concerned, to please let this resolution
go, let us have the debate, because ab-
sent that debate and given no oppor-
tunity in law to express ourselves, you
leave us with no choice but to move for
decertification because that is the only
direct resolution that can come to the
floor on an expedited procedure, as the
majority leader has just said.

I cannot tell you how strongly | feel
about the cooperation | and others
have had from the Republican side of
the aisle. | have had an opportunity to
work very closely with the senior Sen-
ator from Georgia, with his excellent
staff, certainly with my excellent staff,
with the Senator from Texas, Senators
McCAIN, KERRY, DobD, DoMENICI, all of
whom came at a very critical time last
night into these discussions and played
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a very helpful role. The administration
has agreed in the areas of consensus. |
think some things they did not want to
be forced to put forward in law they
have agreed to. We have agreed to take
out something that the administration
did not want, which was a September 1
expedited procedure giving us the op-
portunity to comment again in law on
progress made between March 1 and
September 1. We removed that. We
have consensus. The administration
has said the President would sign this;
we believe the House will pass it; and
we have a strong policy document with
which to move forward.

It would just be tragic if we frag-
ment, if we have to use the only thing
we have, which is a decertification, a
straight and outright decertification,
as the means to express ourselves. So |
am very hopeful we would have an op-
portunity today, now, to bring this res-
olution to the floor. If we cannot
achieve unanimous consent, as the ma-
jority leader has just said, it leaves
him with no alternative but to call up
the decertification resolution, and once
that debate begins it would take unani-
mous consent to stop it, and unani-
mous consent to bring this resolution
up during that 10-hour period, which 1
see really fraught with great difficul-
ties.

Once again, | cannot tell you how
many hours the Senator from Georgia,
the Senator from Texas, | and a num-
ber of other people have been involved
in this effort. We have consulted the
Democratic leader as we moved along.
I believe he is pleased with this out-
come.

So | plead with colleagues on my side
not to hold this resolution hostage to
an agreement on the Chemical Weap-
ons Convention. It is too important.
Please, do not do it.

| thank the Chair.

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
SNOWE). The Chair recognizes the dis-
tinguished minority leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, let
me begin by associating myself with
the remarks of the distinguished Sen-
ator from California. She speaks for
many on our side as well, who want
very much to bring this issue to clo-
sure today. It is because of her efforts
and the efforts, as she has indicated, of
the Senator from Texas and the Sen-
ator from Georgia and others who have
dedicated an extraordinary amount of
time in the last couple of weeks to
working with the administration and
others to bring us to a point where, on
one of the most contentious issues we
have had to confront in this Congress,
we have actually come to a point where
Republicans and Democrats can reach
agreement. That does not happen very
often in this Congress, and especially
in this session of this Congress so far.
I hope we can avail ourselves of the op-
portunity it presents and come to an
agreement on procedure and allow this
resolution to be taken up and voted
upon sometime by early afternoon.
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I did not hear a lot of what the ma-
jority leader has indicated is his posi-
tion with regard to the chemical weap-
ons treaty. He knows of the great con-
cern on our side of the aisle about
achieving a process that will allow us
consideration of that treaty no later
than the 19th of April so that, by the
29th of April, that treaty can be rati-
fied and that we can be full-fledged
members of the Chemical Weapons
Convention. If we miss that small win-
dow, from April 7 to April 19, we will
have lost the opportunity, that 125
other countries have already taken,
that we have sought for decades to
have an international agreement on
chemical weapons. Our failure to be-
come part of the convention will put us
in the company of lIraq, Iran, Libya,
and countries that in every way, shape,
and form and by any definition are
rogue states today. Do we want to be in
that position?

I would think there would be an un-
equivocal, unanimous verdict that, no,
we do not want to be in the company of
Libya, Irag, and Iran. But we are in a
position which, in a very short period
of time, will force us into that com-
pany if we do nothing. That is why my
Democratic colleagues feel so strongly
about this issue and believe that there
are very few other issues out there
more important, and if we do not turn
up the pressure and find ways in which
to assert our determination to get this
convention considered, we will have
lost an opportunity, not only for the
Senate, for the country, but perhaps
for the convention itself. This is why it
is so critical.

Having said all of that, and | could
say a lot more but in the interests of
time, let me say | believe the majority
leader is doing as much as he can at
this point to bring us to a set of cir-
cumstances that will allow us consider-
ation in due time. | believe there is a
great deal of difference within the Re-
publican caucus on this issue. | under-
stand that. There are many issues that
divide the Democratic caucus. So it is
not out of the ordinary to be divided on
an issue of this importance and con-
troversy. But | do believe that the ma-
jority leader has given me adequate
reason to be confident that we will
take this treaty up in a time that will
accommodate ratification on the Sen-
ate floor prior to the 19th of April.

So, given all of his cooperation and
his willingness to work with us, | think
the most important thing for us to do
today is to pass this compromise to
allow us to work with Mexico to deal
with the drug issue in a meaningful
way without slapping them in the face.
So | hope, as the Senator from Califor-
nia has so articulately pointed out just
a moment ago, that we recognize how
important this opportunity is for all of
us, that we seize the moment, that we
get an agreement, and we move for-
ward.

| yield the floor. | suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The
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The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—HOUSE JOINT RESOLU-
TION 58

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, | ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
now turn to the consideration of Cal-
endar No. 29, House Joint Resolution
58, regarding the certification of the
President with respect to Mexico, that
there be no time restraints for debate
on the resolution and an amendment.
Further, | ask unanimous consent that
there be only one amendment in order
to be offered by Senators COVERDELL
and FEINSTEIN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President,
without objecting, | would like to ask
a question of the majority leader be-
fore proceeding or determining whether
to object.

As the majority leader and the
Democratic leader both know, | have
been very concerned that we get some
agreements or understanding about
how the Chemical Weapons Convention
is to be handled in April. We have a
deadline coming at us. | think the con-
vention, as | understand it, goes into
effect on the 29th of April. We have to,
if the United States is to participate, if
the judgment of the Senate is we
should participate in that, we would
have to make that judgment several
days before that. At least that is what
I have been informed.

I am just concerned that time is run-
ning out. We seem to be taking one leg-
islative or executive matter up after
another here without really having an
understanding about how we are going
to dispose of this Chemical Weapons
Convention.

I wondered if the majority leader
could assure me about how this is
going to be brought to the Senate and
dealt with in the coming month?

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, if the
Senator from New Mexico will yield.
First, 1 would like to just briefly clar-
ify what we have in this consent re-
quest. It is to bring up this certifi-
cation issue and to allow an amend-
ment that would put in place the
agreement that was entered into last
night by a bipartisan group of Senators
and the administration.

So this just basically sets up a proc-
ess to begin the debate and get a vote
on the agreement with regard to cer-
tification, with the understanding it
does set out some markers as to what
we think should be done, and it does re-
quire the President to report by Sep-
tember 1 as to the progress that is
being made there. But it does not have
a subsequent date where a vote could
occur. This is going to be the vote on

Is there
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certification, or decertification, de-
pending on your point of view. So |
want to clarify what | was asking for
there.

With regard to the inquiry of the
Senator from New Mexico, first of all,
let me assure him | understand there is
concern about the April 29 date and the
need for some action before that date
by a number of Senators.

There is disagreement on how essen-
tial it is we act before the 29th. As a
matter of fact, whenever the United
States should ratify such a treaty, cer-
tainly we would be sort of the big kid
on the block and we would be involved
in the process. But there are argu-
ments on the other side of it, and | cer-
tainly understand that.

I acknowledged to the Senator from
Michigan, | believe it was yesterday or
the day before, that | also understand
that in order to get a treaty completed
and the subsequent actions that go
along with it, enacting or enabling leg-
islation—

Mr. DASCHLE. Reform.

Mr. LOTT. Reform legislation—it
takes some time after the actual vote.

So it is my intent for this issue to
come up when we come back after the
Easter recess.

There is a statute or bill that has
been introduced that we hope to get up
and get a vote on. Very serious. | think
good efforts are underway to deal with
the parallel issues of U.N. reform. The
administration is working with a bi-
partisan group of House and Senate
Members. | think everybody is begin-
ning to understand, themselves, and we
may be able to get some reforms and
some process on how we deal with what
is the number we may be indebted to
the United Nations for and how that
ever would be addressed.

We are also working with the chair-
man of the committee, Senator HELMS,
and Senator BIDEN, the ranking mem-
ber, on this reorganization of the State
Department issue. The new Secretary
of State has indicated some encourag-
ing things there, and | believe there is
going to be good faith by all to try to
address this issue.

There are some legitimate concerns
about the treaty—the verification
question, search and seizure questions,
how it affects different things in Amer-
ica. On some of those, the administra-
tion this year came back and said,
“You’'re right. We have some concerns
about this issue.”

So a number of them have been
worked out. An equal number are with-
in the range of being worked out.
Again, Senator BIDEN has been working
with Senator HELMS to address some of
those concerns.

There are some we just will not be
able to get worked out. | mean, we will
have to have votes on amendments on
the floor or there will probably be a
substitute. But my intention is to con-
tinue to work with all involved, includ-
ing the chairman and ranking member,
to get this issue to the floor in April.
That is why | had our list of items. It
is not my intent to stonewall or delay
this.
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| understand that every time we go
out or every time a bill comes up, the
Senator from New Mexico will be up
here raising questions and maybe even
objections. We have other things we
need to do that are equally or more im-
portant. So it is not my intention at
all to allow this thing to go on indefi-
nitely.

But you do understand, as the major-
ity leader, you work with the chair-
man, you help the chairman, and the
chairman helps you, and you work with
the ranking member. This is a place of
great comity, and we want to keep
that. 1 am trying to honor that as a
majority leader who is, you know, sort
of learning as | go along, making a few
mistakes here and there, but getting
some things done on the way, too. So |
think you know from what we have
been able to do over the last 8 months,
I work steadily at these things, and at
some point we are going to get to vote
on this. | do not mean to say in the
great wild blue wonder. We are working
very aggressively, and | believe we are
going to get a process to get it dealt
with in April.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President,
let me just respond by saying | appre-
ciate the statements by the majority
leader. 1 have observed the majority
leader here for several months, and |
have great confidence that when he ex-
pects and intends for a particular mat-
ter to come to the Senate floor and be
dealt with, that that will actually
occur, and | am encouraged by his
statements to that affect. On that
basis, | will not object to this particu-
lar unanimous-consent request.

I will plan to renew my concern once
we return from this recess if it is not
clear at that time that we have all par-
ties in agreement as to the timing to
bring that convention to the floor. |
think timing is essential.

I have no problem with amendments
and changes. | am not trying to dictate
the end result on what the Senate does,
but | think it is very important that
we vote on it in a timely fashion. |
take the statement by the majority
leader to be a statement that he in-
tends and expects that we will work as-
siduously to bring that about. | thank
the majority leader.

| do not object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
an objection to the request?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, | thank
the Democratic leader and the Sen-
ators on both sides for the work that
has been done on this. | believe now we
will have a good discussion about what
is or is not going on with regard to the
drug battle that we are fighting, with
the American Government and the
Mexican Government being involved.

Madam President, | believe we are
able now to get a time agreement,
which | think would be very helpful to
all Senators to know that we are going
to proceed and there will be a time
specified so we can have a vote by 4
o’clock, hopefully. I discussed this with

Is there
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the Democratic leader and other Sen-
ators. | believe we have a reasonable
agreement here.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate now turn to the consideration
of Calendar No. 29, House Joint Resolu-
tion 58, regarding the certification of
the President with respect to Mexico
and there be 4 hours 45 minutes total
for debate on the resolution and an
amendment, to be divided as follows:
Senator COVERDELL in control of 1
hour, Senator FEINSTEIN in control of 1
hour, 1 hour under the control of the
majority leader and 1 hour under the
control of the Democratic leader, Sen-
ator GRASSLEY in control of 30 min-
utes, and Senator TORRICELLI in con-
trol of 15 minutes.

I further ask unanimous consent that
there be one amendment in order to be
offered by Senators COVERDELL and
FEINSTEIN. | further ask unanimous
consent that no other amendments or
motions be in order, and following the
conclusion or yielding back of time,
the Senate proceed to a vote on the
amendment, to be followed by third
reading and final passage of House
Joint Resolution 58 without further ac-
tion or debate.

Mr. DASCHLE. Reserving the right
to object, 1 ask unanimous consent
that in addition to this request, which
I fully support, that the request be
amended to accommodate a need by
the senior Senator from West Virginia,
Senator BYRD, to speak for 30 minutes
on another matter. I ask unanimous
consent that following the vote, the
Senator from West Virginia be recog-
nized for 30 minutes.

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, |
amend my unanimous-consent request
to include that additional 30 minutes
for the Senator from West Virginia
after the vote.

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

Mr. LOTT. Again, Madam President,
| thank Senator DAscHLE for his co-
operation.

PROVIDING FOR THE CONDITIONAL
ADJOURNMENT OR RECESS OF
THE TWO HOUSES

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, | send
an adjournment resolution to the desk
calling for adjournment of the Con-
gress for the Easter holiday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 14)
providing for a conditional adjournment or
recess of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the concur-
rent resolution.

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 14) was agreed to as follows:

S. CoN. REs. 14

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That when the Sen-
ate recesses or adjourns at the close of busi-
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ness on Thursday, March 20, 1997, Friday,
March 21, 1997, or Saturday, March 22, 1997,
pursuant to a motion made by the Majority
Leader or his designee in accordance with
the resolution, it stand recessed or adjourned
until noon on Monday, April 7, 1997, or until
such time on that day as may be specified by
the Majority Leader or his designee in the
motion to recess or adjourn, or until noon on
the second day after Members are notified to
reassemble pursuant to section 2 of this con-
current resolution, whichever occurs first;
and that when the House adjourns on the leg-
islative day of Thursday, March 20, 1997, Fri-
day, March 21, 1997, or Saturday, March 22,
1997, it stand adjourned until 12:30 p.m. on
Tuesday, April 8, 1997, or until noon on the
second day after Members are notified to re-
assemble pursuant to section 2 of this con-
current resolution, whichever occurs first.

SEC. 2. The Majority Leader of the Senate
and the Speaker of the House, acting jointly
after consultation with the Minority Leader
of the Senate and the Minority Leader of the
House, shall notify the Members of the Sen-
ate and House, respectively, to reassemble
whenever, in their opinion, the public inter-
est shall warrant it.

DISAPPROVAL OF THE CERTIFI-
CATION OF THE PRESIDENT RE-
GARDING MEXICO

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the resolution.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 58) dis-
approving the certification of the President
under section 490(b) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 regarding foreign assistance
for Mexico during fiscal year 1997.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
joint resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President,
first, let me thank the majority leader,
the minority leader, and all of those
Senators who have been engaged this
morning in our efforts to move House
Joint Resolution 58. Needless to say, |
am very pleased that we have been able
to come to this unanimous consent to
consider this resolution of paramount
importance as it relates to the drug
cartels and the impact they are having
on our country, on Mexico, and in all
countries within our hemisphere.

Madam President, | will read from a
statement by Thomas A. Constantine,
Administrator of the Drug Enforce-
ment Administration, which was given
before the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee on March 12, 1997. | am giv-
ing this statement as a prelude to my
remarks to frame the scope of the issue
to which this resolution confronts.

Many phrases have been used to describe
the complex and sophisticated international
drug trafficking groups operating out of Co-
lombia and Mexico, and frankly, the some-
what respectable titles of ‘‘cartel”” or ‘‘fed-
eration”” mask the true identity of these vi-
cious, destructive entities. The Cali organi-
zation, and the four largest drug trafficking
organizations in Mexico—operating out of
Juarez, Tijuana, Sonora and the Gulf re-
gion—are simply organized crime groups
whose leaders are not in Brooklyn or Queens,
but are safely ensconced on foreign soil.
They are not legitimate businessmen as the

The
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word ‘‘cartel” implies, nor are they ‘‘fed-

erated” into a legitimate conglomerate.
These syndicate leaders—the Rodriguez
Orejuela brothers in Colombia to Amado

Carrillo-Fuentes, Juan Garcia-Abrego,
Miguel Caro-Quintero, and the Arellano-
Felix Brothers—are simply the 1990’s version
of the mob leaders U.S. law enforcement has
fought since shortly after the turn of the
century.

But these organized crime leaders are far
more dangerous, far more influential, and
have a great deal more impact on our day to
day lives than their domestic predecessors.
While organized crime in the United States
during the 1950’s through the 1970’s affected
certain aspects of American life, their influ-
ence pales in comparison to the violence,
corruption and power that today’s drug syn-
dicates wield. . . . The drugs—and the at-
tendant violence which accompanies the
drug trade—have reached into every Amer-
ican community and have robbed many
Americans of the dreams they once cher-
ished.

And | add, even,
cases, their lives.

In the face of this massive drug prob-
lem and its effect on two friendly coun-
tries, the United States and Mexico,
the administration decided to certify
Mexico as being fully cooperative in
our joint battle. The message that
sent, Madam President, to the people
of both of our countries was that
things are going along pretty well.
They are not. In fact, they are in crisis
proportions.

We cannot accept a statement to the
American people, a statement to the
people of Mexico, and a statement to
the people of this hemisphere that we
are winning the struggle, because we
are not. We are losing it in its current
configuration.

That led, Madam President, a num-
ber of the Members of the Senate on
both sides of the aisle, in every region
of our country, and of every political
and philosophical persuasion, to say
no. That is a ratification of the status
quo, and the status quo is unaccept-
able. It is unacceptable.

Now, some interpret that as an at-
tack on Mexico. | do not see it that
way. | see it as an honest appraisal of
a situation that is debilitating to both
Republics. The President of Mexico
himself has said that the greatest
threat to the Mexican Republic are the
drug cartels. We cannot accept the sta-
tus quo.

Madam President, House Joint Reso-
lution 58 is a rejection of the status
quo and a victory for the people of both
countries who want to renew and rein-
vigorate this battle, to put it on a new
course. Throughout the debate, | have
argued that we need to find a new place
to be other than just the debate over
whether any country has met a criteria
established by the United States as to
whether they are adequately fighting
the battle or not. The point is, the bat-
tle, as it has been fought, is being lost
and we must find a new way to come to
the struggle. I am pleased to say that
in House Joint Resolution 58 there is
language that is adopting my sugges-
tion, along with that of Senator DobDD
of Connecticut, that we reconstruct in
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the hemisphere the way we come to the
battle. And it calls on the President,
when he goes to Mexico and Latin
America later this year, and to the
Caribbean, to bring this subject up and
to begin talking about how we can
come together as equal partners to
confront this stealth adversary that
cares for no human being nor any sov-
ereign nation. If we fought the battle
in the Persian Gulf, Madam President,
like we are fighting this adversary—
and | might add that it is virtually as
dangerous—we would have lost that
struggle, as we are losing this one. We
need to reinvigorate the struggle, and
this proposal, which is endorsed by
such a wide array of people, does just
that.

Madam President, | want to say a few
words about this, because every time
somebody stands up and says the sta-
tus quo is unacceptable, you are imme-
diately pushed into a category of being
insensitive to those in Mexico, or other
countries who were trying to help us,
and, indeed, we know they are there.
And no one who is an author of that
resolution has it in their mind that
they want to make their job more dif-
ficult. But if the only answer we get is,
“Just keep this quiet, don’t raise the
issue,” and every time it is raised you
are categorized as somebody who is of-
fending another nation, that is inap-
propriate and unacceptable.

The work that we have been doing
here is absolutely on target. This coun-
try and Mexico, and all the other coun-
tries in the hemisphere, have to go
public about the scope of the enemy we
are struggling with. That is what this
resolution does. It takes us to a new
place and a new day and a more open
and honest discussion in the hemi-
sphere about this adversary.

Technically, Madam President, this
resolution will cause the administra-
tion to come to the Congress and dem-
onstrate to us that they have renewed
this battle not only in the hemisphere,
but in the United States. There is a
mutuality about this resolution. It ac-
knowledges that our country is a key
element in the problem. Not only are
we a consumer and the No. 1 consumer
of these illicit drugs, but we are a pro-
ducer of the drugs themselves, and a
grower of them. We have to get this on
the table. If you are going to eradicate
marijuana in Mexico, let’s get it eradi-
cated here. The technologists tell us we
can find any of these products where
they are growing. Well, let’s find them
and get rid of them.

A contention that made this resolu-
tion such a struggle to come to was
that the administration did not want
us to come back and revisit this ques-
tion later in the year. In the last hours,
as the majority leader described, late
last evening, that provision was re-
moved. | think the administration
needs to take note of the fact that this
report will be due at just the time this
Senate and this Congress will be deal-
ing with appropriations. And the ap-
propriators and the authorizers who
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have been following this for a long
time are going to keep right on doing
that, and they eagerly await the re-
port. You will not be able to remove
Congress from this issue, and every-
body should take note of that. Every
friend of the hemisphere should take
note of it.

Madam President, | hope that this is
interpreted throughout the hemisphere
as an instrument of assistance, good
will, rededication, compassion, and
concern, because that is what was in
the hearts and minds of all the Sen-
ators, and others, who worked to
produce this document.

I want to particularly say thank you
to Senator FEINSTEIN, who has been at
this job a lot longer than I, and | ad-
mire her work; Senator D’AMATO of
New York, who joined her last year;
Senator GRASSLEY, who is the chair-
man of our drug task force, who has
worked tirelessly to deal with these
problems; Senator KERRY of Massachu-
setts, who is a member of the Foreign
Relations Committee and worked in
these final negotiations; Senator
MCcCAIN of Arizona; Senator DOMENICI
of New Mexico, and, of course, our co-
author, the junior Senator from Texas,
KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON, who was in
every step of the negotiations from the
beginning. The prints of her work are
fashioned into this resolution as well. |
know | will have left somebody out
and, for that, | apologize because it has
been such a wide array of people who
brought this resolution to the floor.

There are many, many issues that
are very important in the U.S. Con-
gress, but | believe when you look at
the hemisphere and all the opportunity
in this hemisphere of democracies—40
percent of all United States exports
occur in this hemisphere, which is
much larger than Europe, and larger
than the Pacific rim. We have a lot at
stake, big time. But there is one cloud
that hangs over us throughout the
hemisphere, and it’s the drug cartels.
We have to restructure the battle. |
hope this stands as a beginning to go to
a new struggle and, ultimately, a vic-
tory.

Madam President, parliamentary in-
quiry. Do you have the resolution? Has
it been submitted?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso-
lution is pending. The amendment has
not been offered.

AMENDMENT NO. 25

(Purpose: To propose a substitute.)

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President,
under the previous consent agreement,
I send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Georgia [Mr.
CoVERDELL], for himself, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr.
HELMS, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. McCAIN, Mr. Do-
MENICI, Mr. KERRY, Mr. DobD, Ms. MOSELEY-
BRAUN, and Ms. LANDRIEU, proposes an
amendment numbered 25.
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Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

Strike all after the resolving clause and in-
sert the following:

SECTION 1. REPORT REQUIREMENT.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the follow-
ing findings:

(1) The abuse of illicit drugs in the United
States results in 14,000 deaths per year, has
inordinate social consequences for the Unit-
ed States, and exacts economic costs in ex-
cess of $67,000,000,000 per year to the Amer-
ican people.

(2) An estimated 12,800,000 Americans, rep-
resenting all ethnic and socioeconomic
groups, use illegal drugs, including 1,500,000
users of cocaine. Further, 10.9 percent of
Americans between 12 and 17 years of age use
illegal drugs, and one in four American chil-
dren claim to have been offered illegal drugs
in the past year. Americans spend approxi-
mately $49,000,000,000 per year on illegal
drugs.

(3) There is a need to continue and inten-
sify anti-drug education efforts in the United
States, particularly education directed at
the young.

(4) Significant quantities of heroin,
methamphetamines, and marijuana used in
the United States are produced in Mexico,
and a major portion of the cocaine used in
the United States is imported into the Unit-
ed States through Mexico.

(5) These drugs are moved illegally across
the border between Mexico and the United
States by major criminal organizations,
which operate on both sides of that border
and maintain the illegal flow of drugs into
Mexico and the United States.

(6) There is evidence of significant corrup-
tion affecting institutions of the Govern-
ment of Mexico (including the police and
military), including the arrest in February
1997 of General Jesus Gutierrez Rebollo, the
head of the drug law enforcement agency of
Mexico, for accepting bribes from senior
leaders of the Mexican drug cartels. In 1996,
the Attorney General of Mexico dismissed
more than 1,200 Mexico federal law enforce-
ment officers in an effort to eliminate cor-
ruption, although some were rehired and
none has been successfully prosecuted for
corruption. In the United States, some law
enforcement officials may also be affected by
corruption.

(7) The success of efforts to control illicit
drug trafficking depends on improved coordi-
nation and cooperation between Mexico and
United States drug law enforcement agencies
and other institutions responsible for activi-
ties against illicit production, traffic and
abuse of drugs, particularly in the common
border region.

(8) The Government of Mexico recognizes
that it must further develop the institu-
tional financial regulatory and enforcement
capabilities necessary to prevent money
laundering in the banking and financial sec-
tors of Mexico and has sought United States
assistance in these areas.

(9) The Government of Mexico has recently
approved, but has yet to implement fully,
new and more effective legislation against
organized crime and money laundering.

(10) The Government of the United States
and the Government of Mexico are engaged
in bilateral consideration of the problems of
illicit drug production, trafficking, and
abuse through the High Level Contact Group
on Drug Control established in 1996.

(11) The President of Mexico has declared
that drug trafficking is the number one
threat to the national security of Mexico.
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(12) In December 1996, the Government of
the United States and the Government of
Mexico joined with the governments of other
countries in the Western Hemisphere to seek
to eliminate all production, trafficking, and
abuse of drugs and to prevent money laun-
dering.

(13) Section 101 of division C of the Omni-
bus Consolidated Appropriations Act, 1997
(Public Law 104-208) requires the Attorney
General to increase the number of positions
for full-time, active-duty patrol agents with-
in the Immigration and Naturalization Serv-
ice by 1,000 per year through the year 2001.

(14) The proposed budget of the President
for fiscal year 1998 includes a request for 500
such agents.

(15) Drug cartels continue to operate with
impunity in Mexico, and effective action
needs to be taken against Mexican drug traf-
ficking organizations, particularly the
Juarez and Tijuana cartels.

(16) While Mexico has begun to extradite
its citizens for the first time and has cooper-
ated by expelling or deporting major inter-
national drug criminals, United States re-
quests for extradition of Mexican nationals
indicted in United States courts on drug-re-
lated charges have not been granted by the
Government of Mexico.

(17) Cocaine seizures and arrests of drug
traffickers in Mexico have dropped since
1992.

(18) United States law enforcement agents
operating in Mexico along the United States
border with Mexico must be allowed ade-
quate protection.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS ON COOPERATION ON
DRUGS BY COUNTRIES IN THE WESTERN HEMI-
SPHERE.—It is the sense of Congress to urge
the President, in his official visits in the
Western Hemisphere, to examine with lead-
ers of governments of other countries in the
Western Hemisphere the effectiveness of ef-
forts to improve counterdrug activities in
order to curtail the production, traffic, and
abuse of illicit drugs, and to define plans for
specific actions to improve cooperation on
such activities, including consideration of a
coordinated multilateral alliance.

(c) SENSE OF CONGRESS OF PROGRESS IN
HALTING PRODUCTION AND TRAFFIC OF DRUGS
IN MEXICO.—It is the sense of Congress that
there has been ineffective and insufficient
progress in halting the production in and
transit through Mexico of illegal drugs.

(d) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than
September 1, 1997, the President shall submit
to Congress a report describing the follow-
ing:

(1) The extent of any significant and de-
monstrable progress made by the Govern-
ment of the United States and the Govern-
ment of Mexico, respectively, during the pe-
riod beginning on March 1, 1997, and ending
on the date of the report in achieving the fol-
lowing objectives relating to counterdrug co-
operation:

(A) The investigation and dismantlement
of the principal organizations responsible for
drug trafficking and related crimes in both
Mexico and the United States, including the
prevention and elimination of their activi-
ties, the prosecution or extradition and in-
carceration of their leaders, and the seizure
of their assets.

(B) The development and strengthening of
permanent working relationships between
the United States and Mexico law enforce-
ment agencies, with particular reference to
law enforcement directed against drug traf-
ficking and related crimes, including full
funding and deployment of the Binational
Border Task Forces as agreed upon by both
governments.

(C) The strengthening of bilateral border
enforcement, including more effective
screening for and seizure of contraband.
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(D) The denial of safe havens to persons
and organizations responsible for drug traf-
ficking and related crimes and the improve-
ment of cooperation on extradition matters
between both countries.

(E) The simplification of evidentiary re-
quirements for narcotics crimes and related
crimes and for violence against law enforce-
ment officers.

(F) The full implementation of effective
laws and regulations for banks and other fi-
nancial institutions to combat money laun-
dering, including the enforcement of pen-
alties for noncompliance by such institu-
tions, and the prosecution of money
launderers and seizure of their assets.

(G) The eradication of crops destined for il-
licit drug use in Mexico and in the United
States in order to minimize and eventually
eliminate the production of such crops.

(H) The establishment and implementation
of a comprehensive screening process to as-
sess the suitability and financial and crimi-
nal background of all law enforcement and
other officials involved in the fight against
organized crime, including narcotics traf-
ficking.

(1) The rendering of support to Mexico in
its efforts to identify, remove, and prosecute
corrupt officials at all levels of government,
including law enforcement and military offi-
cials.

(J) The augmentation and strengthening of
bilateral cooperation.

(2) The extent of any significant and de-
monstrable progress made by the Govern-
ment of the United States during the period
beginning on March 1, 1997, and ending on
the date of the report in—

(A) implementing a comprehensive anti-
drug education effort in the United States
targeted at reversing the rise in drug use by
America’s youth;

(B) implementing a comprehensive inter-
national drug interdiction and enforcement
strategy; and

(C) deploying 1,000 additional active-duty,
full-time patrol agents within the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service in fiscal
year 1997 as required by section 101 of divi-
sion C of the Omnibus Consolidated Appro-
priations Act, 1997 (Public Law 104-208).

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent to add the
name of Senator LANDRIEU of Louisi-
ana as a cosponsor.

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

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President,
I yield the floor at this time.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, | am
genuinely grateful to the distinguished
Senator from Georgia [Mr. COVERDELL]
and the distinguished Senator from
California [Mrs. FEINSTEIN] for their
excellent work on this issue. They de-
serve credit for keeping the Senate fo-
cused on the question of Mexico’s
counterdrug cooperation with the Unit-
ed States.

Through this resolution, Senators
COVERDELL and FEINSTEIN, in a very
fair and very essential way, have made
clear the Senate’s dissatisfaction with
the status quo.

Mr. President, | know of no Senator
who was pleased with the President’s
decision to certify Mexico as cooperat-
ing fully with the United States; the
evidence clearly supports a different
conclusion. This resolution gives both
the President of Mexico and President
Clinton an opportunity for redemption.
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Mexico’s President Zedillo has made
numerous declarations against drug
trafficking—which we applaud. More-
over, we recognize that President
Zedillo is no Ernesto Samper. But, as
for the two countries, Colombia and
Mexico, the only difference between
the two is that, in Colombia, the Presi-
dency was bought and paid for by drug
lords, while, in Mexico, the Presidency
may be the only level of government
not bought and paid for by the drug
lords.

Mr. President, U.S. law requires more
than well-meaning statements for a na-
tion to be certified as cooperating
fully. Our law requires performance. In
the case of Mexico, performance has
fallen far short of the rhetoric.

While the creation of bilateral com-
missions perhaps satisfies the bureau-
cratic need for meetings, meetings are
meaningless unless they produce tan-
gible results—arrests, convictions, and
seizures.

The same can be said of laws: The
passage of new laws does not stop drug
trafficking; enforcement of laws does.
We are still waiting for any implemen-
tation whatsoever of the laws against
organized crime and money laundering.
Indeed, the latter’s effect may have al-
ready been negated when Mexico ex-
panded legalized gambling, a time-hon-
ored way for criminals to launder
money.

Corruption with impunity remains
the modus operandi for the Federal Ju-
dicial Police, which more often resem-
bles a criminal enterprise than a law
enforcement agency. At the January
wedding of drug Kkingpin Amado
Carrillo Fuentes’ sister, for example,
policemen were guarding Carrillo’s
family and friends. This is further evi-
dence that Mexican police are more
likely to protect than arrest drug traf-
fickers and their interests. Impunity is
also the unwritten law for drug traf-
fickers and their allies in official posi-
tions, such as Gen. Jesus Gutierrez
Rebollo, Zedillo’s drug czar.

Here was a case in which the senior
Mexican counternaroctics official was
protecting the biggest Mexican drug
kingpin, Amado Carrillo. The adminis-
tration argues that the arrest of Gen-
eral Gutierrez Rebollo is evidence of
the Mexican Government’s commit-
ment to fight corruption. My questions
are: Why was he ever hired in the first
place as Mexico’s senior
counternarcotics official? Was this an
intelligence failure? What damage has
Gutierrez Rebollo done to compromise
law enforcement and intelligence oper-
ations against the drug cartels? And
are U.S. law enforcement agents now
at greater risk because of this fiasco?

Mr. President, this is not an isolated
incident. Just this past Monday, on
March 17, another Mexican Army gen-
eral was arrested for drug corruption.
It seems that on the day the adminis-
tration certified the Mexican Govern-
ment’s cooperation with United States
counterdrug efforts, this general was
offering a Mexican official $1 million in
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exchange for allowing cocaine ship-
ments to pass through Tijuana.

In Mexico, corruption is not confined
to the federal government. It is equally
pervasive at the state and local levels.
Just last week, a judge in Guadalajara
dropped charges against a major drug
trafficker. Also, according to credible
reports, a number of state governors,
who are also prominent within the rul-
ing PRI party, have been on the drug
traffickers’ payroll. As long ago as
1989, | cited one of these governors,
Manuel Bartlett, as one senior official
compromised by drug traffickers.

Mr. President, | won’t cite all the
statistics that show that, over the past
6 years, arrests of drug traffickers and
cocaine seizures have decreased signifi-
cantly in Mexico, while the volume of
cocaine, heroin and methamphetamine
going through or coming from Mexico
increases. Despite this record, the
United States has continuously pre-
tended that the Mexican Government
has been a faithful partner in the fight
against illegal drugs. The vast major-
ity of the Mexican people are our al-

lies; but | have grave reservations
about most of the Mexican Govern-
ment.

The President and Barry McCaffrey,
amongst others, have spoken elo-
quently about the horrors of drug use
on our streets, recognizing that this
scourge is destroying lives throughout
this hemisphere. The American and
Mexican people deserve better. Silence
is tacit consent to this corruption
which allows the drug trade to flourish.
Only by exposing the corruption can we
begin to make a genuine difference in
attacking this evil.

In this light, Mr. President, the re-
fusal to recognize the marriage be-
tween Mexican Government officials
and drug traffickers is all the more
troubling. Congress must make known
its disagreement with the conclusion
that the Mexican Government is co-
operating fully.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, |
ask to be recognized for such time as |
might consume within the hour allo-
cated to me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ASHCROFT). The Senator is recognized.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Thank you, very
much.

Mr. President, this country has al-
ways had a great debate about drugs.
Do you fight drugs on the supply side,
or do you fight drugs on the demand
side? There is no question but that we
have a demand problem. But there is
also no question that we have a supply
problem. My answer to that is that this
country has never really done both
really well. We have never really en-
gaged in an all-out fight against drugs
on both the supply side and the demand
side.

What is before us today is somewhat
limited in scope because it has to do
with the certification action involving
Mexico and whether that action
should, in fact, take place; whether
Mexico should be certified, as the
President said.
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The resolution now before this body,
known as the Coverdell-Feinstein
amendment, | think is significant. Let
me tell you the two ways that | look at
this.

This resolution is either the first
step to a new and forceful partnership
to fight drugs all out on both the sup-
ply side and the demand side, and to
join with Mexico in so doing, to accept
President Zedillo’s statement that
drugs are the No. 1 security problem of
Mexico, and to add to that the United
States statement that drugs are, in
fact, the No. 1 security problem for the
United States of America, which | be-
lieve them to be, or this is the first
step in a major battle next year, if this
resolution is ignored, to decertify Mex-
ico as being noncooperative in the sup-
ply side of the cooperation that goes
into the retardation of drug flow into
this country.

Mr. President, I want to begin by
once again paying my respects to the
Senator from Georgia, the chairman of
the Western Hemisphere Subcommit-
tee, Senator COVERDELL. He and | share
a dedication to the idea that the status
quo on United States-Mexican
counterdrug cooperation is simply not
acceptable, and his leadership on this
issue has helped us reach this point. It
has been an honor and a privilege to be
his partner in this effort. And | look
forward to continuing to work with
him and his outstanding staff in the
fight against international drug traf-
ficking.

I also want to acknowledge the Sen-
ator from Texas, Senator HUTCHISON,
whose contribution to this effort was
invaluable. Her State, like mine,
shares a long border with Mexico. So
this issue hits home to us in a direct
and a meaningful way. Other Senators
too numerous to list, with names like
Dobb, KERRY, MCCAIN, DOMENICI, as
well as others, the majority leader, the
Democratic leader, have all weighed in
to bring this effort to fruition. And I
have appreciated working with each
and every one of my colleagues to get
to this outcome.

Just over a year ago, as has been
said, Senator D’AMATO and | started
talking about whether Mexico merited
certification as a fully cooperative
partner in the war against drugs. Our
view was that Mexico had simply not
made enough progress in the war on
drug trafficking to justify certifi-
cation. At that time, despite the fact
that we laid down 10 specific criteria,
no one paid us much attention.

Well, people have paid attention this
year. On February 28 of this year, the
President made the decision to certify
Mexico as fully cooperating with the
United States in the fight against drug
trafficking. But it just didn’t wash in
the Congress. The evidence simply does
not support the claim that Mexico met
the standard of full cooperation in 1996.

As all of my colleagues are well
aware, Senate procedures made it im-
possible for us to get a vote on what
many of us believed was the best op-
tion—to decertify Mexico but allow the



March 20, 1997

President to waive the sanctions based
on what is termed a ‘“‘national interest
waiver.”” If decertification with a waiv-
er had come up for a vote | believe it
would have passed the Senate by a
large and even possibly veto-proof mar-
gin. | do not say that lightly. In the
House, it would have passed over-
whelmingly. Instead, the House passed
with over 250 votes a resolution that
decertifies Mexico in 90 days unless
specific conditions are met.

So this resolution, which we will pass
today, expresses Congress’ deep con-
cern over the lack of progress in key
areas of Mexico’s counterdrug effort.

Let me quote from subsection (c) of
the amendment. ““It is the sense of the
Congress that there has been ineffec-
tive and insufficient progress in halt-
ing the production in, and transit
through, Mexico of illegal drugs.”

This statement has never before been
made by this body and the other body
in concert. And | believe it will be, and
no one should underestimate what that
means.

In short, while we could not decertify
Mexico, the Congress rejects the ad-
ministration’s claim that Mexico has
fully cooperated with the United
States. The evidence | believe is over-
whelming. Last week, | tried to lay
this case out with some specificity, the
case that Mexico has not earned decer-
tification. 1 will not repeat here all of
the facts to prove that Mexico has not
met the test of full cooperation. But
let me just remind my colleagues of a
few of those facts.

No. 1, cocaine seizures by Mexican
authorities in 1996, 23.6 metric tons,
were barely half of what they were in
1993 when there were 46.2 metric tons.
You see how they have dropped and
how they have barely picked up this
past year.

Drug related arrests in 1996 were
11,038, less than half of what they were
in 1992. In 1992, what | am saying is
that the cooperative effort on arrests
was double what it has been this past
year. And these are specific measure-
ments that can’t be challenged. They
are there. You have to look at them.

Another way of measuring this, for
those of us that are familiar with how
drugs reverberate on streets, is wheth-
er street prices are dropping or rising.
If the street prices for cocaine and for
heroin drop on the streets, you know
there is more supply.

If they rise on the streetcorners of
New York and Los Angeles and Chicago
and Dallas and other cities in this Na-
tion, then you know there is less sup-
ply. Let us for a moment take a major
city, a huge city, over 6 million people
in Los Angeles, and let us look at
street prices. The street prices of co-
caine today, in Los Angeles, are 22 per-
cent lower than they were in 1993. This
is for a kilogram, $21,000 in 1993, drop-
ping to $16,000 today.

Let us take a look at the street value
of black tar heroin, almost entirely
transferred to the United States from
Mexico. Here is the street value of this
black tar heroin in California.
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In 1993, per ounce, it was $1,200. Look
at it go straight down. Today, it is $400.
Part of that is the fact that it is in
competition with the pure white co-
caine that comes from other places,
but still the black tar heroin is heavily
used by addicts, and you can see the
drop in the street price, which clearly
means more supply.

Then you take the major traffickers.
What has happened is that as the Cali
cartels of Colombia become less potent
in this area, the Mexican cartels have
become more potent. Specifically, Sen-
ator COVERDELL enumerated four of
them—the Juarez, Tijuana, Sonora,
and Gulf cartels. And our DEA has
clearly stated to us in testimony, writ-
ten and verbal, that the Mexican major
drug cartels today are operating with
impunity, and even the State Depart-
ment admits that ‘“the strongest
groups such as the Juarez and Tijuana
cartels have yet to be effectively con-
fronted.”

Mexican cartels have assassinated 12
high-level prosecutors and senior law
enforcement officers in just the last
year. Here is the clincher. None of
these murders has been solved. Twelve
major Federal and statewide prosecu-
tors, sometimes the head prosecutor,
people who want to do a good job, have
been assassinated for doing that good
job. It has often been said that those
they cannot buy, the cartels will Kkill.

Corruption is endemic in Mexico’s
Government, police, and military. The
Mexican drug czar was arrested for cor-
ruption as was another senior army
general just 2 days ago. DEA Adminis-
trator Constantine has said ‘‘there is
not one single law enforcement institu-
tion in Mexico with whom DEA has an
entirely trusting relationship.”

Mexico has enacted money launder-
ing legislation last year. So far the leg-
islation has not been implemented.
Banking regulations were finally is-
sued last week, 2 months late, but they
do not take effect until May, and their
effectiveness has not yet been evalu-
ated.

Mexico has failed to adequately fund
the Binational Border Task Forces
agreed to by the two sides in a much
touted bilateral meeting, and as we all
know, to this day Mexico has forbidden
our DEA agents taking part in these
border task forces, if they cross the
border from our country to Mexico, to
carry sidearms to protect themselves
on that side of the border.

Mexico has refused to allow United
States Navy ships patrolling for drug
smugglers to put into Mexican ports to
refuel without 30 days’ notice.

The reason this is so important is
that if you are trailing a ship, whether
it is a fishing vessel or another mari-
time vessel, you may need to pursue it
into Mexican waters. More drugs are
now coming into our country via mari-
time channels. Fishing boats, commer-
cial boats, ships, and other maritime
transportation devices are today carry-
ing increased tonnage of drugs. If we
have a Coast Guard ship tracking one
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of these vessels, it may have to put
into port—and the Mexican traffickers
have become very sophisticated about
moving out, taking the time so that
they know the ship following them
needs to refuel. If our vessels have to
put in, they cannot because our ships
have to give 30-day notice before they
refuel.

Well, of course, one of the biggest
tonnages of cocaine  transferred
through maritime channels actually
was a ship leaving Peru which our
Navy was able to get to, but the cartels
are very smart. They learn how to pre-
vent this from happening. So this is an
important area.

And then finally a battle that we
have had back and forth—and 1 still
hold fast to this statement—Mexico
has never extradited a single Mexican
national to the United States on drug
charges despite 52 extradition requests,
for at least 13 of which the paperwork
has been completed. Now they have
made advances, they have begun to ex-
tradite Mexican nationals on other
charges, and | think they should be
commended for that. But that is not
yet full cooperation.

So | think the record is clear. It is
not credible to make claim that Mex-
ico has fully cooperated with the Unit-
ed States in combating drug traffick-
ing, and that is the standard required
by section 490 of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act.

Despite these facts, the claim has
been made by the administration that
progress has been made, and | respect
that. The administration has said that
they believe some of the things | have
just alluded to are in the process of
being corrected. That is why originally
we felt it was so important to have this
body be able to monitor progress, com-
ment on progress on September 1 in an
expedited way, and make a finding if
we found the progress inadequate.

That has been removed from this res-
olution, but the administration will
still report on progress. You can be
sure that |1 and others in this body will
come to the floor and make our com-
ments on September 2 or 3 or 4 or 5 on
whether we regard this progress as
being adequate.

So as we engaged in negotiations
with the administration over the past
week on this resolution, it was ex-
tremely important to put into place a
mechanism by which we could hold the
administration accountable. We have
compromised here. But we also have 10
specifics. Subsection (d) requires the
President to support on progress in 10
specific areas—and | urge Members to
begin to look at this. It begins on page
6 of the resolution following this his-
toric statement that “‘it is the sense of
Congress that there has been ineffec-
tive and insufficient progress in halt-
ing the production and transit through
Mexico of illegal drugs.”” We say that
not later than September 1 the Presi-
dent shall submit to the Congress a re-
port and then we list 10 areas of con-
cern to be addressed in the report. Let
me outline those 10 areas.
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The first is effective action to dis-
mantle the major drug cartels and ar-
rest and extradite their leaders. This
goes specifically to the two most pow-
erful groups, the Juarez and Tijuana
cartels, as well as others like the So-
nora and the Gulf cartels.

Second, better cooperation between
the United States and Mexican law en-
forcement including the funding and
deployment of the Binational Border
Task Forces and allowing United
States agents in these forces to arm
themselves for self-defense. That is the
implication. By September 1 we will
know whether it has been achieved or
not. The answer then will be yes or no.

Third, better enforcement at the bor-
der. This means increased screening for
and seizures of contraband. It also
means, and Senator HUTCHISON was
very effective in incorporating this
into our resolution, that we call for the
funding and the assignment of an addi-
tional 1,000 agents on the border this
next year. The administration’s budget
has funding for 500. Let me say to the
administration, from this side of the
aisle, that is not adequate. We are ask-
ing for 1,000, by official action, incor-
porated in this legislation.

Improved cooperation on extra-
ditions—that is the fourth. This goes
specifically to the need for Mexico to
extradite Mexican nationals who are
wanted in the United States on drug
charges. A good start would be the 13
such requests pending. There are sev-
eral dozen more on the way. On Sep-
tember 1, we will see how many extra-
ditions there have been.

Fifth states easier rules of prosecu-
tion of drug traffickers. At the present
time, the evidentiary rules in Mexico—
and Mexico is aware of this—are such
that, in their country it is very dif-
ficult to come by a conviction.

Sixth, full and ongoing implementa-
tion of effective money laundering leg-
islation and enforced regulations—for
banks and other financial institu-
tions—these are the money-changing
houses outside of banks—with pen-
alties and sanctions for those who do
not comply and immunity for those
who help, so people who turn in money
launderers will not be assassinated. We
are hopeful—and I commend Mexico for
taking action in this regard—we are
hopeful that last week’s progress in is-
suing these regulations will lead, now,
to effective enforcement. We all know
it is one thing to have something on
the books, it is another thing to see
that something is carried out and en-
forced. On September 1, Senator
CovERDELL and | and others will both
be looking at these. Are they in place?
Have they been effected? Have they
been enforced?

Seventh, increased eradication of
drug crops, including marijuana and
opium—this is the seventh. We hope
and expect that eradication figures will
increase this year. | believe our Nation
is prepared to play a role in any bina-
tional cooperation that the Mexican
Government would wish in that regard.
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Eighth, implementation of a com-
prehensive screening program to iden-
tify, weed out, and prosecute corrupt
officials at all levels of the Mexican
Government, police, and military. This
means vigorous screening of candidates
before they are hired, not rehiring cor-
rupt policemen after their dismissal,
and prosecution of those found to be
corrupt. We commend Mexico for firing
1,250 law enforcement officers. The
problem is, none were prosecuted. That
is the problem. And we are asking for
cooperation.

I think it is worth noting that the
Los Angeles Times reported yesterday
that 3 percent of the Mexican police
tested positive for drug use in a recent
survey. This was 3 percent of Federal
personnel screened. | think it added up
to some 424 Federal law enforcement
officers who failed drug tests. We have
that same problem in our Nation. So
we admit it and we try and screen. We
are asking our partner in Mexico to do
the same thing.

Ninth, we have a clause in there re-
garding support by the United States
of Mexico’s efforts to combat corrup-
tion. | cannot conclude without saying
that Mexico has made efforts. | believe
Mexico has made efforts. | simply ques-
tion the adequacy of those efforts. But,
for those efforts that have been made,
we should provide support, and | be-
lieve every Member of this Congress,
and certainly this Senate, wants to do
so. So, this clause reads, ‘““the render-
ing of support to Mexico in its efforts
to identify, remove and prosecute cor-
rupt officials’’—they would ask us for
that support, but we would certainly
say that support would be forthcoming.

The 10th and final provision calls for
‘“the augmentation and strengthening
of bilateral cooperation.” This is not
specific in the law we are writing. It is
nonspecific. At the administration’s re-
quest, we removed a direct reference to
air and maritime cooperation. But |
think the record should show that Con-
gress does expect this report to discuss
progress made in areas such as aircraft
overflight and refueling rights, aircraft
radar coverage, and maritime refueling
rights.

I look forward to receiving this re-
port on September 1. The record will
reflect that, and Senator COVERDELL
and | and Senator HuTcHISON and oth-
ers, come September 1, as sure as the
sun will come up, we will make an in-
quiry to see what the progress has
been. And if the Congress finds the
progress cited by the administration to
be inadequate, it will no doubt find
ways to respond.

This report, in essence, in addition to
the findings carried up front in this
resolution and the two senses of the
Senate, urging the President on his
visit to put forward this new, multilat-
eral cooperative, hemispheric drive, if
you will, reflect a new strategy, a new
plan, new bilateral cooperation, and
the specific sense of the Senate, and
our conclusions as to why we would
have to say there has not been full co-
operation up to this point.
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I very much hope, in summary, that
there will be a very strong vote in this
Chamber for this resolution. If it
passes, | have been assured by John
Hilley of the White House Office of
Legislative Affairs and General McCaf-
frey, Director of the Office of National
Drug Control Policy, that the adminis-
tration will work hard to get this reso-
lution passed by the House. If they do,
I believe it will pass the House. John
Hilley and General McCaffrey also as-
sured me that the President will sign
this resolution as passed by the Senate.

We, for the first time in history, will
have passed a law, not a sense of the
Senate resolution, but a law which
states a purpose, which states a new ef-
fort, which states specifics, and which
asks that on both the supply side and
the demand side there be a new effort
by both the United States of America
and the sovereign, independent country
of Mexico, to address the drug problem
together, both on the demand side here
with us and the supply side there with
Mexico.

It is a very important, significant
piece of legislation. | believe, | sin-
cerely believe, it can have major, long-
term impact. If it does not, the alter-
native is very clear next year. It is
very clear. And it will not be just Sen-
ator D’AMATO and | next year, or Sen-
ator CoverDELL and |, and Senator
HuTcHISON and others, and hopefully a
majority this year. It will be a full-
blown effort to see that this progress is
carefully evaluated. And whatever ac-

tion we must take, we will, in fact,
take.
Mr. President, let me express my

thanks to the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico, Senator BINGAMAN,
for lifting his objection. I know he has
very deep and heartfelt feelings about
the Chemical Weapons Convention. |
have said to him informally, and I will
say here, I will certainly do everything
I possibly can to provide him with any
help | can give, to see that it comes to
the floor. But | am very pleased he has
withdrawn his objection and we will be
able to bring this debate to a conclu-
sion with a vote on this resolution.

Mr. President, I ask how much time
remains on my hour?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California has 31 minutes of
time remaining.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, | yield the floor and re-
serve the remainder of my time.

Mr. COVERDELL addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, be-
fore the Senator from California
leaves, | want to express my gratitude
for her tireless work. | do want to men-
tion, while she is here, a debt | believe
we both owe to the chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee. Senator
HeLMs of North Carolina hovered over
these efforts throughout, and as late as
minutes before an accord was struck,

the
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personally heard out all the sugges-
tions that had been made, com-
promises, and | believe was a major
contributor to the conclusion by his at-
tention, concurrence and coauthorship
of this provision. I know the Senator
from California would acknowledge
that as well.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Will the Senator
yield for a moment?

Mr. COVERDELL. | yield.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Thank you very
much. | would like to acknowledge
that. The chairman of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee is, in fact, a cospon-
sor of this legislation. Like me, he had
very strong feelings, and | know when
you have very strong feelings, com-
promise is difficult. He did do that. |
am very thankful, because | think we
have a very strong piece of legislation
as a result, and his support was cer-
tainly vital and, | think, crucial to get-
ting this resolution on the floor and
getting the vote that, hopefully, we
will get. So | thank the Senator from
Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. | thank Senator
FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, also thank
Dan Fisk and Elizabeth DeMoss from
Senator HELMS’ Foreign Relation Com-
mittee staff, Dan Shapiro with Senator
FEINSTEIN, Randy Scheunemann on the
majority leader’s staff, and especially
Terri Delgadillo and Steve Schrage of
my staff.

| yield up to 10 minutes of my time
to the distinguished Senator from Ar-
kansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas is recognized.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Thank you, Mr.
President. | commend Senator
COVERDELL, in particular, for his lead-
ership on this issue, his hard work and,
along with him, Senator FEINSTEIN,
Senator HELMS, the chairman, Senator
McCAIN, Senator DobDD, Senator
HUTCHISON, and the leaders for the hard
work they put in. Certainly they put in
many, many hours working to resolve
a very thorny and very difficult issue.

Having said that, it is with regret
and some reservation that | say | be-
lieve the resolution before us today is
totally insufficient. We have now taken
a very substantive and meaningful ac-
tion against a poor decision by the
Clinton administration and turned it
into a political football and, Mr. Presi-
dent, | believe we have fumbled the
football on the goal line.

While | realize the outcome of this
vote is evident, it is clear | cannot, in
good conscience, stay silent and not
speak to the deficiencies of the resolu-
tion on which we will be casting our
votes.

As best | can tell, while the resolu-
tion says many good things, while it
says some very meaningful things,
when you boil it all down and when you
look at it, the essence of what we get
from this resolution is a report that we
are asking the administration, we are
telling the administration to give us in
a few months, and that, after all is said
and done, is all there is to it.
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I hold in my hand several newspaper
accounts, recent newspaper articles
which raise serious questions as to the
efficacy of the Mexican Government’s
counternarcotics efforts. Let me just
give you some of the headlines:

“Another Mexican General is Ar-
rested and Charged with Links to Drug
Cartel.”

“2nd Mexican General
Charges.”

“424 Fail Drug Exams
Law Enforcement.”

The list goes on and on. | ask unani-
mous consent that these articles be
printed in the RECORD.

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

[The New York Times, Mar. 18, 1997]
ANOTHER MEXICAN GENERAL IS ARRESTED AND
CHARGED WITH LINKS TO DRUG CARTEL
(New proof that traffickers have corrupted
high levels of Mexico’s military)

(By Julia Preston)

MEexico CiTy, March 17.—A Mexican Army
brigadier general was arrested today on
charges that he offered a multimillion-dollar
bribe to a top Mexican law enforcement offi-
cial on behalf of a notorious cocaine cartel.

Brig. Gen. Alfredo Navarro Lara is the sec-
ond high-ranking military officer to be jailed
on drug-related charges in a month. His ar-
rest is new proof that traffickers have suc-
ceeded in corrupting the highest levels of the
Mexican armed forces.

JesUs Gutiérrez Rebollo, a division general
who was the head of the federal drug agency,
was arrested on Feb. 18 and accused of pro-
tecting and receiving benefits from Mexico’s
most powerful drug lord, Amado Carrillo
Fuentes.

Today’s arrest also indicates that compet-
ing drug gangs have divided the officer corps
in their campaign to buy protection. General
Navarro Lara is accused of trying to buy off
the authorities in the border state of Baja
California in the service of the Arellano
Félix brothers, a criminal cartel that has
waged a bloody war across northern Mexico

Faces Drug

in Mexican

against the rival band of Mr. Carrillo
Fuentes.
The only announcement of General

Navarro Lara’s arrest came in a terse press
release tonight by the office of Attorney
General Jorge Madrazo Cuéllar. Neither Mr.
Madrazo nor any Defense Ministry official
was available for further comment.

According to the release, General Navarro
Lara invited the top federal justice official
in Baja California to a private meeting in a
“luxurious suite’” in a Tijuana hotel early
this month. The general is said to have of-
fered the official, José Luis Chavez Garcia,
who is also an army brigadier general, pay-
ments amounting to $1 million a month in
return for cooperation in allowing cocaine
and other narcotics to pass through the state
en route across the border into the United
States.

General Navarro Lara is said to have con-
veyed a threat from the Arellano Félix
brothers that they would kill General Chavez
Garcia and his family if he refused to agree
to the plan.

A justice official who formerly held the top
post in Baja California, Ernesto Ibarra
Santés, was shot dead in Mexico City in Sep-
tember 1996. Several gunmen arrested in that
killing were known to be hired members of
the Arellano Félix gang.

General Navarro Lara was formally
charged today with drug trafficking and
racketeering and was confined to a maxi-
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mum security penitentiary on the outskirts
of Mexico City. He was described in news re-
ports here as a commander in a military re-
gion with headquarters in the central city of
Guadalajara, where  General Gutiérrez
Rebollo also served.

In his first sworn statements taken at the
prison, General Navarro Lara admitted mak-
ing the bribe offer but said he had not taken
any payments from the Arellano Feélix broth-
ers and only cooperated with them after they
threatened to Kill one of his children.

The arrest comes as President Ernesto
Zedillo is struggling to rebuild Mexico’s
anti-narcotics program after the devastating
arrest of General Gutiérrez Rebollo, under
pressure from the United States Congress,
which is moving to reverse President Clin-
ton’s recent decision to certify Mexico as a
fully cooperating ally in the drug war.

Mr. Zedillo has said he is determined to de-
tect and arrest officials implicated in the
drug trade no matter how high their rank.

Last week Mr. Zedillo chose a civilian offi-
cial with no narcotics investigating experi-
ence, Mariano F. Herran, to replace General
Gutiérrez Rebollo as head of the drug agen-
cy.

[L.A. Times/News/Nation & World, Mar. 18,

1997]
SECOND MEXICAN GENERAL FACES DRUG
CHARGES
(By Mark Fineman)

MEexico CiTy.—For the second time in a
month, federal authorities here Monday an-
nounced the arrest of an army general on
drug charges. The senior officer was accused
of offering $1 million a month to Mexico’s
top counter-narcotics official in Tijuana to
protect one of the country’s largest drug car-
tels—and of threatening to Kkill him and his
family if he refused.

The attorney general’s office announced
late Monday that Brig. Gen. Alfredo Navarro
Lara had been charged with drug corruption,
bribery and criminal association and jailed
earlier in the day outside Mexico City in the
Almoloya de Juarez high-security federal
prison.

On Feb. 18, Gen. Jose de Jesus Gutierrez
Rebollo, then Mexico’s anti-drug czar, was
sent to Almoloya after he was charged with
taking bribes to protect the nation’s most
powerful drug-trafficking cartel, allegedly
headed by Amado Carrillo Fuentes.

Gutierrez’s arrest last month stunned a na-
tion unaccustomed to drug corruption within
its army and sent shock waves as far as
Washington just two weeks before the Clin-
ton administration recertified Mexico as a
U.S. ally in the drug war. President Clinton
cited the arrest as evidence that Mexican
President Ernesto Zedillo is committed to
rooting out drug corruption—even in the na-
tion’s powerful army.

But U.S. congressional concerns that wide-
spread official drug corruption here had com-
promised U.S. intelligence and drug enforce-
ment efforts helped drive the House to pass
a resolution decertifying Mexico last week.

As the Senate begins debate this week on
that decertification resolution—which Clin-
ton has vowed to veto—Navarro’s arrest
Monday further demonstrated both the depth
of drug corruption in Mexico and Zedillo’s
resolve to punish it.

* * * * *

MEXICO LET SUSPECTED DRUG TRAFFICKER
MoOVE $168 MILLION OUT OF SEVERAL BANKS
(By Wall Street Journal staff reporters Lau-

rie Hays and Michael Allen in New York

and Craig Torres in Mexico City)

Mexican officials failed to stop a major
suspected drug trafficker from spiriting
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away $168 million despite a joint U.S.-Mexi-
can effort to freeze his bank accounts, U.S.
officials allege.

The money transfers, which effectively
crippled an ambitious bilateral investigation
into Mexican money laundering, came just
weeks before President Clinton certified that
Mexico was cooperating fully in the inter-
national drug fight, U.S. officials say. The
episode is likely to fuel congressional criti-
cism of the decision.

Clinton administration officials them-
selves have sharply criticized Mexico’s han-
dling of the affair. Testifying before a Senate
panel earlier this month, Deputy Treasury
Secretary Lawrence Summers said he had
registered ‘‘our strong protest’”’ at the failure
to freeze the money.

A spokesman for the Justice Department
said agency officials, along with those from
the State and Treasury departments, had a
“‘face-to-face confrontation” with Mexican
officials over the incident. He declined to
elaborate.

Mexican officials involved in the matter
disputed the U.S. version of events.

The case centers on the Gaxiola Medina
family, a prominent clan that runs a local
lumber-distribution business in the northern
Mexican state of Sonora.

INDICTMENT IN UNITED STATES

In May 1994, a federal grand jury in Detroit
indicted Rigoberto Gaxiola Medina on
charges that he ran a trafficking organiza-
tion that distributed more than 2,200 pounds
of marijuana in the U.S. beginning in 1992.
The indictment lists 25 other defendants.

According to the indictment, the operation
loaded marijuana on trucks in Tucson, Ariz.,
and delivered it throughout the U.S. Sales
proceeds were allegedly collected in Michi-
gan and wired to Mexican banks.

BANCO MEXICANO AND BANCA SERFIN

Mr. Gaxiola Medina didn’t enter a plea in
the case and couldn’t immediately be located
for comment.

The U.S. Customs Service began a money-
laundering investigation into the money
transfers in April 1996, according to people
familiar with the matter. U.S. agents con-
tacted Mexican Finance Ministry officials,
who in turn traced almost $184 million in de-
posits to 15 Mexican bank accounts. The Fi-
nance Ministry put in an official request to
the Mexican attorney general’s office on Jan.
8 to freeze the accounts, these people add,
but when the money was frozen on Jan. 20,
only $16 million remained.

Customs officials were notified by the
Mexicans on Feb. 27 that the money was
gone, these people add—one day before the
White House’s decision to certify Mexico was
announced.

“Let’s just say we gave them the informa-
tion and they weren’t as successful as every-
one would have hoped in seizing it,” said
Allan Doody, director of financial investiga-
tions for U.S. Customs. “‘I would say the
Mexican government is looking into exactly
what happened. Right now nobody knows
where the money went.”’

Three Mexican officials involved in the
case said it isn’t clear when the money left
the accounts. They say roughly $183 million
arrived from U.S. and Mexican banks into
accounts controlled by the Gaxiola Medina
family. But the officials deny that most of
this money was transferred out of those ac-
counts in 1997. ““The most logical hypothesis
is that the money left over a period of time,”’
said one official. “These are high turnover
accounts.”

ROLE OF FINANCE MINISTRY

U.S. officials said they believe the Mexican
Finance Ministry, which has authority over
certain Mexican money-laundering regula-
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tions, acted honorably. Suspicion of wrong-
doing centers on the Mexican attorney gen-
eral’s office, which Mexican officials them-
selves acknowledge is rife with corruption.
The Mexican general running the attorney
general’s antiarcotics program at the time of
the incident was later arrested on charges
that he took bribes from a powerful drug
lord.

Reports of the money disappearance first
appeared in the Mexican newspaper El Uni-
versal.

Members of the Gaxiola Medina family
couldn’t be reached for comment. Regoberto
Gaxiola Medina is listed in corporate records
as the divisional administrator of the family
wood business, known as Grupo Industrial
Gaxiola Hermanos SA, but it wasn’t imme-
diately clear whether he was the same per-
son indicted in Detroit.

Pedro Garcia Palzzuelos, an attorney for
the Gaxiola Medinas, said the family busi-
nesses naturally deal in large sums of money
and foreign exchange. Mexican law-enforce-
ment officials ““didn’t encounter any crime
related to drug trafficking and they aren’t
going to find one,” said Mr. Garcia
Palazuelos, adding that there isn’t “‘proof of
money laundering.”

U.S. officials have long worried about
Mexico’s role in laundering drug profits.
“Given the primary methods used to move
narcotics proceeds in the mid-90s, Mexico’s
financial system has become the indispen-
sable money-laundering center for criminal
organizations throughout the Americas,’” the
State Department wrote in its latest over-
view of narcotics trends.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President,
the importance of Mexico’s full co-
operation with the United States
antinarcotics efforts cannot, | believe,
be overstated. Drug use among Amer-
ican teenagers has nearly doubled in
the last 5 years. More importantly,
more than 70 percent of illegal narcot-
ics coming into the United States flow
through Mexico. | know that many of
those drugs originate in Colombia, in-
cidentally, which we decertified, but 70
percent of those coming into the Unit-
ed States now flow through the nation
of Mexico.

Mr. President, as we all know, on
February 28, the Clinton administra-
tion certified that Mexico cooperated
fully with United States efforts to
combat international narcotics traf-
ficking during 1996. However, on Feb-
ruary 27, the day before, the adminis-
tration received a bipartisan letter
from 39 Senators—I signed it, Senator
FEINSTEIN signed it, and many of my
colleagues signed it—urging our Gov-
ernment to deny certification to Mex-
ico. The facts unequivocally show us
that Mexico has not—I say, has not—
fully cooperated with us.

Not one Mexican national out of the
100 or more that the United States
wants for trial here on serious drug
charges has been extradited to the
United States, despite our Govern-
ment’s numerous requests. Not one has
been extradited.

Our own DEA Administrator,
Constantine, has recently said:

There has been little or no effective action
taken against the major Mexico-based car-
tels. . .

Then he said:

The Mexicans are now the single most pow-
erful trafficking group—worse than the Co-
lombian cartels.

Tom
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So while we are willing to decertify
Colombia, our own DEA Administrator
says Mexico is now worse, and we are
going to certify them. You explain to
me the logic in that, explain to me the
consistency in that, explain to me how
we, in good conscience, can do that.

Mexico’s counternarcotics effort is
plagued by corruption in the govern-
ment and the national police. Among
the evidence are the eight prosecutors
and law enforcement officials who have
been murdered in Tijuana in recent
months. Furthermore, the revelation
that General Rebollo, Mexican’s top
narcotics official and a 42-year veteran
of the armed forces, had accepted
bribes from the Carrillo-Fuentes car-
tels casts grave doubts on Mexico’s
ability to curb corruption at the high-
est level of its government. Corruption
is now, in fact, pervasive in the Mexi-
can Government.

Mr. President, we in this body must
all be well aware that Mexico contin-
ues to be a major transit point for co-
caine illegally entering the United
States from South America, as well as
a major source country for heroin and
marijuana.

The 1997 International Narcotics Con-
trol Strategy Report, issued by the
United States State Department, ex-
plicitly notes that Mexico is the trans-
shipment point for 50 to 60 percent—50
to 60 percent—of the United States-
bound cocaine shipments and up to 80
percent of the meth precursors. This
report notes that in 1996, Mexico sup-
plied 20 to 30 percent of the heroin and
up to 80 percent of the foreign-grown
marijuana entering the United States
of America.

The fact is that four Mexican drug
trafficking organizations dominate the
narcotics trade between the United
States and Mexico. The DEA calls
these groups the ‘““Mexican federation”
and estimates that they gross $10 bil-
lion to $30 annually in drug sales. Mr.
President, those drug sales are to our
children, to our Nation and to our cul-
ture, and they threaten the very future
of our Nation.

On February 28, 7 hours after the
President announced his certification
of Mexico, again with the full knowl-
edge of congressional disapproval,
Mexico’s Attorney General’s office is-
sued a statement that its own senior
officials had released Humberto Garcia
Abrego, a reputed money launderer and
brother of convicted drug Kkingpin,
Juan Garcia Abrego. We do not know
whether he was released earlier—
whether it occurred on the 28th or ear-
lier—with the announcement being
held until after the President’s certifi-
cation decision was made public. But,
again, we see how this country has
been treated over a decade of this cer-
tification process.

Mr. President, | ask you, can we not
do better? Tom Constantine said, in
short, there is not one single law en-
forcement institution in Mexico with
whom DEA has an entirely trusting re-
lationship. Can we not do better than
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that, certifying a country that cannot
fully cooperate with our counterdrug
efforts? What message does this send to
our children about the seriousness of
the drug war? Our children are the real
victims of this policy.

I have heard the repeated argument
that if the narcotics market in the
United States was not so bloated, then
there would be no reason for a contin-
ual supply of drugs coming across our
borders. Supply and demand. Quite
frankly, | agree with that assertion.
However, let’s tackle that issue in the
crime bill, not on the certification of a
foreign country not being cooperative
with our efforts.

I am committed to winning the war
on drugs, and we can only do that by
championing the causes to reduce the
amount of drugs in this country, appro-
priating funds for antinarcotics efforts,
and assisting the DEA in the fight. But
Mexico has not been helpful, and that
is the fact and that is the truth.

It is ironic, | think, that while we
stand aside and certify Mexico’s full
cooperation, we pass a resolution that
asserts that in fact that has not been
the case.

I have the joint resolution before me.
It says this:

There is evidence of significant corruption
affecting institutions of the Government of
Mexico (including the police and military).

It says this:

In 1996, the Attorney General of Mexico
dismissed more than 1,200 Mexico federal law
enforcement officers although some
were rehired and none [none] has been suc-
cessfully prosecuted for corruption.

We are going to say, through the cer-
tification of Mexico, that they have
been fully cooperative when that is not
the reality of the resolution that we
are passing.

We say in the resolution:

The Government of Mexico has recently
approved, but has yet to implement fully,
new and more effective legislation against
organized crime and money laundering.

That is what we say in the resolution
we are going to vote for, which flies ab-
solutely in the face of the certification
of Mexico.

The resolution says:

Drug cartels continue to operate with im-
punity in Mexico, and effective action needs
to be taken. . . .

And yet we are going to certify Mex-
ico as being fully cooperative and mak-
ing progress.

We have a resolution that
going to vote on that says:

Cocaine seizures and arrests of drug traf-
fickers in Mexico have dropped since 1992.

So while we say that arrests and sei-
zures are down, we are going to say
that we are going to certify them as
making progress and being fully coop-
erative.

Then on page 6 of the resolution, the
sense-of-Congress portion of the resolu-
tion, we say:

It is the sense of Congress that there has
been ineffective and insufficient progress in
halting the production in and transit
through Mexico of illegal drugs.

we are
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While we say that, we stand aside
and allow certification to take place.

I ask Mr. COVERDELL, who controls
this time, for 5 additional minutes.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, |
yield 5 additional minutes to the Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. | thank the Sen-
ator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. So while we say
in the resolution it is our sense they
have been ineffective and there has
been insufficient progress, we allow
certification to go forward, which says
in fact they have been making progress
and that they have been fully coopera-
tive.

To my colleagues | simply say, |
think that is inconsistent, | think that
is intellectually dishonest, and it is un-
fortunate, and it does a disservice to
the citizens and our constituents whom
we serve.

We pass a resolution asserting that
they have failed, that they have not
made progress, and then we allow cer-
tification to go forward.

How can we reconcile our treatment
of the nation of Colombia a year ago
and decertify and with a straight face
now certify Mexico through which 70
percent of the illegal drugs flow into
this country? You do it. | cannot.

I believe that this certification proc-
ess has become a sham. It is intellectu-
ally dishonest to move forward with
that. The entire resolution upon which
we will be voting contradicts that cer-
tification—two standards—that they
have been fully cooperative and they
have been making progress. We pass a
resolution that says they have not been
fully cooperative and they have not
been making adequate progress. You

reconcile that. | cannot. | yield the
floor.

Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. COVERDELL addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia is recognized.

Mr. COVERDELL. | yield up to 10
minutes of my time to the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. | ask the Senator,
how much time do you have?

Mr. COVERDELL. Let me ask the
Chair. | assume about 20 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia has 29 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, under
those conditions, | ask that you notify
me when | have used 7 minutes. | do
not think I should use 10.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized for
7 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, about
4 years ago | came to the floor of the
U.S. Senate—I did not check for the
exact date, but 1 came to the floor to
congratulate and praise Mexico. In par-
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ticular, 1 was praiseworthy of their
then-President Carlos Salinas.

| even said on the floor of this Senate
that, man for man, | thought he had
the best Cabinet in the free world. In
fact, 1 chose some of his Cabinet mem-
bers because of their tremendous intel-
lectual capacity and great training and
compared them with our then-Cabinet
members and said, | am pleased to tell
the Senate that for the first time in
history they probably have a better
Cabinet than the United States of
America.

For those people in Mexico who won-
der how Senators like Senator DOMEN-
ICI have become more and more con-
cerned about what is going on in Mex-
ico, let me suggest that it was a very
serious letdown to this Senator. It was
a serious letdown having made state-
ments like that, to find out what they
were doing and what that pinnacle of
free enterprise and privatization, a
graduate of our best schools of econom-
ics, Carlos Salinas, was all about.

So it was that just a few weeks ago,
as one Senator, | joined in saying to
the President that he should not cer-
tify Mexico as being in compliance and
cooperating fully.

But | would remind my good friend,
the new Senator from Arkansas, that
we in the Congress do not certify. The
President certifies. What happened,
even with many of us saying he should
not, the President certified that Mex-
ico was in cooperation and compliance.

So now we are confronted with the
situation where our own President and
all of those who work for him, includ-
ing a very able drug czar, Gen. Barry
McCaffrey, have told us that the best
thing we can do is keep the pressure on
Mexico, but not to proceed with decer-
tification from our end on the legisla-
tive side because in their opinion, in-
stead of making matters better, it will
make matters worse. Instead of caus-
ing more cooperation, it will cause
less. Instead of causing Mexico to work
with us in many areas that they are
working in that we are now all becom-
ing familiar with, it will force them po-
litically to sever those kinds of rela-
tionships and to go their own way.

Might | remind fellow Senators, all of
this is happening in the context of an
election in Mexico which is going to
take place in the not-too-distant fu-
ture.

Fellow Senators, | understand Mex-
ico. My State borders Mexico. For
those who wonder whether | know
about their culture, 1 would remind
you that 38 to 40 percent of the resi-
dents of my State speak the Spanish
language. While many of them are
truly Hispanics from Spain, there are
many who are Mexicans. But in all re-
spects, | understand the relationship of
Mexico and its populace, to the United
States. | understand how they feel
about us in terms of whether we really
are their friends or are we the big giant
to the north who is always trying to
tell them what to do?

So | have come to the conclusion, ab-
solutely and unqualifiedly, that it is
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better for us not to override the Presi-
dent but to go ahead and state our
case, state our case in a resolution and
then say godspeed to the President and
General McCaffrey and all the others.
Let us see if we can get better coopera-
tion between these two great neighbors
in the next few years.

I remind everyone the best experts
now say we are not going to fix this
drug problem with Mexico where all of
these drugs come flowing into our
States.

I might say to my friend, Senator
COVERDELL, they are pouring into my
State, you can be assured, and into the
principal city, although it is a couple
hundred miles from the border, Albu-
querque. We have never had so many
murders and gang slayings and drug
addictions as we have now because we
are at the crossroads of the two inter-
state highways, both of them leading
in some way to the south toward Mex-
ico.

So | am aware of that. But | came to
the floor to make sure that Mexico un-
derstands that we have once again—
and | hope it will be rather unanimous
in the Senate—that we have come to
the conclusion that we want to urge
our nations to cooperate and we are
urging, if not begging, Mexico to do
what it can to be more cooperative and
do more to alleviate this scourge on
our people.

I want to also say that the current
President of Mexico, Ernesto Zedillo is
a very competent man. Some say he is
not a good enough politician. But in-
deed he has a good enough brain and a
good enough commitment to that
country. | believe—and here again |
hope | am right—that he is absolutely
honest, that he is truly dedicated to
clean up what he can clean up in Mex-
ico.

President Zedillo | hope you will do
that. And | hope America is there help-
ing you rather than hindering you as
you attempt to do that.

This resolution is a good resolution
because it requires that sometime in
September a full report will be sent to
the Congress of the United States by
our President, indicating whether
there has been progress made in the
many areas cited in this resolution. We
are clearly laying before the Mexican
leaders what we hope is a constructive
resolution, by saying these are the
kinds of things where we must see
some progress.

We will be around for another day.
The Mexican Government knows that.
The President will be around next year
and have to decide on certification
again. | think the President under-
stands that we are not expecting cer-
tification to come easy and to be a
matter of course or ever just be a mat-
ter of whatever the State Department
recommends. We are moving in the di-
rection of saying we should be honest
about it.

For now, most of us who urged that
the President not certify, we have all
come to the same conclusion. We want

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

to lay before the American people and
the Mexican people and their govern-
ment what we think is going wrong in
Mexico and say we want to help with
it. We want to say that we are willing
to stand back and do what we can in
our appropriation process with the
things we must do on the border for
law enforcement, but we are also say-
ing to Mexico, you can count on it. We
are doing this because our President
urges us to. Gen. Barry McCaffrey, the
drug czar, urges us to. The State De-
partment urges us to. But we are going
to hold all of them accountable, not
just Mexico.

We are expecting our Government to
say the Senate really is serious and we
should do something about these areas.
I must say to our Government, we real-
ly risk future action by the U.S. Sen-
ate—Il do not speak for the House—if
we do not get some real performance
and some honest evaluation in this re-
port that we are requesting here.

That is why | am here. | feel this will
do more good in our efforts to work
binationally with Mexico. We need to
work with Mexico on myriad fronts—
those affecting this drug scourge that
is flowing into American cities and
thus into our young people and Ameri-
cans across the board.

I thank Senator CovERDELL for his
leadership, and the distinguished Sen-
ator from California.

It was a pleasure to help you get the
letter signed. | think | got a few Sen-
ators, and | am pleased to have been on
that. | believe our collective work will
bring forth positive fruit both for us
and for Mexico.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
ENz1). The Senator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. | thank the Sen-
ator from Mexico for his generous re-
marks and his long work on this sub-
ject.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that at the hour of 4:45 p.m., the
Senate proceed to a vote on amend-
ment No. 25, and immediately follow-
ing that vote, the joint resolution be
read for a third time and passed to and
the motion to reconsider be laid upon
the table, all without intervening ac-
tion or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, rule XII is waived and the
agreement is entered.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, |
suggest the absence of a quorum, and I
ask unanimous consent that the
quorum time be applied proportion-
ately to all who have time reserved.

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

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I,
too, would like to commend the distin-
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guished Senator from the State of Cali-
fornia, DIANNE FEINSTEIN, as well as
the Senator from Georgia, Mr.
COVERDELL, and those who | believe in
good faith have come together with
this agreement. | respect their work. |
know their purpose and their intent.

I do not know whether other Sen-
ators will vote in opposition to this
agreement on this day. | do not know if
there are any, but | will not vote for it.
I want, Mr. President, to make clear
my reasons, because | look at the same
facts and | simply come to a different
conclusion.

I remember, Mr. President, being told
at the end of the cold war we were
going to be free of some of the com-
promises of our own interests which
were necessary when we were defending
ourselves in that great international
struggle. We would be able to speak the
truth again and to put our own inter-
ests of our own people first.

This is a test of that principle. It is
argued that to tell the truth about
Mexico and to decertify Mexico as an
ally in the war against narcotics would
involve offending Mexican sensibilities.
Given the realities of Mexican history
or the Mexican political situation, it
would cause political complications.

Mr. President, the question is not
whether or not Mexico would be of-
fended by a truthful analysis. The issue
raised is whether or not Mexico is an
ally in the war against narcotics. That
is the only question that was asked. It
is the only question that is relevant.

The truth is unmistakable. Mexico is
not assisting, is not an ally in the war
against narcotics, and saying that it is
or postponing the judgment, as would
be done by this resolution, does not es-
cape that truth.

The truth, Mr. President, is that
14,000 Americans die every year from il-
legal narcotics. If this judgment is to
be postponed until September 1, and
March, April, May, June, July, and Au-
gust are to pass, then another 7,000
Americans will be consumed in the spi-
ral of death by illegal narcotics, and
they will have died while we maintain
a false conclusion.

What is it, Mr. President, we would
say to the law enforcement officers
from New York to Los Angeles to Chi-
cago, to small towns all across Amer-
ica, to DEA agents around the world,
who risk their lives every day facing
the truth, if we will not face the truth?

Mexico has had an opportunity in the
last year to choose sides in the war
against narcotraffickers. They had a
choice when the United States filed 52
extradition requests with the Mexican
Government and no one was extradited.
They had a choice when is 250 Mexican
law endorsement officers were dis-
missed from their positions because of
corruption, and none were prosecuted.
They had a choice when the Mexican
Congress passed money laundering
statutes which were not enforced. Mr.
President, Mexico has had a choice
every day for the last year.

Now, it may be the will of this insti-
tution to give them another 6 months
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to make that choice again. | believe,
Mr. President, that given the extensive
corruption in the Mexican Govern-
ment, the compromising of Mexican
law enforcement officials, and their
pervasive operation of narcotrafficking
criminal organizations in Mexico, Mex-
ico may now not only lack the will, but
may no longer possess the ability to
control the flow of narcotics to the
United States. We cannot construct a
policy of interdicting narcotics in Mex-
ico by becoming part of a silent con-
spiracy, where Mexico pretends to be
helping interdict narcotics and we pre-
tend to believe them.

This judgment gets no less painful
after 6 more months pass than it will
be today. It was said, Mr. President,
during the cold war that the United
States and the Soviet Union went eye
to eye and America never blinked. The
United States and Mexico are now fac-
ing a war against narcotics, and we
have made an unfortunate decision to
turn our face away from the truth. The
proper action of this Senate, in my
judgment, would be to vote to decertify
Mexico and place both Mexico and
those who influence her on notice that
a price will be extracted for the deaths
of 14,000 Americans every year by ille-
gal narcotics, a price will be extracted
for failing to choose sides in the war
against narcotics.

Mr. President, | know this is a dif-
ficult decision for every Member of the
Senate. But we do not face the hardest
choices. The real choices are made by
our agents in the Drug Enforcement
Administration, by those on border
control, by the families who wait up
every night to see whether their fa-
thers and mothers and brothers and sis-
ters in law enforcement in our cities
and on our borders will come home
alive. Our choice is easy. Look at the
facts, review the evidence, and tell the
truth. There is an open season on the
American border for narcotics. Calling
Mexico an ally in the war against drugs
will not make them a friend and not
force them to choose sides. This is a
painful choice that must be made by
the citizens of Mexico and her business
and political leaders. If some are vot-
ing for this postponement of judgment
until September 1 because they believe
it would cause political problems for
the PRI, the current political leader-
ship of Mexico, then let it be so.

We serve no American or Mexican
purpose by hiding from judgment the
current political leadership of Mexico.
It is a moment of truth by our own peo-
ple. If elements of the leadership are
corrupted or compromised against the
interests of not only other nations
against fighting narcotics, but against
defending Mexico in the interests of
our own people, then let the Mexican
people understand that truth and vote
accordingly. That is the decision, Mr.
President. | believe that we postpone
not only recognizing the truth about
Mexico’s participation in the war
against drugs, but we postpone, by our
silence, the Mexican people realizing
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the truth about their own government,
at a time of political judgment in the
Mexican electoral system.

For Mexican interests and for Amer-
ican interests, | will vote against this
resolution.

A long time ago, we came to the deci-
sion that there would be a war against
drugs. In wars, there are casualties. At
the moment, the principal casualties
are our own children and the police of-
ficers of our own country. It would be
unfortunate if some in the Mexican po-
litical establishment have to face the
wrath of their own people, or if the
good name of Mexico is compromised.
Perhaps, Mr. President, they will be
added to the list of victims in the war
against drugs. No war is ever won with-
out casualties. It's time to get serious
in the war against drugs. | believe de-
certifying Mexico is an important step.

Mr. President, | will vote accord-
ingly.

I yield the floor.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, |
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent that the
quorum call time be equally divided on
both sides.

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

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, |
yield myself such time as | might
consume.

In the last few weeks, the Congress
has spent considerable time consider-
ing Mexico. A great deal has been said
and a number of proposals are on the
table about how to respond to the
President’s decision to certify Mexico
as fully cooperating.

These proposals include a resolution
to simply decertify Mexico. And a reso-
lution that would put on record the
Congress’ concern about the lack of
visible progress on drugs. We also have
a House proposal that is critical of the
administration. This proposal would
create another minicertification proc-
ess. That means we get to have this
discussion on Mexico all over again in
September based on a report to follow
the President’s summit in Mexico next
month.

In my view, these various proposals
reflect a generalized concern about
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Mexican cooperation and a lack of con-
sensus on how best to respond.

We need to ask ourselves where we
began on this issue. The whole reason
for this debate grows out of a simple
fact. Congress did not accept the Presi-
dent’s decision on Mexico. Many in
Congress doubt the willingness or abil-
ity of Mexico to fight drugs. In re-
sponse, Congress sought to exercise its
legal obligations under the Foreign As-
sistance Act to find a means to over-
turn his decision. The means available
were not satisfactory. Thinking in the
Senate does not seem to favor a
straight up-or-down decertification of
Mexico. In addition, any such effort,
even if it should pass both Houses, will
face a veto. Congress does not have the
votes to override. Thus, our options on
how to proceed have narrowed.

Many people have compared the deci-
sion to decertify Colombia with the de-
cision to certify Mexico. They have
pronounced the process unfair since
both countries have corruption prob-
lems but they were judged differently.
While that is true, the basic reason is
that the situations are not the same.
The reason for decertifying Colombia
was based on reasonably convincing
evidence of corruption at the highest
levels of Government. We do not have
parallel information on Mexico. On the
other hand, when you look at the same
categories of achievement or coopera-
tion, Mexico scores at least as well as
Colombia on most of them. This is not
to say that we should be content with
what Mexico has done. | do not believe
that Mexican offi