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for Cantor Fitzgerald. He had an H–1B 
visa, which expired in April. The rest of 
the family received H–4 visas, so their 
lawful status in the U.S. was dependent 
on him. 

Christoper left behind two children 
Jose and Kirsten. Tessie is not 
Kirsten’s mother, but she is seeking to 
adopt Kirsten because Kirsten’s birth 
mother has had extensive mental 
health problems and has no contact 
with Kirsten. The judicial process 
began in the United States, and if the 
family leaves the country now, the 
adoption proceeding could be jeopard-
ized. In addition, shortly after her hus-
band’s death, Tessie was mugged and 
hospitalized for 3 months with exten-
sive injuries. 

Christopher’s remains have not been 
recovered, though DNA samples from 
Kirsten have been submitted and are 
being analyzed. Like many of the sur-
vivors, Tessie has not yet received an 
award from the Victims’ Compensation 
Fund. 

Consider the case of Sonia Gawas. 
Her husband Ganesh Ladkat was also 
employed by Cantor Fitzgerald. The 
couple had been married just 9 months 
when the terrorist attacks killed 
Ganesh. Sonia suffers from a condition 
know as ‘‘delayed grief,’’ where the 
death of a loved one is not accepted 
until long after the event took place. 
In this case, without any remains or 
proof that here husband was dead, 
Sonia’s grieving period did not begin 
until it became clear to her that 
Ganesh was in fact a victim of the at-
tack. Acceptance of his death plunged 
Sonia into a severe depression. 

The catastrophic nature of the ter-
rorist attacks had made the recovery 
process far more difficult. Sonia is re-
ceiving counseling and attends support 
groups that are not available in her na-
tive country. This unusually long 
grieving period has taken a toll on 
Sonia’s ability to make arrangements 
for her return. She is still waiting to 
receive compensation from the Vic-
tims’ Fund. 

These brave families should not have 
to face the specter of deportation while 
still in the process of grieving for their 
loved ones and settling their affairs. 
An additional year will provide an op-
portunity to attend to their affairs and 
undertake the sad task of dismantling 
their lives in the United States. We 
need to help these deserving families 
by enacting this legislation as soon as 
possible, so that these families will not 
face deportation.

f 

HOLD TO NOMINATION OF GROVER 
J. REES 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
would like to inform my colleagues 
that I have requested to be notified of 
any unanimous consent agreement be-
fore the Senate proceeds to the consid-
eration of the nomination of Grover J. 
Rees to be Ambassador to the Demo-
cratic Republic of East Timor. I need 
further time to examine the qualifica-
tions of this nominee.

REDUCING AMERICA’S 
VULNERABILITY TO ECSTASY ACT 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, in June I 
introduced S. 2633, the Reducing Amer-
ica’s Vulnerability to Ecstasy Act, also 
known as the RAVE Act. Since that 
time there has been a great deal of mis-
information circulating about this leg-
islation. I rise today to correct the 
record. Simply stated, my bill provides 
technical corrections to an existing 
statute, one which has been on the 
books for 16 years and is well estab-
lished. 

Critics of my bill have asserted that 
if the legislation were to become law 
‘‘there would be no way that someone 
could hold a concert and not be liable’’ 
and that the bill ‘‘holds the owners and 
the promoters responsible for the ac-
tions of the patrons.’’ That is simply 
untrue. We know that there will al-
ways be certain people who will bring 
drugs into musical or other events and 
use them without the knowledge or 
permission of the promoter or club 
owner. This is not the type of activity 
that my bill would address. The pur-
pose of my legislation is not to pros-
ecute legitimate law-abiding managers 
of stadiums, arenas, performing arts 
centers, licensed beverage facilities, 
and other venues because of incidental 
drug use at their events. In fact, when 
crafting this legislation, I took steps to 
ensure that it did not capture such 
cases. My bill would help in the pros-
ecution of rogue promoters who not 
only know that there is drug use at 
their event but also hold the event for 
the purpose of illegal drug use or dis-
tribution. That is quite a high bar. 

I am confident that the over-
whelming majority of promoters are 
decent, law-abiding people who are 
going to discourage drug use, or any 
other illegal activity, at their venues. 
But there are a few promoters out 
there who are taking steps to profit 
from drug activity at their events. 
Some of these folks actually distribute 
drugs themselves or have their staff 
distribute drugs, get kickbacks from 
drug sales at their events, have thinly 
veiled drug messages on their pro-
motional flyers, tell their security to 
ignore drug use or sales, or send pa-
tients who need medical attention be-
cause of a drug overdose to a hospital 
across town so people won’t link emer-
gency room visits with their club. 
What they are doing is illegal under 
current law. My bill would not change 
that fact. Let me be clear. Neither cur-
rent law nor my bill seeks to punish a 
promoter for the behavior of their pa-
trons. As I mentioned, the underlying 
crack house statute has been on the 
books since 1986, and I am unaware of 
this statute ever being used to pros-
ecute a legitimate business. 

The RAVE Act simply amends the 
current crack house statute in two 
minor ways. First, it clarifies that 
Congress intended for the law to apply 
not just to ongoing drug distribution 
operations, but to single-event activi-
ties, such as a party where the pro-

moter sponsors the event with the pur-
pose of distributing Ecstasy or other il-
legal drugs. After all, a drug dealer can 
be arrested and prosecuted for selling 
one bag of drugs, and the government 
need not show that the dealer is selling 
day after day, or to multiple sellers. 
Likewise, the bill clarifies that a one-
time event where the promoter know-
ingly distributes Ecstasy over the 
course of an evening, for example, vio-
lates the statute the same as a crack 
house which is in operation over a pe-
riod of time. Second, the bill makes 
the law apply to outdoor as well as in-
door venues, such as where a rogue 
rave promoter uses a field to hold a 
rave for the purpose of distributing a 
controlled substance. Those are the 
only changes the bill makes to the 
crack house statute. It does not give 
the Federal Government sweeping new 
powers as the detractors have asserted. 

Critics of the bill have also claimed 
that it would provide a disincentive for 
promoters to take steps to protect the 
public health of their patrons including 
providing water or air-conditioned 
rooms, making sure that there is an 
ambulance on the premises, et cetera. 
That is not my intention. And to un-
derscore that fact, I plan to remove the 
findings which is the only place in the 
bill where these items are mentioned, 
from the bill. Certainly there are le-
gitimate reasons for selling water, hav-
ing a room where people can cool down 
after dancing, or having an ambulance 
on hand. Clearly, the presence of any of 
these things is not enough to signify 
that an event is ‘‘for the purpose of’’ 
drug use. 

The reason that I introduced the 
RAVE Act was not to ban dancing, kill 
the ‘‘RAVE scene’’ or silence electronic 
music, all things of which I have been 
accused. Although this legislation grew 
out of testimony I heard at a number 
of hearings about the problems identi-
fied at raves, the criminal and civil 
penalties in the bill would also apply to 
people who promoted any type of event 
for the purpose of drug use or distribu-
tion. If rave promoters and sponsors 
operate such events as they are so 
often advertised, as places for people to 
come dance in a safe, drug-free envi-
ronment, then they have nothing to 
fear from this law. In no way is this 
bill aimed at stifling any type of music 
or expression—it is only trying to deter 
illicit drug use and protect kids. 

I appreciate the opportunity to cor-
rect the record about what my legisla-
tion does and does not do. I hope that 
all of my colleagues will join me in 
supporting this bill.

f 

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT 
OF 2001 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I rise today to speak about hate crimes 
legislation I introduced with Senator 
KENNEDY in March of last year. The 
Local Law Enforcement Act of 2001 
would add new categories to current 
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