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DeWine, Mark Hatfield,
Hatch, and Thad Cochran.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Is it the sense of the Sen-
ate that debate on Senate Resolution
227 shall be brought to a close? The
yeas and nays are required under rule
XXI1. The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?
The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 53,
nays 47, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 29 Leg.]

Orrin  G.

YEAS—53
Abraham Frist McCain
Ashcroft Gorton McConnell
Bennett Gramm Murkowski
Bond Grams Nickles
Brown Grassley Pressler
Burns Gregg Roth
Campbell Hatch Santorum
Chafee Hatfield Shelby
Coats Helms Simpson
Cochran Hutchison Smith
Cohen Inhofe Snowe
Coverdell Jeffords Specter
Craig Kassebaum Stevens
D’Amato Kempthorne Thomas
DeWine Kyl Thompson
Dole Lott Thurmond
Domenici Lugar Warner
Faircloth Mack

NAYS—47
Akaka Feinstein Lieberman
Baucus Ford Mikulski
Biden Glenn Moseley-Braun
Bingaman Graham Moynihan
Boxer Harkin Murray
Bradley Heflin Nunn
Breaux Hollings Pell
Bryan Inouye Pryor
Bumpers Johnston Reid
Byrd Kennedy Robb
Conrad Kerrey Rockefeller
Daschle Kerry Sarbanes
Dodd Kohl Simon
Dorgan Lautenberg Wellstone
Exon Leahy Wyden
Feingold Levin

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote the yeas are 53, the nays are 47.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.

BALANCED BUDGET
DOWNPAYMENT ACT, |1

The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the bill.
AMENDMENT NO. 3479

Mr. REID addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. REID. Will the Chair explain to
the Senate what the order before the
Senate is now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada [Mr. REID] is recog-
nized to move to table the Hutchison
amendment.

Mr. REID. I so move to table, and |
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to table the Hutchison amendment.

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.
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The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 49,
nays 51, as follows:

[Rollcall VVote No. 30 Leg.]

YEAS—49
Akaka Graham Moynihan
Baucus Gregg Murray
Biden Harkin Nunn
Bingaman Heflin Pell
Boxer Hollings Pryor
Bradley Inouye Reid
Bryan Jeffords Robb
Bumpers Kennedy Rockefeller
Byrd Kerrey Roth
Chafee Kerry Sarbanes
Daschle Kohl Simon
DeWine Lautenberg Specter
Dodd Leahy Thompson
Exon Levin Wellstone
Feingold Lieberman Wyden
Feinstein Mikulski
Glenn Moseley-Braun

NAYS—51
Abraham Dorgan Lott
Ashcroft Faircloth Lugar
Bennett Ford Mack
Bond Frist MccCain
Breaux Gorton McConnell
Brown Gramm Murkowski
Burns Grams Nickles
Campbell Grassley Pressler
Coats Hatch Santorum
Cochran Hatfield Shelby
Cohen Helms Simpson
Conrad Hutchison Smith
Coverdell Inhofe Snowe
Craig Johnston Stevens
D’Amato Kassebaum Thomas
Dole Kempthorne Thurmond
Domenici Kyl Warner

So the motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 3479) was rejected.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, |
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. | move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the

Hutchison amendment.

The amendment (No. 3479) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3478

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the Reid
amendment, as amended.

The amendment (No. 3478), as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ken-
tucky.

AMENDMENT NOS. 3480 AND 3481

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, ear-
lier today the majority leader sent to
the desk two amendments relating to
Bosnia on behalf of myself and him. |
ask unanimous consent that Senator
McCAIN and Senator BURNS be added as
cosponsors to both amendments.

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

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the
first amendment regarding Bosnia,
conditions the obligation of funds in
this supplemental upon a certification
that all foreign fighters, including Ira-
nians are out of Bosnia, in compliance
with the Dayton Accords.

Let me describe each amendment,
turning first to foreign troops.
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Article Il of annex 1A is absolutely
clear—Let me read it into the RECORD.
This is part of the Dayton Accords. It
says:

All forces in Bosnia and Herzegovina as of
the date this Annex enters into force which
are not of local origin, whether or not they
are legally and militarily subordinated to
the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina, the
Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina or the
Republic of Srpska, shall be withdrawn to-
gether with their equipment from the terri-
tory of Bosnia and Herzegovina within 30
days.

Just to make abundantly clear so
that there was no misunderstanding of
just what we meant by this provision,
the annex spells out who was affected
by this requirement. The accord explic-
itly states:

In particular, all foreign forces, including
individual advisors, freedom fighters, train-
ers, volunteers, and personnel from neighbor-
ing and other states, shall be withdrawn
from the territory of Bosnia and
Herzegovina.

In a December hearing before the
Senate Appropriations Subcommittee
on Foreign Operations, Assistant Sec-
retary Holbrooke reiterated the ‘‘high

importance” the administration at-
tached to full compliance with this
provision.

Let me cite his testimony:

It is imperative that the commitment
made to have these elements removed be
honored. They have said publicly they will
do so . . . President Clinton raised this di-
rectly with President Izetbegovic in Paris.

During questioning he noted that Ira-
nian and other freedom fighters were
concentrated in the sector where
United States troops are operating, ‘‘so
we are going to be watching this ex-
tremely carefully.”

When | asked Secretary Holbrooke
what happens if they choose not to go,
his answer was absolutely unequivocal:

Choose not go go? This is the Bosnian gov-
ernment’s home turf. This is the core of the
Federation position. It is not their choice. If
the government of Bosnia-Herzegovina says
they will go, then either they go or the
Bosnian government was not sincere in what
it said. They must get them out and we will
know if they are out or not . . . President
Izetbegovic has publicly committed himself,
not only to the public and the press, but to
the President.

The deadline for the withdrawal has
now come and gone. January 19 passed
with lranian’s terrorist forces still op-
erating in the American patrolled sec-
tor.

Secretary Christopher acknowledged
the administration’s ongoing concern
about this issue during an appearance
on the McNeil-Lehrer Show on January
23. At that time, he said:

We will not go forward with the equipment
and training unless they are in compliance
with the agreement. They’ll not have a right
to the reconstruction fund unless they are in
compliance with the agreement.

At the time, | was reassured that the
administration shared the view many
of us have here in Congress—Iranian
troops represented a direct threat to
American soldiers and to American
long-term interests in stability.
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Yet shortly after the Secretary’s re-
marks, NATO soldiers raided a house
near Sarajevo and detained 11 people
with a cache of weapons, ammunition
and explosives. According to a senior
State Department official, news ac-
counts indicated five were Iranians be-
lieved to have already left the country,
yet they were clearly involved in plot-
ting attacks on NATO installations.

This past week, the Washington Post
reported that members of the Iranian
Interior Ministry are among the 150 or
SO men running vie to seven training
camps. Western officials believe Ira-
nian Revolutionary Guards joined by
volunteers from across the Islamic
world are engaged in building a secret
security organization called the Agen-
cy for Investigation and Documenta-
tion.

U.S. Navy Adm. Leighton Smith con-
ceded in a recent interview that the
forces were of immediate concern to
the security of American soldiers and
cited the loss of 248 marines in Beirut
in a suicide bomber attack.

In addition to our security concerns,
Iranian forces and their role in the
Agency for Investigation and Docu-
mentation directly undermine pros-
pects for continuation of the Moslem-
Croat Federation. In a letter to
Izetbegovic, Federation President
Kresimir Zubak said the Agency was
““in direct opposition to the constitu-
tion of the federation and the law.”

He, like others are deeply worried
that the agency will be used to harass
and investigate lzetbegovic’s political
opponents and over the long run, en-
courage the movement toward a sepa-
rate Moslem state, a goal Iran has long
pursued.

There are a number of other disturb-
ing signs that President lzetbegovic is
moving in this direction. However, the
immediate concern we should all have
is the continued presence of Iranian
Revolutionary Guards.

In the last several days, administra-
tion officials seem to have abandoned
the linkage drawn by the Secretary on
January 23 between full compliance
and economic and military aid. They
are now asserting that we will only
hold up plans to equip and train the
Bosnians.

This is a decision which is bound to
backfire. Withholding military support
and training will only drive the
Bosnian Moslems closer to Iran, a na-
tion unfortunately viewed as one of the
few reliable partners during the years
that the embargo imposed an unfair
disadvantage on their government and
people.

Moreover, if not a part of a broader
strategy, withholding only military
support will call American credibility
and commitment to the Federation
into question. It will be seen as an ex-
cuse to reinstate the administration’s
long standing position opposing lifting
the embargo. After all, only when faced
with the imminent prospect of a con-
gressional vote to lift the embargo, did
the President make the commitment
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to move forward with a meaningful
program to assure the Bosnian Federa-
tion receives the assistance necessary
to achieve an adequate military bal-
ance prior to IFOR’s departure.

If we are serious about the presence
of foreign troops in Bosnia, and | cer-
tainly believe we should be, then we
must use all necessary and appropriate
diplomatic, economic, and security
tools we have available to press for full
compliance.

I believe the amendment Senator
DoLE and | have offered sends a clear
signal that the Congress expects full
compliance with the Dayton accords if
we are to move forward with this $200
million supplemental.

I think it is worth noting that none
of the funds we have designated for
emergency humanitarian programs
would be affected by this amendment.
In fact, $339 million provided in the fis-
cal year 1996 foreign operations appro-
priations bill for a variety of activities
and programs would still be available.

We are simply withholding a portion
of our total commitment to assure
compliance with a provision of the
Dayton accord which has an immediate
impact on the well being of our troops
and a long-term affect on the viability
of the Federation and peace.

The second amendment Senator DoLE
sent to the desk earlier today on behalf
of myself and him, supports the broad
goals and plans the President outlined
in his Oval Office address announcing
the commitment of U.S. troops. In sep-
arating the belligerents and patrolling
the cease fire zone, he said the United
States would ‘“‘help create a secure en-
vironment so that the people of Bosnia
can return to their homes, vote in free
elections, and begin to rebuild their
lives.”

While many of us opposed the deploy-
ment of our troops, we now hope that
they succeed in accomplishing this
mission. | think every one of us also
supports the President’s determination
to assure the mission is limited in na-
ture and fulfilled within the year.
Above all else, we are committed to
protecting the security of our forces.

The amendment before the Senate
advances these goals.

First, it requires that the funds in
this supplemental may only be made
available for projects and activities in
Sarajevo and the sector where Ameri-
cans are assigned. It also establishes
that in making funding allocations,
priority consideration should be given
to projects identified by the Depart-
ment of the Army on the so-called
Task Force Eagle Civil Military
Project List.

This list is a catalog of specific ac-
tivities designating both the location
and type of assistance necessary. The
task force has identified a wide range
of activities including the repair of
roads, bridges, and railroads, and re-
building municipal electricity, water,
telecommunications, and sewer sys-
tems.

Although costs have not been as-
sessed for each project—which will
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clearly have an impact on deciding
which to pursue—the report makes
clear that every project has been
deemed urgently needed.

No other agency has been able to
produce as comprehensive an assess-
ment of Bosnia’s urgent priorities.
Since the administration deemed this
supplemental an urgent emergency,
designating these identified projects as
high priorities will expedite the proc-
ess of obligating funds and hopefully
have an immediate, visible, and effec-
tive impact. My expectation is that by
improving economic conditions in the
American sector we will reduce the
level of tension and stimulate popular
support, which, in turn, should lower
the security risks to our soldiers.

I should make one point perfectly
clear. This amendment affects only the
$200 million provided in this bill. An
additional $339 million appropriated in
1995 and 1996 are not subject to these
conditions or priorities. We have ex-
empted the early appropriations be-
cause much of those funds are for
emergency humanitarian activities
which we in no way wish to impede or
redirect. To date, these short-term,
quick impact efforts have been very
successful and should be continued.

It is my view that focusing the sup-
plemental resources on the area in
which United States troops are as-
signed and targeting projects that the
Army has already identified as ready
for funding enhances stability in
Bosnia and strengthens the chances of
achieving an early exit. While | have
opposed setting a specific date for de-
parture, | support the President’s ob-
jective to complete the mission within
a year. The effective administration of
our aid contributes to this exit strat-
egy.

There are a few other provisions in
the amendment worthy of note. The
administration has indicated it intends
to deposit $65 million in a Croation-
owned bank in Bosnia, convert the
money to German marks and extend
loans to small- and medium-sized busi-
nesses to generate jobs and income. |
have made my reluctance to support
this idea clear to AID in large part be-
cause there are no clear accountability
mechanisms to prevent fraud or abuses.
Blank checks to foreign banks invite
trouble.

To solve this problem, the amend-
ment requires the bank which will be
the beneficiary of this substantial de-
posit to grant GAO access to audit the
flow of U.S. funds. 1 am hopeful this
will address congressional concerns
about accountability while allowing
the administration to test the merits
of this approach.

Finally, the amendment offers the
administration leverage in discussions
with our friends and allies over their
contributions to reconstruction. Late
last year, the World Bank estimated
Bosnian reconstruction would cost ap-
proximately $6 billion. The administra-
tion testified that half of the necessary
funds would come from multilateral
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lending institutions such as the Euro-
pean Bank and the World Bank. The
balance would be derived from bilateral
donations, of which we have now
pledged $539 million or roughly 20 per-
cent.

So far, the pledging by other nations,
especially our European allies has been
anemic. | think it is important that
they understand that we will not shoul-
der this burden alone. Thus, the
amendment requires the President to
certify that the total of bilateral con-
tributions pledged by other donors
must match our level of support. Fail-
ing that test, we should suspend obliga-
tion of supplemental funds. Here again,
the emergency humanitarian program
will not be affected.

Finally, the amendment makes clear
that no funds may be made available to
support building or refurbishing of
housing in areas where refugees or dis-
placed people are refused the right to
return based on ethnicity or political
party affiliation. As Senator DOLE
points out, it makes no sense to use
our limited resources to endorse or
sanction what amounts to a variation
of the repugnant practice of ethnic
cleansing.

Mr. President, let me conclude by
stating this amendment accomplishes
three goals. It improves the operating
environment where our troops are as-
signed thereby enhancing their safety,
it targets the aid to support identified,
ready-to-go projects improving pros-
pects for success, and the combination
of fulfilling those two goals contributes
to achieving the third and most impor-
tant—the timely withdrawal of U.S.
troops.

I urge my colleagues to support these
amendments.

I hope both of these amendments will
be approved when they are actually
submitted for a vote to the Senate.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SANTORUM). The Senator from Dela-
ware.

AMENDMENT NO. 3483 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3466

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, | send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

I send it on behalf of Senators
KERRY, WELLSTONE, DASCHLE, LAUTEN-
BERG, LEVIN, and MIKULSKI.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendment is
set aside. The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN] for
himself, Mr. KERRY, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr.
DASCHLE, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. LEVIN, and
Ms. MIKULSKI, proposes an amendment num-
bered 3483 to amendment No. 3466.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 3, line 8, add after “*basis.””:

COMMUNITY ORIENTED POLICING SERVICES

For public safety and community policing
grants pursuant to Title I of the Violent
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Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of
1994 (Public Law 103-322) and related admin-
istration costs, $1,788,000,000, to remain
available until expended, which shall be de-
rived from the Violent Crime Reduction
Trust Fund.

On page 29, line 2, strike all after “‘(‘the
1990 Act’);” through ““That’” on page 29 line
18 and insert in lieu thereof: “‘$1,217,200,000,
to remain available until expended, which
shall be derived from the Violent Crime Re-
duction Trust Fund; of which”.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, | have
spoken with the White House, and the
President agrees that the only course
to be taken on the 100,000 COPS Pro-
gram is an unequivocal and unwavering
support for adding 100,000 cops to our
streets.

The irony of all ironies is, in my
view, that after the years that Senator
KERRY, Senator WELLSTONE, and others
of us have fought for this program, we
heard repeatedly—I mean, if | heard it
once, | heard it a hundred times on this
floor—*“This isn’t really going to be
100,000 cops.”’

I watched Charlton Heston on TV in
paid television advertisements. He
would say, “This is a phony thing. It is
not 100,000 cops. This will not produce
more than 20,000 additional police offi-
cers. It just simply is not”—and he
went on and on and on and on.

I heard repeatedly from my Repub-
lican colleagues that all this was about
was adding welfare workers. This was
adding welfare social workers and no
hard police enforcement.

We have only been doing this about a
year, and we now have a total in the
United States of America—and | will be
repeating some of these numbers, be-
cause they warrant repeating—totally
funded so far are 34,114 additional cops;
direct hiring, 20,236; and the so-called
COPS More Program, 12,678.

Bottom line, Mr. President, is more
than 33,000 police officers are on the
streets who would not otherwise have
been on the streets doing community
policing and have already been funded.

What is more, the results of the Com-
munity Policing Program, which all of
my colleagues know now ad nauseam
because the Senator from Massachu-
setts and | have been—for how many
years now, | ask the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts, 5, 6 years we have been
talking about community policing?

Because of community policing, be-
cause of the requirement that in order
to get a single additional federally paid
local police officer your whole depart-
ment has to be involved in community
policing, the results of these additional
33,000 police officers have been lever-
aged in a way that was not imagined
by many. It was by the Senator from
Minnesota, and that is, if you had a po-
lice force of five cops in a small town
and they are not involved in commu-
nity policing, in order to get one addi-
tional cop that you need, you have to
put the other five in community polic-
ing. We have leveraged six cops into
community policing, where there was
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none before, by merely one additional
police officer.

Mr. President, there was only a total
of about 525,000 local police officers be-
fore this began. There are those of us
on this side, and | can speak for the
President in this regard—and | seldom
ever do that—bottom line is we want to
make sure there are an additional
100,000 cops on the street when this is
over, so we end up with 600,000-plus
local police officers. As a result of what
we have already done so far, commu-
nity policing speaks for itself. More
cops means less crime.

You know, there is not a lot we know
about crime. We all think we know
about it. We think we do not have to
know the facts. | heard someone say—
actually | heard Senator SIMPSON say
it—everyone is entitled to their own
opinion, but not entitled to their own
facts. He was talking about something
other than this, but the facts are that
there is not a lot we know for certain
about law enforcement and the crimi-
nal psyche.

But one thing we do know. If you
have a cop standing on this corner and
no cop on the adjacent corner and
there is a crime that is going to be
committed in that intersection, it will
be committed on the corner where
there is no cop. That is all we know.
We think we know a lot of other
things, but that we do know. So we
need more cops.

To cite just one specific example,
look what is happening in New York
City. More police devoted to commu-
nity policing has proven to mean less
crime. In the first 6 months of 1995,
compared to the first 6 months of 1994,
let me read the statistics: Murder is
down by 30 percent, robbery is down by
22 percent, burglary is down by 18 per-
cent, car theft is down by 25 percent.

In the face of that success in fighting
America’s crime epidemic, it seems to
me it would be folly to go back on our
commitment of adding the remaining
67,000 cops called for under this crime
law to the list. As a former President
used to say, in a different context, “If
it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.” Well, the
COPS Program is working. It is not
broke. It is fixing things.

Why are we doing what this legisla-
tion calls for, backing off of that com-
mitment in both dollars and numbers
and the requirement that local officials
use this money to hire cops? That, un-
fortunately, is exactly what this latest
continuing resolution proposes to do.
Instead of fully funding the President’s
request for the 100,000 COPS Program,
this latest proposal would slash the
1996 request of the COPS Program to
$975 million, about one-half of the $1.9
billion called for.

Let me go back and review the bid-
ding here just a little bit. That is that,
unlike any other program, we set up a
trust fund to fund these cops. We are
not talking about new taxes here. We
are talking about we made a commit-
ment, with the help of the Senator
from Texas, Senator GRAMM, over 1Y%
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years ago, that we were going to cut
the size of the Federal Government
work force instead of letting it con-
tinue to grow as it did under two Re-
publican Presidents with the help of
Democratic Congresses.

What happened was we have kept
that commitment. We have essentially
taken a check that we were paying the
Federal bureaucrat—I do not use that
word in a derisive way, but in which we
paid a Federal employee—when that
person left Federal employment, we did
not hire one; we took that check and
sent it back home for folks to hire
cops. We traded bureaucrats for cops.

Now, here we are, with money in the
till under that program, and effectively
defunding by $1 billion the request for
money for cops. Not only is the 100,000
COPS Program subject to extreme
cuts, but the latest continuing resolu-
tion also makes nearly $813 million of
that money that is supposed to go to
the 100,000 COPS Program to fund
those cops into what we call down
here—and we think everybody at home
understands it—we call it a block
grant.

You know what a block grant is? A
block grant for this is like the old
LEAA program, Law Enforcement As-
sistance Act. When 1 first got here, one
of the first things | did—I remember |
had gotten in great trouble with a sen-
ior Democrat named John McClellan
from the State of Arkansas. | had the
temerity to come to the floor and in-
troduce legislation doing away with
LEAA because | had been a local offi-
cial, and | know how it works. We
would sit around the county council
meetings in my State—which is the
largest representative body in my
State in this particular county | rep-
resented—and we would say, ‘“‘You
know something? We can save the
county taxpayers’ money.” And a guy
named Doug Buck, he and the county
administrator said, ‘“‘Here we have X
number of firemen,” or X number of
policemen in this case, ‘““on the county
payroll. We’ll fire half of them, we’ll
fire them, cut the budget. We’ll tell the
local taxpayers we’re cutting the budg-
et. And we’ll take that Federal money
for cops, and we’ll rehire them. We’ll
rehire them with Federal money.”’

So what happened was all of us, as
local officials, could go home and say,
“You know, we didn’t raise your taxes.
We cut your taxes, and you didn’t lose
any services.” But what happened was
you did not get one additional cop. No
new cops. The community was not one
whit safer, but, boy, we local officials,
we loved it. We thought it was a great
idea. That is what a block grant is.

If you look at the language, | say to
my Republican friends, if you look at
the language closely under the block
grant, the local officials can take this
block grant money and they do not
have to hire a cop with it, they can go
out and use it for anything they think
impacts on law enforcement. They can
hire a public defender with it. They
say, Who would do that? Well, the folks
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in Pennsylvania would do that. The
folks in Delaware would do that. We
both know it. You know why they do
that? Because the local folks do not
like telling the local taxpayers they
are taking their tax money to hire a
public defender. They do not want to
do that. They know that is not a popu-
lar thing. But they know they have to
have public defenders. They do not
want to tell them they are taking the
money to hire judges. They know that
is not popular. So what do they do?
They will take the Federal money and
they will hire the public defender.

| say to my friend presiding in the
chair, if this prevails, I will make him
a bet—and anyone else in here—Pitts-
burgh; Scranton; Wilmington, DE; my
hometown of Scranton, PA, Democrat,
Republican, Independent alike will find
a way to make sure that locally they
look like they are getting tough, but
there will not be more cops.

I support the public defender pro-
gram. | think we need more judges. I
think we need more protection. | think
we need more social workers at the
prisons. But let me tell you what I
know | need: | need more cops. | need
more cops in Delaware. Scranton, PA,
needs more cops. Dagsboro, DE, needs
more police protection. But that is not
what will happen. So, $813 million that
is supposed to go directly to hire new
cops—do not pass go—go straight to
hiring a cop, now can be used as a
block grant. The approach just is not
right. This so-called law enforcement
block grant is written so broadly that
money can be spent on everything from
prosecutors to probation officers to
traffic lights and parking meters, with-
out having to hire a single cop. And
that is not an exaggeration.

I challenge anyone on this floor or
back in their offices listening or Sen-
ator’s staff who are listening, go in and
tell your boss, ‘““Come to the floor and
debate BIDEN.” If you can prove to me
that you cannot locally, with this
block grant, go out and buy parking
meters or get a probation officer, if you
can come and tell me that, | will stand
corrected. But until that, understand,
all my tough colleagues, Democrat and
Republican, who are getting tough on
crime, you are sending money back
home to hire probation officers. The
same outfit that was worried that the
Biden crime bill which became Ilaw
would be soft and hire all these social
workers, now apparently are concerned
because you really are hiring cops. |
guess you all want to hire those social
workers. | guess that is what you all
are about. That is what you want to be
able to do.

Now, if you do not want to do that,
amend this on the floor and say the
block grant cannot be used—cannot be
used—for anything—and | will give you
a list—from parking meters to proba-
tion officers, to courts, to judges. Did
you ever ask yourself, those who are
listening, why this block grant is so
broad? Well, it is because, | guess, we
do not like having all these extra cops.
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Second, the block grant has never
been authorized by the Senate. My
friends on the Appropriations Commit-
tee like to talk about how they follow
the process. Well, let me tell you, we
know the Judiciary Committee—to the
best of my knowledge, neither House
ever authorized this. Let us be clear
about what is being done here.

What this continuing resolution does
is take the crime bill that has been
passed by only one House, the House of
Representatives, whose funds have
been authorized only by the House,
whose block grant ideas already have
been rejected by the Senate. We have
come at this a couple times in direct
legislation. A couple of times | have
come to the floor and we have debated
it, and | have won. Not | have won, my
position has won. Now we find it back
in the appropriations bill. The block
grant idea has already been rejected by
the Senate and incorporated into an
appropriations bill, so it is passed and
funded all in one fell swoop, instead of
people standing on the floor here say-
ing, “l don’t want to fund COPS.”’

Mr. President, we are going to legis-
late by fiat like this. If we are going to
do that, then we might as well do away
with the committees, with hearings,
with subcommittee markups, with full
committee markups, with careful con-
sideration of authorizing legislation
and with legislating in the sunshine.

I understand why you put it in the
bill this way. You put it in the bill this
way, in an appropriations bill in a con-
tinuing resolution, because then you
can say, ‘“‘I tell you what, | did not vote
to cut those cops. Not me. | voted for
that big continuing resolution, but |
had no choice. We had to do that. We
had to keep the Government going.”

“It was not me, Charlie.”

““Honest to God, Mabel, | know your
store got held up three times. You did
not get the four cops.”

Let me give you an idea here. | will
not take the time to submit the chart,
but 1 will just give you a list of the
pending requests that exist. | will re-
peat this again: Already more than half
a billion dollars is pending in requests.
Remember Republicans said local offi-
cials would not want this money, they
would not come and ask for it because
they Kkick in their own money? | know
my friend from Massachusetts, a
former prosecutor, understands this
one. What are the reasons we wrote it
this way? We knew cops were more
popular than mayors. So they go, and
the chief of police would say, “Mr.
Mayor, got good news. We can get 75
grand from the Federal Government.
The bad news is we have to come up
with 50 or 60 or 70, depending on the
cost and size of the jurisdiction.”

The mayor always said, “‘I
know. | don’t want to do that.”

“No problem. We will tell the folks
we do not want the Federal money.”’

It happened twice in my State al-
ready. Guess what? The city council,
county council, could not take the heat
when the public found out they could
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get the money and they were not ask-
ing for it. Well, guess what? Mr. Presi-
dent, 7,766 cops beyond the 33,000 are al-
ready requested and pending. That
means the town councils, the city
councils, the county councils have al-
ready sat down and made the hard deci-
sion that they will keep a commitment
to hire a cop for another 5 years and
have to pay half the freight in doing
that. They did it.

Take a look. In the State of Dela-
ware, we already have something like
120 new cops already. We only have an
entire police force, if you count every
cop in the State, about 1,500 in the
whole State. We have some pending. In
the State of Massachusetts there are
276 cops asked for, formally requested,
ready to be certified. In the State of
Minnesota, 100 cops, 7 million bucks,
an additional 100. The State of Penn-
sylvania, 280 cops. Say we turn this to
a block grant. That will be like water
going through your hands. You will not
get 280 cops in Pennsylvania or 400-
some cops in Massachusetts, and so on,
because there will be other priorities.

I, for one, happen to believe that is a
terrible way to proceed, and that is
through this block grant approach on
COPS. That is reason enough for me to
oppose the bill all by itself. If the Re-
publicans want to change the crime
bill, they have a right to try that, but
we should do it the right way and have
a vote on it. Wiping out a major piece
of this most significant anticrime leg-
islation to ever pass the Congress on an
appropriations bill makes a mockery of
the Senate process. The importance of
the program we are considering, not to
mention the perception of our institu-
tion, | think, demands better.

Before turning to specific problems
with the so-called law enforcement
block grants, let me preview the spe-
cific success of the 100,000 COPS Pro-
gram. | do not know a single respon-
sible police leader, academic expert, or
public official, who does not agree that
putting more police officers on our
streets is the single best, more effec-
tive, immediate way to fight crime.
Community policing enables police to
fight crime on two fronts at once: They
are better positioned to respond and
apprehend suspects when the crime oc-
curs; but, more importantly, they are
in a better position to keep crime from
occurring in the first place.

I have seen this work in my home
State of Delaware where community
policing in Wilmington, DE, taking the
form of foot patrols aimed at breaking
up street level drug dealing, is turning
the city of Wellington and neighbor-
hoods into a combat zone. The efforts
successfully put a lid on drug activity,
without displacing it to other parts of
the city.

In  practice, community policing
takes many forms. Regardless of the
need of a particular community, the re-
ports from the field are the same: It
works, it works, it works, it works. |
am delighted to debate anybody who
wants to come and make the case that
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community policing does not work. I
will stand here as long as anybody
wants and come back after | yield to
my friend from Massachusetts. | will
hang around for anybody who wants to
make the argument to me that commu-
nity policing does not work. | would
love to hear it. | would love to hear it.

I suspect no one will come and make
that argument, and no one will come to
the floor and say we need fewer cops,
and no one will come to the floor and
tell me, no, they do not want more
cops in their home State. No one will
come to the floor and tell me that they
want more of this COPS money to hire
probation officers. No one, | suspect,
will tell me that.

That is what this all does. That is
what it does. The 1994 crime law tar-
gets $8.8 billion for States and local-
ities to train and hire 100,000 new po-
lice officers over 6 years. Now, we will
all remember the criticism of last
year’s program, the COPS Program.
Republicans in Congress got Charlton
Heston to go and say there will never
be more than 20,000 cops, and ‘“Moses’’
Heston could not have been more
wrong.

As indicated, we already have 33,000
new local cops—not Federal cops, local
cops—only after 1 year. Because of the
way we set it up with the match re-
quirement in spreading out the cost
over a period of a year, the money will
continue to work and keep working for
cops on the beat well into the future.
This is not just 1 year the cops have
been at it. The progress will come to a
screeching halt if my Republican col-
leagues have their way.

The continuing resolution includes
new enforcement block grants. They
call it new enforcement block grants,
which has loopholes so big that it
would prevent all the money to be
spent without hiring a single police of-
ficer—not one. Read the proposal.
Money is sent not to the police, as it is
now, but to the mayors. The money
may be used not only for the cops but
also for other types of law enforcement
officers or anything that ‘‘improves
public safety.”” Moreover, the money
can be used for other vaguely defined
purposes such as ‘‘equipment tech-
nology and other material.”

Now, look, I am not trying to pick on
local officials. They know what they
need. They do not have to ask for a sin-
gle cop. They do not have to ask for
any of this. Let me point out, we are
emasculating local budgets. As the
Federal share of local budgets go, we
are throwing many of our cities and
States into chaos by our unwillingness
to come up with some rational plan.
Now, you are sitting there as a mayor;
you already lost a significant portion
of what used to be Federal funding for
other programs, and now you have to
make some tough choices. You have to
make these really tough choices be-
cause you have less money and no
growing tax base. Do you think you
will put all the money into cops like
we required to be done? What do you
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think? | wonder what the citizens back
home who might listen to this think
will happen? | wonder whether or not
the mayor and the county executive
and others, Democrat and Republican,
would conclude it is better for us to
spend this money on improvements of
public safety because we need new traf-
fic lights, we need new parking meters,
we need new lights in the local play-
ground, all of which are legitimate.
They do not put a single cop on the
street.

Let me repeat, under the Republican
proposal, the dollars can be diverted to
prosecutors, courts, public safety, and
public safety officials. In addition, the
block grants require any money spent
for drug courts, crime prevention, law
enforcement, educational expenses, se-
curity measures, or rural crime task
forces be taken out of the money to
hire new cops.

I see my friend from Utah just walk-
ing on the floor. He and | worked awful
hard to make sure the rural crime task
forces were funded and rural crime
money—as | know my friend from Min-
nesota knows better than most of us
here, rural crime is growing faster than
urban crime, with less resources and
training and capability to deal with it.
That is why it is growing. That is
where the drug cartels are moving.
That is why the drug operations are
moving to those areas. What do we do
here? Right now, in the crime law that
exists, there is money separately for
rural law enforcement, separately for
the drug courts, separately for all
these things. This is the pea in the
shell game of all the block grant stuff
that relates to the money part of it. We
are going to give you a block grant,
give you more flexibility, and that is
the good news if you are a local offi-
cial. Even they like the good news.
Here comes the bad news: Add it all up
and it is less money overall. Less
money is going home. A lot less money
is going home. So they may think they
can hire prosecutors and put in street
lights with assets of hiring cops. But
they have to do everything else they
were going to do with less money.

Mr. President, look at the language
of the bill. Not one new cop is required.
All it says is—I am quoting—‘‘Recipi-
ents are encouraged to use these funds
to hire additional law enforcement offi-
cers.”” Encouraged to use these funds.
That is a very strong directive, is it
not? Encouraged. That is encourage,
not require.

Mr. President, American commu-
nities do not need our encouragement.
They need our help. They need more
cops. We should not encourage the
States to keep the commitment this
Congress made to the American people.
We should keep our word. We should
keep our word. Let me also point out
that this block grant will also force
American law enforcement to wait for
these dollars. It will take the better
part of a year to draft regulations, pre-
paring application forms to get these
dollars out the door.
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When we passed the crime bill last
year, | did something that the Attor-
ney General thought was a little
strange. Two days after, | asked for a
meeting with her in my office, and I
said, ‘‘General, | really appreciate all
your support on this bill.”” She was sup-
portive and for it. | said, “Now, Gen-
eral, we have to make sure of one
thing—that you are able to reduce this
application to one page.”” They looked
at me like | was nuts. My two col-
leagues here who know a lot about this
know that the cops at home only have
to fill out a one-page application. They
do not have to go to the mayor, or to
some grantsman, they do not have to
go through the Governor, they do not
have to go through the State legisla-
ture, they do not have to fill out forms
in triplicate. One page. One. The cop
sends it in. Guess who gets the answer?
The cop. The cop.

When | told the cops back home this
was going to happen, they looked at me
and said, “Joe, | love you, you are al-
ways with us. But come on, we did not
think you would get this passed, but do
not overpromise now.” Go back and
ask your local law enforcement people
how complicated this is. All my Repub-
lican friends are real interested in
making sure we do away with redtape
and regulations. Well, this is a pre-
scription for redtape and regulation.
This is a prescription for it. If you
want to delay it all, pass this.

The implementation of the 1994 crime
law stands in stark contrast to the typ-
ical scenario where you will have to go
through drafting regulations, preparing
additional forms, getting the dollars
out the door, getting them to the may-
or’s office before they get to the cop’s
office. It is a stark contrast. Instead of
requiring the burdensome application
often filled with entire binders, one-
page applications were developed. In-
stead of waiting until the end of the
year to disburse the funds, the money
was awarded in batches beginning only
weeks after the passage of this law.

So let us not destroy the momentum.
Let us not destroy our effort to add
100,000 additional cops to protect our
sons and daughters. I make a rec-
ommendation with some timidity to
my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle. Go back home, find out every sin-
gle cop that came to your State. You
can get the names of the cops who were
hired under the Biden crime law. You
can get the names. And then just ask
at the end of the year how many col-
lars each of these cops made. Ask how
many times the cop that was hired
under that bill saved some young girl
from being raped, arrested somebody
who murdered somebody, broke up a
drug ring working on the street. Look
at the specific actions they took and
then, after you do that, you come back
and stand on the floor and you tell the
people of your State and all of us here
that it did not matter, that these addi-
tional cops did not matter. We down
here talk in such broad strokes about
things that sometimes we miss it. This
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is real simple stuff. If they hire John
Doe or Jane Smith as a local cop in
your town, your city, your county, just
track them for a year. You tell me who
would have arrested that person who
burglarized your house or stopped it
were it not for that cop.

In a word, Mr. President, the law is
working. The crime law is already paid
by the trust fund, is already being paid
that way. Let me just add that the $30
billion crime law trust fund that uses
the savings from cutting 272,000 Fed-
eral bureaucrats pays for every cop,
every prison cell, every shelter for a
battered woman and her child. That is
provided for in the crime law without
adding a single penny to the deficit or
requiring one new penny in taxes.

The single-most important thing our
communities need when it comes to
fighting crime is more police. The cur-
rent law guarantees that our money
will be used for just that purpose. We
should not abandon it, 1 year after en-
acting it, especially in light of the
spectacular results that have already
occurred. We must save the 100,000
COPS Program to ensure that the
money for police is used only for po-
lice. We should not retreat now on this
tough but smart crime package that is
already hard at work preventing vio-
lent crime across the country. We
should not retreat on the 100,000 COPS
Program that we insisted on just a few
months ago in this Chamber.

In conclusion, Mr. President—and
then | will yield to my friend from
Massachusetts—I want to make it
clear. It seems to me an absolute trav-
esty that we are out here trying to dis-
mantle a law that nobody even at-
tempted to make a case that it is not
working. Not one single person has
come to the floor of the U.S. Senate to
make the case that this law is not
working. | am anxious to hear and de-
bate anyone who has that point of
view. Yet, we are dismantling, and in-
stead of dismantling it, we should be
building on it. We should be dealing
with an issue my friend from Min-
nesota knows about: violence among
youth and the growing trend of violent
youthful behavior. The growing trend
is that crime is down in every cat-
egory. The Senator from Utah and | are
involved in a project through his lead-
ership to deal with youth violence in
this country. We should be spending
our time on that. | should be spending
less time having to constantly defend a
bill that nobody has made the argu-
ment that it is not working.

I yield the floor.

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, | want to
thank the Senator from Delaware, who,
when he was chairman of the Judiciary
Committee, shepherded the single-most
comprehensive and important crime
bill probably in this century, or ever,
through the U.S. Senate. It was the
first crime bill in history to com-
prehensively try to deal with the prob-
lem of crime in this country.
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Generally speaking, previously, we
came to the floor and we had a bill that
sought to deal with guns, or we had a
bill that sought to build prisons, or a
bill that sought to deal with drugs, and
occasionally something like the LEAA
that sought to do something with the
criminal justice system itself. But this
was the first time, under the leadership
of Senator BIDEN, that we stood back
and said, ‘““How do we deal systemically
with the problem of crime?” To the
credit of the U.S. Senate, we finally
—after we got over the issue of guns—
shed party lines and shed the partisan-
ship, and came up with a comprehen-
sive approach to try to deal with
crime. We put slightly less than $10 bil-
lion into the building of prisons. We
put up almost the same figure into pre-
vention, and almost the same figure
into police officers.

What | think is most significant
about the approach that we adopted is
that we recognized something that has
been building in this country for per-
haps 20 years and did something abo