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of the world, that strained relations be-
tween affected nations would begin to
heal. Again, Mr. Speaker, I want to say
that this is not the case. In fact, I be-
lieve that the pipeline could make rela-
tions in the region a lot worse. At the
very least, we should wait until peace
is achieved in the region. The presi-
dents of Armenian and Azerbaijan just
concluded a round of talks in Paris. It
is my hope that a resolution to the
Nagorno-Karabagh conflict will be
found this year. We should focus our ef-
forts and attention on the peace proc-
ess instead of wasting our resources on
a commercially nonviable pipeline.

President Bush’s support for the Cas-
pian oil pipeline was first announced
several weeks ago by Ambassador Eliz-
abeth Jones, special advisor to Bush on
Caspian energy policy. At that time,
Ambassador Jones said that the oil
companies find the project commer-
cially viable and that the project would
only happen if ‘it is determined that
there is money to be made there by
commercial companies.”’

Mr. Speaker, I am baffled to hear
that the ambassador believes this
project would be profitable to the par-
ticipating oil companies. American oil
companies, after years of exploration,
still have not found any commercially
viable oil fields. Many, in fact, have
pulled out.

Realistically, the only way that this
plan can be feasible for these oil com-
panies is if the United States Govern-
ment and other governments subsidize
the project. Amoco president Charles
Pitman might well have said just that
when he testified before the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee 4 years
ago. At that hearing Pitman said, and
I quote, ‘I encourage Congress and the
administration to promote the stra-
tegic interests of the United States by
helping make the Baku-Ceyhan route
economically feasible.”” Since these
companies have already said that the
project is not economically feasible on
its own, the only way to make it fea-
sible is with a substantial subsidy from
the U.S. Government.

Mr. Speaker, let me turn to the other
reason Ambassador Jones gave for the
Bush administration’s supporting this
pipeline: the belief that it would bring
sovereignty and economic independ-
ence to the Caspian states. While pro-
ponents of this pipeline argue that it
would strengthen the economic inde-
pendence of states like Azerbaijan and
Georgia, it is also very probable as out-
lined in the Cato and Carnegie reports
that the pipeline plan would bring
more tension to the area, already beset
by instability.

Mr. Speaker, Armenia, which is com-
pletely bypassed by this pipeline, al-
ready suffers at the hands of a dual
blockade from the east from Agzer-
baijan and from the west from Turkey.
Azerbaijan has used its influence to en-
sure that Armenia would not benefit
economically from the pipeline. IlTham
Aliyev, son of Azerbaijan’s president
and a vice president of the State Oil
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Company of the Azerbaijani Republic,
told the Azerbaijani newspaper Baku
Tura in early January, and I quote,
“Azerbaijan’s position remains un-
changed. The pipeline will not go via
Armenia under any circumstances.”

This would explain why the pipeline,
which avoids the most direct route
from the oil fields to the Caspian to
Ceyhan, would be brought through Ar-
menia. In fact, the pipeline route takes
great pains to avoid Armenia and
Nagorno Karabagh. This is simply un-
acceptable, and the U.S. should not
subsidize this plan in any way which
serves to further isolate Armenia.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I request
that the Bush administration recon-
sider this decision and withdraw any
support for the Baku-Ceyhan pipeline. I
ask the Bush administration to take a
fresh and honest look at pipeline policy
in the region and take steps to ensure
that all countries of the Caucasus are
included in east-west energy and trade
routes.

———————

PELL GRANT MATH AND SCIENCE
INCENTIVE ACT, 2001

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CANTOR). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. KELLER) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, earlier
today I filed legislation called the Pell
Grant Math and Science Incentive Act
of 2001, and I rise today to speak in
favor of this piece of legislation. I
would like to tell my colleagues about
what it is, why we need it, and who is
supporting it.

Under this bill, a low-income college
student who qualifies for a Pell grant
would be eligible for an additional
$1,000 grant that he would not have to
pay back if he has demonstrated a pro-
ficiency in math and science while in
high school.

Let me tell my colleagues why this
legislation is desperately needed. We
have a problem with filling high-tech
jobs in the United States right now.
Currently, there are over 300,000 high-
tech jobs that are unfilled in the
United States because we just do not
have the math-and-science-educated
workforce to fill these jobs. This is
costing businesses $4.5 billion a year in
loss of productivity. Now, we do what
we can to increase H1B visas. Currently
there are over 100,000, so we go to for-
eign countries and allow their high-
tech people in to fill these jobs, but yet
we are still 300,000 jobs short. We des-
perately need college graduates trained
in math and science.

I learned this firsthand when I held a
high-tech conference in my hometown
of Orlando, Florida. At this conference
was 75 leaders from the education com-
munity, high-tech industry, and polit-
ical leaders, as well as leaders from
Congress. What I learned there was one
thing: what is most important to the
high-tech business folks is having a
well-educated workforce that produces
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graduates from our local universities
who have experience in math and
science. It does not have to be a spe-
cific computer major, not a specific
Internet major, but someone who can
do trigonometry, calculus, and basic
science.

I also went and met with Silicon Val-
ley executives, and I learned from
them that the reason they are in Sil-
icon Valley is because of Stanford and
Berkeley. They have a steady stream of
high-tech workforce produced there.
They told me that the main thing they
need is math and science graduates.

Mr. Speaker, we have a second reason
for this legislation. We have a des-
perate need for more math and science
teachers in this country. We will need
to hire over 2 million teachers in the
next 10 years. The biggest shortage we
have are math and science teachers.

According to a survey just completed
of large city school superintendents, 97
school districts in the United States
require more science teachers today,
and 95 percent of the school districts
need more math teachers today. So we
desperately need to help those low-in-
come folks who may not otherwise go
to college, but who have the ability in
math and science to open the door of
college to them and to provide them
with this additional grant.

Now, who supports this legislation?
Well, President George W. Bush is one.
President Bush campaigned on the
platform of providing an extra $1,000
for first-year college students who have
demonstrated proficiency in math and
science. In fact, his position is laid out
in detail on his Web site:
www.georgewbush.com. A second key
supporter is the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. EHLERS), who this House
knows is one of the gurus here in terms
of math and science education and is a
strong supporter of this legislation.

Perhaps the best part of this legisla-
tion is that it pays for itself. Right
now, companies pay over $100 million a
year collectively to provide for HI1B
visas to provide a short-term solution
for the lack of high-tech workers. We
can take that money and use it to fund
this Pell Grant Math and Answer In-
centive Act and would not have to
raise any taxes and yet fix the long-
term problem with the short-term
money here.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
sign on as cosponsors for this impor-
tant piece of legislation, and I urge all
of my colleagues to vote for it. It will
make a meaningful difference in the
lives of our young people who need help
going to college; it will make a mean-
ingful difference in the lives of high-
tech folks who need additional work-
ers, and it makes good common sense.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 3, ECONOMIC GROWTH AND
TAX RELIEF ACT OF 2001

Mr. REYNOLDS, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 107-12) on the
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resolution (H. Res. 83) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3) to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 to reduce individual income tax
rates, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. JONES of North Carolina ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Mrs.
CLAYTON) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mrs. CLAYTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

SITUATION WORSENS IN SOUTH-
ERN SERBIA AND MACEDONIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, since
late last year, we have received a spate
of reports indicating that violence is
on the rise once again in the southern
parts of Yugoslavia, Macedonia, and es-
pecially in the Kosovo region. These re-
ports are of special concern because the
regions involved in this new outbreak
of conflict lie immediately adjacent to
the sector of Kosovo which is termed
the ‘‘area of responsibility” for United
States troops participating in KFOR,
the NATO-led Kosovo peacekeeping op-
eration.

Responsibility for most of the in-
creased violence lies with the hard-line
Albanian Kosovar nationalists, some of
whom quite clearly participated in the
so-called Kosovo Liberation Army,
KLA, which is supposed to be dis-
banded. They are now pushing their ex-
treme agenda through violence in the
Presevo Valley, lying across the inter-
nal boundary that separates Kosovo
from Serbia.

As part of the agreement that ended
the NATO military air operations
against Yugoslavia in June of 1999, a 5-
kilometer ground safety zone, GSZ,
was established along the internal
boundary between Kosovo and Yugo-
slavia. The Yugoslavian military and
special police forces were prohibited
from entering without expressed au-
thorization by NATO.

The Presevo Valley contains several
small cities and villages that are home
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to ethnic Albanians? Unlike their
brethren in Kosovo, however, the Alba-
nians of the Presevo Valley chose to re-
main outside the conflict which
wracked Kosovo during 1998 and 1999.
Although they certainly had legitimate
grievances against the brutal regime of
the former Yugoslavian leader,
Slobodan Milosevic, the ethnic Alba-
nians in the Presevo Valley rather
than overwhelmingly seemed to prefer
to settle their problems peacefully
rather than through the violent means
ultimately employed by the KLA.

Beginning in 1999, following the for-
mal disbanding of the KLA, KFOR
began receiving reports of the exist-
ence of a guerilla force calling itself by
the initials UCPMB, the Liberation
Army of Presevo, which was infil-
trating across the Kosovo boundary
into the GSZ in order to harass Serb
police officers and intimidate some of
the Serb residents of the Presevo Val-
ley and thus caused them to leave the
region.

In February of 2000, this Member led
our House delegation to the NATO Par-
liamentary Assembly on a visit to
Kosovo, and the commander of U.S.
forces briefed us on the situation in the
Presevo Valley. In fact, this Member
climbed the heights of Kosovo to see
the Presevo Valley below. At that
time, he said to us that the situation
with the so-called UCPMB was his sin-
gle largest worry insofar as the safety
of U.S. troops and other forces under
his command were concerned.

Since last December, incidents in the
Presevo Valley increased with several
Serbian police officers reported to have
been assassinated, and a joint U.S.-
Russian patrol attempting to seal off
the boundary came under fire by ethnic
Albanians attempting to infiltrate
from Kosovo. Last week, we learned of
fighting in Macedonia along the border
with Kosovo. Reports implicated a
shadowy body calling itself the Libera-
tion Army of Macedonia as being be-
hind this most recent violence.

What is particularly disturbing about
the involvement of Macedonian terri-
tory in what seems to be a new onset of
a major conflict is that, in addition to
Macedonia’s enormous strategic sig-
nificance, the Government of Mac-
edonia, democratically elected last
year, includes ethnic Albanians in its
governing coalition; and Macedonia re-
cently normalized its relations with
Kosovo. Apparently, these democratic
and popularly supported measures are
unacceptable to the radical Albanian
ethnics behind the renewed violence,
because these progressive democratic
steps undermine their goal of creating
a ‘‘greater Albania.”” They continue to
have as their goal unification of all
ethnic Albanians who inhabit Serbia,
Macedonia, Kosovo, and Albania itself
into a greater Albania.

The numbers of radical Albanian par-
ticipants in these incidents in southern
Serbia and Macedonia is, at present,
small. What is of most concern, how-
ever, is that they seem to be receiving
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support and assistance from Kosovo
and they have not been repudiated by
the ethnic Albanian Ileadership in
Kosovo.

Mr. Speaker, this Member is of the
opinion that those supporting an ex-
tremist agenda within Kosovo are
known to some of the leadership within
Kosovo; and thereby, they could be de-
nied the support that they are appar-
ently receiving to use Kosovo as a base
of operations.

The implications of a ‘‘greater Alba-
nia’ for the region and for the United
States and its allies in Europe are ex-
tremely grave. A wider war involving
Macedonia, Bulgaria, Greece, and Tur-
key ultimately would be very serious.
Our earlier intervention of Kosovo was
aimed at stopping that problem.

Mr. Speaker, this deserves our atten-
tion.

We need to make it clear to the Albanian
extremists that we will no longer tolerate their
efforts to foment violent and ethnic discord in
the region.

Mr. Speaker, NATO is at present consid-
ering measures to stabilize the situation, both
in Macedonia and in the Presevo Valley.
NATO Secretary General, Lord Robertson is
visiting the Capitol today and tomorrow to
meet with Members. This Member is inclined
to support suggestions that, given the gravity
of the current situation in Macedonia and on
its border, Yugoslavian military forces be per-
mitted to operate within the 5 kilometer ground
safety zone in southern Serbia. Additionally,
this Member strongly believes that we need to
return an international preventive peace-
keeping force to Macedonia similar to that
which helped protect Macedonia from attack
and destabilization several years ago. The
governments of the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia, the Republic of Serbia and the Former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia need to
agree to a complete demarcation of the border
between Macedonia and Serbia, and to meas-
ures to ensure its sanctity and security.

————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Guam (Mr. UNDERWOOD) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. UNDERWOOD addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

REVISIONS TO REVENUE AGGRE-
GATES FOR FISCAL YEARS 2001-
2005

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, Section
213(b)(1) of the conference report on the Con-
current Resolution on the Budget for Fiscal
Year 2001 (H. Con. Res. 290) authorizes the
Chairman of the House Budget Committee to
reduce the revenue aggregates contained in
the resolution if the July report of the Congres-
sional Budget Office (CBO) estimates larger
on-budget surpluses than those published in
the agency’s March report. CBO substantially
increased its estimates of the surplus in its
July report. Accordingly, | submit for printing in
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