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CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 4775, 
2002 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT FOR FURTHER RE-
COVERY FROM AND RESPONSE 
TO TERRORIST ATTACKS ON THE 
UNITED STATES 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
pursuant to a previous order of the 
House, I call up the conference report 
to accompany the bill (H.R. 4775) mak-
ing supplemental appropriations for 
further recovery from and response to 
terrorist attacks on the United States 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2002, and for other purposes. 

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

SIMPSON). Pursuant to the order of the 
House of Monday, July 22, 2002, the 
conference report is considered as hav-
ing been read. 

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
July 19, 2002 at page H 4935.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
OBEY) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG). 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the conference report accom-
panying H.R. 4775, and that I may in-
clude tabular and extraneous material. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 

I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to bring to 
the House the conference report on the 
2002 supplemental appropriations bill. 
This is a war-time supplemental to add 
further to our efforts to respond to the 
terrorist attacks on September 11, to 
provide necessary funding to pursue 
the al Qaeda, to secure America, and to 
support further recovery from the vi-
cious attack on September 11 of last 
year. 

On May 24, almost 2 months ago, the 
House passed this version of this sup-
plemental by a vote of 280 to 138. Two 
weeks later, the Senate passed its 
version of the bill. Over the past month 
and a half, we have worked diligently 
to address the differences in the House 
and Senate bills. The agreement being 
presented here to the House today is a 
fair bill that provides the funding that 
President Bush has requested as he 
leads our Nation against terrorism. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a tremendously 
important bill, and I would again like 
to state that this is a wartime supple-
mental appropriations bill. It provides 
money for our troops, our intelligence 
community, our safety and security, 
the victims of New York, and to pro-
mote U.S. foreign policy. 

The bill totals $28.9 billion in discre-
tionary spending; $15 billion of that is 

for the Defense Department, including 
additional funds for the call-up of the 
Guard and Reserves as they were called 
to active duty to respond to September 
11; $6.7 billion is for homeland security 
requirements; $2.1 billion is for foreign 
assistance and embassy security pro-
grams; and $5.5 billion is to further 
support recovery in New York. 

The bill also includes $1 billion in 
funds to avert the estimated shortfalls 
in the Pell Grant student aid program. 
It includes $417 million for veterans’ 
medical care, $205 million for Amtrak, 
$400 million for programs and activities 
to improve general election adminis-
tration in our country, and $100 million 
to begin to address the need to respond 
to floods and the tremendous fires that 
our Nation has experienced and is still 
experiencing. 

The committee has identified $3 bil-
lion in offsets to help pay for much of 
the new spending contained in the bill. 
These offsets are real, they are actual 
offsets; they are not smoke and mir-
rors. 

It is a good bill, and I hope we can 
get it to the President’s desk as soon 
as possible so that our soldiers, our 
diplomats, our law enforcement, and 
our intelligence officers can have the 
resources they need to protect our 
country from future attacks. At this 
point in the RECORD I will insert a 
table identifying the details of the con-
ference report.
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Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 

I would like to extend a statement of 
appreciation to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), who has worked 
along with us through these last sev-
eral months in trying to bring this con-
ference report to conclusion. There 
were differences, as anyone might ex-
pect. We did finally work out those dif-
ferences. I expect we could find some 
controversy here in this bill; I think we 
could find areas that I do not agree 
with and areas that the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) does not 
agree with. But, nevertheless, this is a 
good work product as we dealt with the 
many different institutions and prin-
cipals who were involved in bringing 
this bill to conclusion.

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 3 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I think there are a 
number of items in this bill which 
Members ought to know about. This 
bill, for instance, has $13 million in the 
conference report for safety of im-
ported meat and poultry above the 
amount recommended by the Presi-
dent. We have $17 million above the 
amount recommended by the President 
for bioterrorism responsibilities of the 
Food and Drug Administration. We 
have $37 million above the President’s 
request for the Marshals Service to 
safeguard U.S. Federal courts. We have 
$165 million above the President’s re-
quest for the FBI to provide, among 
other things, additional analysts to in-
crease the FBI’s ability to process and 
disseminate counterterrorism informa-
tion. We have $78 million more for the 
Immigration and Naturalization Serv-
ice, including $25 million for analysis 
to help find, arrest, and deport high-
risk, undocumented immigrants in the 
United States. We doubled the Presi-
dent’s request for the Securities and 
Exchange Commission, and we try to 
provide additional funds for staff and 
pay parity in information technology, 
improvements for that agency so that 
they can be more effective in dealing 
with some of the accusations of cor-
porate fraud that are now flooding the 
country and ruining its markets. 

We have a number of other items in 
the bill as well, which I would be happy 
to comment on if any Members have 
individual questions about it. 

Let me simply say there is nothing in 
this bill that anyone is going to be 
very thrilled about, because it is the 
product of a long compromise process, 
but it is a reasonable package, and I 
think the most important thing we can 
say about it is that we simply need to 
get on with it and get this down to the 
President. 

This bill also includes a fix of the 
problem that we faced with respect to 
a dip in highway funding and support 
to States because of the anomaly in 
the ISTEA highway distribution for-
mula, and we provide sufficient money; 
unlike the White House, we provide 
sufficient monies so that we do not 

have to, in fact, demobilize the Guard 
and Reserve forces until they can be re-
placed in sensitive areas by adequately 
trained personnel to deal with terrorist 
threats facing the country.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 41⁄2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROG-
ERS), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Transportation. 

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

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, this bill contains $3.85 billion 
to continue operations and activities of 
the Transportation Security Adminis-
tration for the remainder of fiscal year 
2002. I am pleased to report that this is 
the same level as approved by the 
House in its version of the supple-
mental. The Senate wanted almost $1 
billion more for this start-up agency 
compared to the House level, with no 
limit on staffing, and we held the line 
against that proposal. Members should 
know that we have upheld the position 
of the House in this agreement, and it 
is adequate. 

The Department of Transportation 
has raised objections to specific secu-
rity items in this bill. What are they 
objecting to? 

They are objecting to funds for air-
port modifications to ensure the timely 
installation of explosive detection sys-
tems, an additional $225 million, for a 
total of $738 million. This will lessen 
the likelihood of chaos later this year 
when bomb detection machines are de-
livered and installed in airports. 

They are objecting to grants to im-
prove port security, an issue of great 
vulnerability, $125 million. 

They are objecting to systems for air 
marshals to communicate with the pi-
lots and officials on the ground, $15 
million. 

They are objecting to funds to ad-
dress airport terminal security, a crit-
ical issue, since the attack on El Al in 
Los Angeles a few weeks ago, $17 mil-
lion. 

And they are objecting to funds for 
immediate replacement of the outdated 
metal detectors at all commercial air-
ports, $23 million. 

With additions like these, we have 
improved upon the administration’s re-
quest in modest ways, and provided the 
means for TSA to work smarter. The 
bill also caps TSA’s full-time perma-
nent staffing to no more than 45,000 
people. My subcommittee’s review of 
the TSA plan points to well over 12,000 
positions that should be reevaluated. 
In fact, in a recent hearing, the head of 
the agency gave me his commitment to 
eliminate many of these positions such 
as ‘‘ticket checkers’’ and ‘‘customer 
service representatives.’’ TSA is build-
ing a huge bureaucracy, and this bill 
helps bring that process under control. 

The Secretary of Transportation tes-
tified earlier today that TSA needs 
every penny of the amount they re-

quested. I respectfully disagree. The 
agency is so far behind in its own hir-
ing goals, there should be little doubt 
that fewer resources are needed to get 
them through fiscal year 2002. OMB 
even offered up some of this money. 
Maybe they know the agency has not 
been the best steward of the monies we 
have already provided for this year, 
several billions of dollars, offering law 
enforcement personnel salaries that 
are higher than necessary, allowing ex-
cessive overhead charges on the exist-
ing screener contracts, and not moni-
toring those charges and refusing to 
move out quickly on new technology, 
such as metal detectors, which would 
reduce the staffing need dramatically 
at the check-out points at airports. 
Just this morning, the DOT Inspector 
General testified that ‘‘Controls over 
the existing security screener con-
tracts were lacking, and that improve-
ments were drastically needed.’’ 

Until they straighten out these prob-
lems, they do not need more money. 

This bill provides adequate funding 
for TSA to get through the next 10 
weeks. It deletes unnecessary funds 
and encourages them to look much 
more carefully at how they are spend-
ing our money. We will not give them 
money for salaries that are outside the 
norm for similar Federal activities. We 
will not give them money for wasteful 
overhead charges on Federal contracts, 
and we will not give them money to 
hire a standing army of almost 70,000 
people to take off your shoes, check 
your briefcase three times, and perform 
intensive checks of white-haired grand-
mothers in wheelchairs and babes in 
arms. If the Department of Transpor-
tation does not understand this by 
now, this bill should help them get 
that message.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL). 

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to congratulate the chairman and the 
ranking member for bringing us to-
gether on this supplemental. I support 
it. 

Today’s bill, Mr. Speaker, includes 
an additional $150 million for the as-
sistance to the Firefighters Grant Pro-
gram. This is part of homeland secu-
rity, defending the homeland. This 
brings the amount of money we will 
give to fire departments around the 
country up to $510 million for fiscal 
year 2003. 

This is personal for me, Mr. Speaker. 
On May 9 of last year, Alberto Birado, 
a firefighter for the City of Passaic, 
died in the line of duty during the pri-
mary search of a building on fire. He 
died because his Self-Contained 
Breathing Apparatus ran out of air. 

Just last week, the Passaic Fire De-
partment was awarded a grant to pur-
chase more SCBAs and spare air cyl-
inders. Features of these additional 
cylinders will hopefully prevent all 
other unnecessary deaths. This is what 
the Firefighters Grant Program is all 
about. 
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The attacks on September 11 taught 

us many lessons. One of those is the 
importance of firefighters to the public 
safety equation and, indeed, to home-
land security. We had to scrape and beg 
to get $100 million last year in the 
emergency spending bill. 

The leadership told us they did not 
believe us when we said the fire serv-
ices needed the money desperately. In 
one year, we have gone from $100 mil-
lion funding to half a billion dollars. 
We still have a long way to go. There 
are over 20,000 applications to FEMA in 
the second year of this program with 
requests totaling over $2.2 billion. 

Trust me. We will be hearing from all 
of these fire departments in Members’ 
districts around this country. The odds 
are that all of us have a few fire de-
partments at home that will not get a 
grant this year because there was not 
enough money to go around.

b 1415 

I know our contribution to this wor-
thy cause will continue to rise as each 
of us hears from our constituents. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 3 minutes to the very distin-
guished gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HYDE).

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to en-
gage in a colloquy with the chairman 
of the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I am pleased that we were joined by the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), 
chairman of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, which is the com-
mittee of the House with legislative ju-
risdiction over the American 
Servicemembers’ Protection Act. This 
legislation appears as title II of this 
conference report. I would like to ask 
the gentleman to explain the back-
ground of this legislation and describe 
how some of its provisions are intended 
to work. 

Mr. HYDE. I thank the gentleman. 
The gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY) and I first introduced the 
American Servicemembers’ Protection 
Act as H.R. 4654 on June 14, 2000, and 
reintroduced it in the 107th Congress as 
H.R. 1794. On May 10, 2001, the House of 
Representatives adopted the text of our 
legislation as a floor amendment to an-
other bill, H.R. 1646. The gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. DELAY) and I there-
after entered into negotiations with 
representatives of the Bush adminis-
tration in an effort to agree on a 
version of the American 
Servicemembers’ Protection Act that 
the Bush administration could support. 
We were joined in these negotiations 
by Senator HELMS, the lead sponsor of 
the Senate companion bill. 

After many months of detailed dis-
cussions, we reached an agreement on 
language last September, and Senator 
HELMS, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY) and I each received from the 

administration letters dated Sep-
tember 25, 2001, promising the adminis-
tration’s full support for enactment of 
this agreed language. I am pleased that 
the conference report includes the lan-
guage we agreed on last September 
with only one nonsubstantive addition 
that I will describe in a few minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I note that one provision of this agreed 
language, which appears as section 2011 
of the conference report, is particularly 
complicated. And I would hope that the 
gentleman could draw on his back-
ground as the former chairman of our 
Committee on the Judiciary, as well as 
his current position as chairman of our 
Committee on International Relations, 
to explain to our colleagues the pur-
pose of section 2011. 

Mr. HYDE. I thank the chairman. I 
would be pleased to explain the purpose 
of section 2011. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
does the gentleman know if all other 
Members of Congress agree with the in-
terpretation that he has provided of 
the language negotiated with the ad-
ministration? 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, obviously I 
cannot read the minds of all of our col-
leagues, but I do know that the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), Sen-
ator HELMS and I were the only three 
members actively involved in negoti-
ating the language of sections 2004, 2006 
and 2011 with the administration. I 
have accurately described our under-
standing of how these sections would 
work together, what our intention was, 
and what we understood the adminis-
tration’s understanding and intention 
to be. I suppose that someone else 
could try to project onto these sections 
a different intention, but they would be 
doing precisely that, projecting onto 
them a new meaning that was never in-
tended by those of us who were in-
volved in drafting and refining them. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I want to thank the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. HYDE) for providing clarity 
to this rather complicated and impor-
tant title of this conference report. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, my state-
ment on the American 
Servicemembers’ Protection Act is as 
follows:

When Congressman DELAY, Senator HELMS, 
and I sat down with representatives of the 
Bush Administration to discuss the American 
Servicemembers’ Protection Act, it quickly 
emerged that the Administration’s principal 
concern with the legislation was the belief that 
a few of its restrictions on United States inter-
action with the International Criminal Court 
could, in certain improbable circumstances, 
interfere with the exercise of authorities vested 
in the President by the Constitution. The con-
stitutional authorities that they saw as possibly 
conflicting with the legislation were the presi-
dent’s authority as Commander in Chief of the 
Armed Forces of the United States under arti-
cle II, section 2 of the Constitution, and the 
President’s constitutional authority with respect 
to the conduct of foreign policy, in particular 
his authority to exchange information with for-
eign governments and international organiza-

tions. Because there is no specific enumera-
tion in the Constitution of the President’s au-
thority to conduct foreign policy, this authority 
is encompassed textually within the executive 
power vested in the President by article II, 
section 1 of the Constitution. 

There are two sections of our legislation that 
restrict United States interaction with the Inter-
national Criminal Court and which therefore, in 
the view of the Administration, could possibly 
come into conflict with the exercise of the 
President’s constitutional authority as Com-
mander in Chief and his authority to conduct 
foreign policy as chief executive. These sec-
tions appear as sections 2004 and 2006 of the 
conference report. 

To ensure that sections 2004 and 2006 will 
never operate to prohibit the President from 
taking an action that he is empowered under 
the Constitution to take and that Congress is 
without power to prohibit, we developed the 
‘‘exercise of constitutional authorities’’ excep-
tion set forth in section 2011 of the conference 
report. 

The Committee on International Relations 
has approved a lot of legislation over the 
years containing presidential waiver provi-
sions. The ‘‘exercise of constitutional authori-
ties’’ exception contained in section 2011 is 
very different from these other waiver provi-
sions. 

The other waiver provisions give the Presi-
dent, or some other official of the Executive 
branch, the authority to ‘‘waive’’ an otherwise 
applicable prohibition or restriction. Typically, 
the President or other official must first deter-
mine that a particular standard set forth in the 
waiver provision is satisfied. Common exam-
ples are requirements that he find that exer-
cising the waiver is ‘‘in the national interest,’’ 
‘‘important to the national interest,’’ or ‘‘vital to 
the national interest.’’ Whatever the waiver 
standard, the idea is that the President or 
other official is invited to sue his judgment, 
and if he judges that the facts permit him to 
determine that the wavier standard is satisfied, 
he can then exercise the wavier, which has 
the effect of rendering the prohibition or re-
striction inapplicable with respect to the action 
that he wishes to take or direct. 

The ‘‘exercise of constitutional authorities’’ 
exception contained in section 2011 is very 
different. Section 2011 does not turn on fac-
tual judgments made by the President. Rather, 
it turns on the parameters of the President’s 
authority under the Constitution. What it says, 
in effect, is that Congress has not prohibited 
anything under sections 2004 and 2006 that 
Congress is without constitutional authority to 
prohibit. 

The intent of Congress in sections 2004 and 
2006 could not be clearer. Congress wishes to 
prohibit any form of assistance to, or coopera-
tion with, the International Criminal Court. We 
wish to impose such a prohibition to the fullest 
extent of our ability under the Constitution to 
do so. To the extent that certain forms of inter-
action with the International Criminal Court are 
subject to the shared responsibility of Con-
gress and the President under the Constitu-
tion, Congress has the constitutional authority 
to forbid those forms of interaction, and in sec-
tions 2004 and 2006 we exercise that author-
ity to forbid such interaction. However, we rec-
ognize that there may be forms of interaction 
that are the exclusive authority of the Presi-
dent under the Constitution, which Congress 
constitutionally is without authority to prohibit. 
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Accordingly, with respect to those forms of 
interaction, section 2011 provides a mecha-
nism for ensuring that sections 2004 and 2006 
do not constrain the President in ways that, as 
a matter of constitutional law, he may not be 
constrained by Congress. 

To put the matter differently, it is the inten-
tion of Congress that the ‘‘exercise of constitu-
tional authorities’’ exception in this legislation 
shall only be available in those instances 
where the President’s lawyers could in good 
faith write a legal opinion concluding that ap-
plication of the prohibitions of sections 2004 or 
2006 to a proposed action by the President 
would be unconstitutional. It is not good 
enough that the prohibitions of sections 2004 
or 2006 conflict with what the President judges 
to be in the national interest, or that they inter-
fere with the foreign policy that he would like 
to conduct. The prohibitions must actually be 
unconstitutional if applied to the proposed ac-
tion. This is the meaning of the term ‘‘action 
. . . taken or directed by the President . . . in 
the exercise of the President’s authority as 
Commander in Chief of the Armed Forces 
. . . or in the exercise of the executive power 
. . .’’ The action by the President, in con-
travention of the prohibitions set forth in sec-
tions 2004 or 2006, must actually be an exer-
cise by him of constitutional authority to take 
an action that Congress is without authority to 
prohibit. 

We understand that many, if not most, ac-
tions by the President involve, to some degree 
or another, an exercise of some constitutional 
authority. But that is not the kind of constitu-
tional authority to which section 2011 refers. 
Section 2011 refers to an exercise of the kind 
of constitutional authority necessary to over-
come a statutory prohibition on the taking of a 
particular action. That kind of constitutional au-
thority exists only with respect to statutory pro-
hibitions that Congress is without constitutional 
authority to impose in the first place. 

This means, as a practical matter, that most 
of the prohibitions in section 2004 are beyond 
the reach of the exception set forth in section 
2011. This is because most of them do not re-
strict the exercise of any authority vested ex-
clusively in the President by the Constitution. 

A clear example is section 2004(d), which 
prohibits the extradition of any person from the 
United States to the International Criminal 
Court. The Supreme Court ruled in the case of
Valentine v. United States in 1936 that the 
President has no inherent constitutional au-
thority to extradite persons to foreign jurisdic-
tions. To the contrary, the Supreme Court 
ruled that it is unconstitutional for the Presi-
dent to extradite persons in the absence of an 
extradition treaty or a statute authorizing extra-
dition to the foreign jurisdiction in question. 
Because there is no treaty or statute author-
izing the extradition of persons to the Inter-
national Criminal Court, the President could 
not rely on section 2011 to extradite a person 
to the International Criminal Court in con-
travention of section 2004(d). This point is un-
derscored by section 2011(c), which makes 
clear that section 2011 grants no statutory au-
thority to the President to take any action. 

Another category of prohibitions that cannot 
be overcome under section 2011 is those re-
lating to the provision by the U.S. Government 
of funds, property, or services to the Inter-
national Criminal Court. Congress has plenary 
authority under the Constitution with respect to 
the use of appropriated funds and the disposi-

tion of U.S. Government property. Subsections 
(e) and (f) of section 2004 represent an exer-
cise of this plenary authority. The intention of 
Congress is to prohibit any direct or indirect 
provision by the U.S. Government to the Inter-
national Criminal Court of appropriated funds, 
U.S. Government property, or services pro-
vided utilizing appropriated funds. There may 
be very limited circumstances in which the 
President may rely on section 2011 to direct 
the provision of services to the International 
Criminal Court notwithstanding the prohibitions 
of subsections (e) and (f) of section 2004, for 
example, services provided by the United 
States Armed Forces pursuant to an exercise 
of the President’s authority as Commander in 
Chief. But in the absence of an exercise of a 
constitutional authority vested exclusively in 
the President—such as the Commander in 
Chief authority—the prohibitions of these sub-
sections prohibit the provision of the kinds of 
support to which they apply, and the exception 
set forth in section 2011 is not available to 
permit an action by the President in con-
travention of these sections. 

A third category of prohibitions that cannot 
be overcome under section 2011 is those re-
lating to the exercise of functions not vested in 
the Executive branch of the United States 
Government. The President has no inherent 
constitutional authority to direct or control the 
operations of state and local governments. 
Nor does he have any inherent constitutional 
authority to direct or control the operations of 
the judicial branch of the federal government, 
much less the judicial functions of state and 
local governments. Accordingly, the President 
may not rely on section 2011 to direct state 
and local governments. Accordingly, the Presi-
dent may not rely on section 2011 to direct 
state and local governments to take actions 
prohibited under subsections (b), (d) and (e) of 
section 2004, or to authorize such govern-
ments to take such actions notwithstanding 
the prohibitions of these subsections. Simi-
larly, the President may not rely on section 
2011 to direct federal, state, or local courts to 
take actions prohibited under subsections (b), 
(d), (e) and (f) of section 2004, or to authorize 
such courts to take such actions notwith-
standing the prohibitions of these subsections. 
The explanation is very simply. Because the 
exercise of functions by state and local gov-
ernments and by federal, state, and local 
courts is by design beyond the inherent con-
stitutional authority of the President, there is 
no constitutional authority that the President 
can exercise under section 2011 to overcome 
prohibitions that this legislation applies to such 
governments and courts.

This does not mean that section 2011 is of 
no practical use to the President. In our nego-
tiations with the Administration we discussed a 
number of circumstances where the President 
would be able to rely on section 2011 to direct 
actions plainly prohibited in the first instance 
by the language of sections 2004 or 2006. 

I have already mentioned one such cir-
cumstance, and that is actions by the United 
States Armed Forces directed by the Presi-
dent in the exercise of his constitutional au-
thority as Commander in Chief. An example 
we discussed in our negotiations was a deci-
sion by the President to facilitate the transfer 
to the International Criminal Court of a foreign 
national wanted by that Court. Section 2004(e) 
prohibits the United States Government from 
facilitating the transfer of persons to the Inter-

national Criminal Court, including by the 
United States Armed Forces. But we recog-
nize that at a certain level this prohibition may 
come into conflict with the President’s author-
ity to command our Armed Forces, and in 
such a case, section 2011 would ensure that 
the President is not unconstitutionally con-
strained. 

Another circumstance where the President 
may be able to rely on section 2011 concerns 
the provision of information controlled by the 
President to foreign governments and to inter-
national organizations, including the Inter-
national Criminal Court. To the degree the 
President has inherent constitutional authority 
to provide such information to foreign govern-
ments and international organizations, conflicts 
could arise between this authority and the pro-
hibitions of section 2004(e) and section 2006. 
In the case of such a conflict, the President 
could rely on section 2011 to provide informa-
tion in the exercise of his constitutional author-
ity without violating the letter of the statute. 

I am not aware of other circumstances 
where the President could rely on section 
2011 to take or direct actions otherwise pro-
hibited under section 2004 and 2006, and we 
pressed the Administration very hard on this 
point in our negotiations. These were only ex-
amples they gave us of situations where the 
prohibitions of sections 2004 and 2006 could 
come into conflict with the President’s con-
stitutional prerogatives. In order to address 
this concern, we developed the mechanism 
contained in section 2011. Section 2011 is 
narrowly tailored to be available only in cases 
where there is such a conflict exists. In other 
cases where the prohibitions of the legislation 
are merely inconvenient, or in conflict with the 
President’s preferred foreign policy, section 
2011 is not available to permit the President to 
take or direct actions prohibited by section 
2004 or 2006. 

Another feature of section 2011 is that, by 
its terms, it can be invoked by the President 
only on a ‘‘case-by-case basis’’. In using this 
term, we were mindful of the way that the ex-
isting United Nations war crimes tribunals for 
Yugoslavia and Rwanda have gone about 
their work. those tribunals have developed 
separate cases against suspected war crimi-
nals. Usually these cases involve a single de-
fendant, though sometimes a case will have 
multiple defendants who were involved in the 
same specific incident. we intend the term 
‘‘case’’ in section 2011 to have the same 
meaning that it has in current usage at the 
Yugoslavia and Rwanda tribunals. Yugoslavia 
and Rwanda are not ‘‘cases’’ before those tri-
bunals. Rather, the prosecutions of individual 
named persons are the ‘‘cases’’ pending be-
fore these tribunals. This can be verified by 
simply looking at the web sites of these two 
tribunals. 

Before closing, I wish to comment on the ef-
fect of the addition by the Senate to this legis-
lation of the language appearing as section 
2015. That section was not part of language 
we negotiated with the Administration. But it 
does not in any way vitiate the restrictions on 
cooperation with the International Criminal 
Court set forth in sections 2004 and 2006. 
Section 2015 simply reiterates that this legisla-
tion does not apply to international efforts be-
sides the International Criminal Court to bring 
to justice foreign national accused of geno-
cide, war crimes, or crimes against humanity. 
Regarding application of this section to the 
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International Criminal Court, however, ordinary 
cannons of statutory construction apply. The 
specific controls the general unless otherwise 
provided, and in the case of this legislation it 
is quite obvious that the legislation is very 
specific about what is to be allowed and what 
is to be forbidden when it comes to assisting 
the International Criminal Court. Had the Sen-
ate wanted to vitiate the restrictions of sec-
tions 2004 and 2006, it would have had to 
amend them, strike them, or expressly 
notwithstand them. 

The Senate debate during which the lan-
guage of section 2015 was agreed to makes 
clear that this language was understood at the 
time to make no substantive change to the 
other provisions of the American 
Servicemembers’ Protection Act. The full text 
of sections 2004, 2006 and 2011, along with 
other provisions of the American 
Servicemembers’ Protection Act, was adopted 
by the Senate as an amendment to another 
bill on December 7, 2001, by a vote of 78–21. 
When Senator WARNER offered these same 
provisions as an amendment to this supple-
mental appropriations bill, the Senate had es-
sentially the same debate it had on December 
7th of last year. Neither the supporters nor the 
opponents of the language that became sec-
tion 2015 suggested that this language made 
any change to the legislation that had pre-
viously passed the Senate, and the final vote 
in favor of the amendment, 75–19, was essen-
tially the same as the vote last year. For these 
reasons, Mr. DELAY and I agreed with the 
House conferees that there was no reason not 
to accept the Senate language. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 1 minute. 

Mr. Speaker, I did not want to insert 
myself in the colloquy that has just 
preceded, but I would simply say that 
while there may have been negotia-
tions going on outside of the room with 
the administration, the negotiations 
that count were the negotiations be-
tween the four parties that produced 
this language. And I think that the un-
derstandings discussed here are not 
necessarily those that were reached be-
tween the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG), myself, Mr. BYRD and Mr. STE-
VENS. 

I think the language speaks for itself 
without being maneuvered one way or 
another by any after-the-fact col-
loquies that may or may not relate to 
the language involved.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from New 
York (Mr. SERRANO). 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
conference report. Mr. Speaker, no one 
can forget the shock and horror of Sep-
tember 11 when terrorists attacked the 
United States, murdering nearly 3,000 
people, destroying the World Trade 
Center, damaging the Pentagon and 
threatening sites in Washington, D.C. 

New Yorkers in particular relive that 
every time we see the gap in our sky-
line or mourn the missing in our fami-
lies and neighborhoods. But within 
days of the vicious attacks, the Presi-
dent met with Members of the New 
York delegation and pledged to support 

our recovery with at least $20 billion in 
Federal funds. He has kept that prom-
ise and no part of our government has 
wavered, not the House nor the Senate 
nor the conferees. 

This bill contains an additional $5.5 
billion which brings the total funding 
available for New York’s recovery to 
more than $21 billion. 

As a member of the committee of 
conference, and as a New Yorker, I rise 
simply to thank President Bush, the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) 
and the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
OBEY) and my colleagues in this Con-
gress for all the support provided to my 
city so far. The September 11 attacks 
were truly attacks on America and 
America has responded with grace and 
generosity. 

Mr. Speaker, we are a grateful city 
and we thank Congress for this sup-
port. I urge my colleagues to support 
this conference report. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 4 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. KOLBE), 
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations Subcommittee on Foreign 
Operations.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me time, and I 
want to pay special tribute to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) as 
well as the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. OBEY) for the leadership that they 
have provided in crafting this bill and 
bringing it at long last to the floor for 
much-needed supplemental appropria-
tions to continue the war against ter-
rorism, the enduring freedom fight. 

I want to address my remarks to that 
part that addresses foreign operations 
that are in this conference report. 
First, the numbers, the figures them-
selves. The funding in this chapter in-
cludes a spending level of $1,818,000,000. 
But there are rescissions in there of 
$269 million, meaning there is a net 
spending level in foreign operations of 
$1,549,000,000. That is $48.5 million 
below where we were when we passed 
this bill in the House, $3.5 million 
above where it was in the Senate. So 
much for the overall numbers. 

A few of the specific things that are 
in there. We have $200 million in here 
for the fight against HIV/AIDS, tuber-
culosis, and malaria around the world, 
particularly in Africa and Eurasia. 
This has been in both the House and 
Senate bills. While this number was 
not in the initial request to the Presi-
dent, as I think everybody knows, the 
President has endorsed this and spoken 
specifically about the programs that he 
will use this money for. And I believe, 
as he does, that it is vitally important 
that we continue to make progress in 
combating the worldwide scourge 
against AIDS. 

In addition, there is another figure in 
there that was not in the President’s 
original request and that is $200 mil-
lion for antiterrorism assistance for 
the state of Israel and $50 million for 
humanitarian assistance for the Pales-
tinian people. Not to the PLA, the Au-

thority, the Palestine Authority, but 
rather $50 million for humanitarian as-
sistance to Palestinians themselves. 
We believe this also is very important, 
given the fight that has been going on 
over there. We need to express our sup-
port for Israel’s fight against ter-
rorism. We need to say to the Pales-
tinian people, we are there to support 
you when you are trying to rebuild 
your country, when you are trying to 
provide for the well-being of your peo-
ple. We will not support the govern-
ment that you have in place now. 

I think the President has made clear 
that we have need to see a new govern-
ment, a new direction of that govern-
ment before we can have serious nego-
tiations with them. But I think this is 
the right approach to it. 

The negotiations with the Senate on 
the assistance for Colombia were very 
tough, but in the end the House lan-
guage prevailed. It allows the adminis-
tration to expand its assistance to the 
government of Colombia for the war 
against terrorism and narco-traf-
fickers. It includes some of the provi-
sions that the Senate wanted to make 
sure that we are not going to be in-
volved in combat operations. 

Regarding Afghanistan, we have 
added funding to both the House and 
the Senate bills to provide humani-
tarian and reconstruction assistance 
for Afghanistan. There is up to 384 mil-
lion that could be available under this 
conference report to help rebuild in Af-
ghanistan. 

Let me end on two final points here. 
Regarding the United Nations’ Popu-
lation Funds, or UNPF, as it is called, 
the conference work does not address 
this issue. I am disappointed with the 
administration’s decision that has 
come down since this conference report 
was adopted, and I expect that in our 
2003 appropriations bill we are going to 
address this issue and try to ensure 
that funding for this very important 
organization is included. 

Most of the funding in the chapter is 
dedicated to assisting our allies in the 
war on terrorism. At this last minute 
the Office of Management and Budget 
proposed removal of hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars requested by the Presi-
dent for assistance to our allies. I am 
puzzled, I am disappointed that OMB 
made such a proposal, and I do not 
think they reflected what either the 
President or the Secretary of the State 
or the Secretary of Defense had in this 
regard. But I am pleased overall with 
the bill that we have now, I think it is 
a good bill and, Mr. Speaker, I urge its 
adoption.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. BOSWELL) who 
has been very much focused on several 
aspects of this bill. 

(Mr. BOSWELL asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. BOSWELL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time 
and I thank the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. YOUNG) for his hard work. 
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Today I can support this bill with en-

thusiasm. I was very sorry the last 
time we discussed it I could not, and I 
want to thank the conference com-
mittee for their hard work. It kind of 
signals a win to me for a concern that 
I have had for my State of Iowa in the 
area of Medicare reimbursements 
rates. 

In May the Committee on Rules 
made an exception and put into this 
supplemental bill what I thought was 
an unfair fix for rates for a selected few 
and leave out many. I appreciate this. 
It has actually drawn attention to this 
ploy and helped to shed additional 
light on the discriminatory formulas 
and the adverse consequences for sen-
iors, hospitals and health care profes-
sionals across Iowa and other similarly 
situated areas. 

Although our health care profes-
sionals are doing a great job with less, 
the fact remains, as we see here, and I 
will show you a chart one more time in 
a moment, that there are places in the 
country where Medicare patients are 
getting eyeglasses and they are getting 
prescriptions. In fact, it is a double of 
what we were getting in Iowa, the 
amount. It is a whole lot more than 
what the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. OBEY) was getting as well. They 
are below the average as well, and I 
know the gentleman knows that. This 
is something we have been working on. 
Let us do something about this. I think 
that perhaps we are making some 
progress, and I hope so. 

On the Medicare reimbursement re-
lief of last month, a few days ago there 
was attention given and an additional 
$120 million for Iowa over 3 years, and 
that is a big help, but we have a ways 
to go. So I want you to again look at 
this chart, and it will show you very 
clearly that there is a great disparity 
across this country, and the citizens 
pay the same taxes for the same serv-
ice. They pay the same. 

Look here. There are some States, 
mine, but others are receiving less 
than half of what the top is. Is that fair 
for Americans? I do not think so. I do 
not think there is one of you here that 
would feel this way. So I do support 
this bill today and I appreciate it for 
the whole country. I hope that our sen-
iors are considered of equal impor-
tance, and I think they are. I thank the 
gentleman again for this time, and I do 
support the bill, and I support the fact 
that we have been talking about there 
now. Let us talk about it some more. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF), 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Commerce, Justice, State and Judici-
ary of the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
commend the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) for the great job 
of this conference report, and I rise in 
strong support. 

The bill includes $175 million to im-
prove the ability of the FBI to syn-

thesize and interpret data and intel-
ligence collections from investigations. 
The funding will support technology 
upgrades and allow the FBI to hire ad-
ditional cybercrime counterterrorism 
and counterintelligence analysts. The 
bill also provides $81.3 million for the 
INS, including upgrades for the border 
patrol agents and immigration inspec-
tions who are also on the frontline, and 
$25 million for an Absconder Initiative, 
to find and remove more aliens who 
have been ordered deported and who 
have not followed those orders.

b 1430 
I want to thank the gentleman from 

Arizona (Mr. KOLBE) for his good ef-
forts with this action and with regard 
to this issue. 

As we all saw in the tragic events of 
September 11, we depend on our State 
and local police, fire, EMS and 
HAZMAT people to respond to acts of 
terrorism. Their heroism and prepared-
ness has saved many lives and will 
likely save many more. The bill pro-
vides $2.1 million for State and local 
first responder equipment, exercise and 
training, and including $50 million to 
provide communities across the coun-
try with interoperable emergency com-
munications equipment. 

The SEC, the Securities and Ex-
change Commission, requires an infu-
sion of resources to strengthen over-
sight and enforcement and preserve the 
integrity of the financial markets. This 
bill provides $40.2 million for the SEC, 
$20.2 million above the request, includ-
ing funds for the immediate addition of 
125 staff positions in enforcement and 
corporate oversight and key informa-
tion technology upgrades. This will 
begin to provide the SEC with the re-
sources they need to combat corporate 
fraud and to protect the savings and re-
tirement investments of millions of 
American families. 

The conference report also includes 
$318.1 million for embassy security and 
public diplomacy. The diplomatic staff 
is hard at work right now under very 
difficult and dangerous conditions in 
south Asia and elsewhere. This bill will 
provide for an expedited construction 
of fully secured replacement embassy 
facilities in Afghanistan and 
Tajikistan. 

Recently, a lot of attention has been 
focused on improving our public diplo-
macy’s efforts, including the gen-
tleman from Illinois’ (Mr. HYDE) legis-
lation H.R. 3969, which passed the 
House yesterday. We are not doing an 
adequate job of telling America’s story, 
and it is a great story to the world. To 
improve this effort, the bill includes 
$40.1 million for information and ex-
change programs of the State Depart-
ment, Radio Free Afghanistan and the 
Middle East Broadcasting Initiative. 

In addition, the bill includes $55 mil-
lion for the enhanced security of the 
Federal judiciary in response to ter-
rorist and other high threat trials, in-
cluding $10 million for the Supreme 
Court building and $37.9 million for the 
U.S. Marshals Service. 

The bill also includes authorization 
and funding for the closed circuit 
transmission of the Moussaoui trial to 
victims of the September 11 attacks. 

Finally, the bill includes $37 million 
for the National Institute of Standards 
and Technology to develop an informa-
tion technology security framework for 
the Federal Government. 

Lastly, these additional funds for fis-
cal year 2002 are vital for carrying out 
our continued homeland security, 
international and corporate oversight 
responsibilities, and I urge my col-
leagues to support it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the ranking member for yielding me 
the time, and I want to congratulate 
our chairman, the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. YOUNG) who everybody 
knows I feel very highly, about one of 
the fairest chairman I have ever served 
under, and the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY), one of the most able 
Members I have served with. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
conference report and want to high-
light funding in two critical areas. 
First, this supplemental appropriations 
bill gives us $400 million reasons to 
complete our work on election reform 
as soon as possible. The gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Speaker 
HASTERT), and the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) were critically 
important in making sure this money 
stayed in this bill. 

Appropriators from both sides of the 
aisle on both sides of the Capitol have 
done their job. They recognize that we 
must upgrade our election systems. 
They recognize that the disenfranchise-
ment of an estimated 6 million voters 
in November 2000 offends our demo-
cratic values, and they recognize that 
real reform costs money. 

Now we must finish the job and pass 
the election reform conference report 
that authorizes the expenditure of the 
funding. Election reform conferees are 
making progress in resolving the dif-
ferences between the House and the 
Senate bills, and I hope this supple-
mental appropriation bill and the $400 
million it provides for election reform 
adds urgency to our negotiations. We 
must not delay. 

Secondly, I want to note the $150 mil-
lion that is provided for the Fire Grant 
Program through FEMA, bringing the 
fiscal year 2002 total to $510 million. I 
note that some $3 billion-plus had been 
requested by local fire services and 
emergency responders throughout the 
Nation, but this is a significant step 
forward. Every day we ask our fire-
fighters to risk their lives to protect 
our homes, our businesses and our chil-
dren. With this additional funding, Mr. 
Speaker, we say to them we recognize 
and appreciate their sacrifice and want 
to ensure they can do their jobs as 
safely and effectively as possible.
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Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 

I would like to inquire as to the time 
remaining on both sides. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington). The gen-
tleman from Florida has 12 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Wis-
consin has 19 minutes remaining. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM), a 
distinguished member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the chairman of the Committee 
on Appropriations for yielding me the 
time. 

This bill is critical to winning the 
war on terrorism, New York City re-
payment and recovery efforts, home-
land security, replenishment munitions 
in which the gentleman from Califor-
nia’s (Mr. HUNTER) been trying to do 
for years, and support ongoing intel-
ligence. 

While I support this emergency 
spending, a bill to fight the war on ter-
rorism and aid continued recovery ef-
forts, I must point out a section of this 
legislation that does not belong in this 
bill. It is legislation on an appropria-
tions bill, and that is section 3002 re-
garding mail service to Alaska. 

Section 3002, the Rural Service Im-
provement Act of 2002, was never sub-
ject to any congressional hearings or 
other fact-finding events. We have got 
two opposing sides claiming problems 
on either side, and yet the chairman, a 
Republican, from the other body, re-
fuses to even have a hearing on this 
issue. 

These provisions specifically target 
carriers that successfully and profit-
ably transported mail for the Postal 
Service within the State of Alaska for 
many years. The Act’s stated goal is to 
reduce costs which then actually it will 
increase costs from the Postal Service. 
Congressional approval of this legisla-
tion, without any hearings, that elimi-
nates a single competitor from busi-
ness and protects incumbent carriers 
from competition is wrong. Matter of 
fact, in my opinion, it is an abuse of 
power from a single Senator from the 
other body that is abusing his office by 
legislating someone out of business.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would remind the Members to 
temper their remarks to avoid im-
proper references to Members of the 
other body.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
do not know how to temper an event 
when someone legislates someone out 
of office and denies them going to 
court. To me that is unconstitutional, 
and the legislative business that we 
perform every day should not take up 
legislation like this on such an impor-
tant bill.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. WEINER). 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 

time, and I thank the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. YOUNG) for all the excel-
lent work they have done on this bill. 
It is an excellent bill. It contains aid 
for New York City, contains aid for our 
allies, but perhaps troubling, it also 
contains aid for our enemies. 

Quietly and without any floor debate, 
$50 million is included in this bill for 
aid to the West Bank in Gaza. This is 
on top of more than $100 million that 
has gone to the Palestinians since 1999. 
In that same time period, 577 Israelis 
and dozens of American citizens have 
died in over 50 homicide attacks in 
Israel. 

I support foreign aid. Foreign aid ex-
ports are values. It buys cooperation 
overseas. It makes tense areas of our 
world more peaceful, but on every 
level, Palestinian aid has failed in 
those fundamental values. Rather than 
promoting our values, the people of 
Nablus were cheering on September 11 
when captured by TV cameras. Rather 
than buying cooperation, money that 
we have provided has found its way to 
be producing suicide belts, according to 
some of the documents seized at the 
Ramallah compound. Rather than 
making the world more peaceful, the 
Palestinians have used the money to 
import arms from Iran. 

I believe that we should vote yes on 
this bill. I believe we should vote yes 
on future foreign aid bills, but I also 
think it is time we had a debate on the 
floor of this House with an up or down 
vote on whether or not we should con-
tinue to provide aid for the West Bank 
and Gaza. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG). 

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks and include extraneous 
material.) 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today in support of the bill H.R. 
4775, the Defense and Homeland Secu-
rity Supplemental Appropriations Act 
Conference Report. I would like to 
thank the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG), the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, for including 
the restoration of highway funds that 
was agreed to by the Authorization 
Committee and 410 Members of this 
House. It was the right thing to do, and 
it will benefit all the States for trans-
portation needs. 

Although unfortunately, the Com-
mittee on Appropriations also re-
scinded $320 million in highway con-
tract authority that was created in 
TEA–21 and has already been appro-
priated to every State, such a rescis-
sion is unprecedented, and it is abso-
lutely unacceptable to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 
This $320 million will be taken from 
the balance of the contract authority 
that exceeded the obligation limita-
tions that has been placed on the high-
way program. So it is sometimes called 
excess contract authority, but there 
will still be programmatic impacts re-
sulting from this rescission. 

State Departments of Transportation 
utilize their full amount of contract 
authority when they plan ahead for 
projects in every Members’ district. 

It has an immediate effect, too. 
States have been given the flexibility 
to move funds across programs. This 
flexibility will be lessened in 2003 by 
this rescission. Therefore, some of the 
transportation projects that were com-
ing off the shelf in 2003 will be put back 
on the shelf. 

The rescission of the contract’s au-
thority should not be used now or in 
the future to balance the spending of 
the Congress. I will submit for the 
RECORD a State-by-State table showing 
the cuts to each state.
STATE-BY-STATE IMPACT OF $310 M RE-

SCISSION OF HIGHWAY CONTRACT AU-
THORITY IN FY 2002 SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS BILL (H.R. 4775) 

State Contract Authority 
Lost 

Alabama ............................ ¥$6,055,699
Alaska ............................... ¥1,531,493
Arizona .............................. ¥5,103,144
Arkansas ........................... ¥4,186,819
California .......................... ¥31,502,078
Colorado ............................ ¥4,605,662
Connecticut ....................... ¥3,984,645
Delaware ........................... ¥1,205,967
Dist. of Col. ....................... ¥1,102,821
Florida .............................. ¥12,154,625
Georgia .............................. ¥9,771,545
Hawaii ............................... ¥1,218,691
Idaho ................................. ¥2,123,194
Illinois ............................... ¥11,964,461
Indiana .............................. ¥6,779,800
Iowa ................................... ¥4,608,642
Kansas ............................... ¥4,570,334
Kentucky ........................... ¥5,375,294
Louisiana .......................... ¥5,497,393
Maine ................................. ¥1,831,982
Maryland ........................... ¥5,589,406
Massachusetts ................... ¥6,436,734
Michigan ........................... ¥9,894,776
Minnesota .......................... ¥5,204,170
Mississippi ......................... ¥4,349,567
Missouri ............................ ¥8,309,367
Montana ............................ ¥2,647,739
Nebraska ........................... ¥3,123,825
Nevada ............................... ¥2,183,077
New Hampshire ................. ¥1,496,695
New Jersey ........................ ¥9,229,067
New Mexico ....................... ¥3,117,390
New York ........................... ¥16,823,836
North Carolina .................. ¥8,003,803
North Dakota .................... ¥2,344,956
Ohio ................................... ¥11,486,595
Oklahoma .......................... ¥5,892,937
Oregon ............................... ¥4,346,259
Pennsylvania ..................... ¥15,576,784
Rhode Island ...................... ¥1,702,512
South Carolina .................. ¥4,979,995
South Dakota .................... ¥2,372,588
Tennessee .......................... ¥6,974,601
Texas ................................. ¥22,757,525
Utah .................................. ¥2,889,990
Vermont ............................ ¥1,420,695
Virginia ............................. ¥7,934,231
Washington ....................... ¥6,528,778
West Virginia .................... ¥2,886,042
Wisconsin .......................... ¥5,736,023
Wyoming ........................... ¥2,585,746

Total ......................... ¥320,000,000 
I again, though, thank the appropri-

ators and realize they have to deal 
with the other side of the aisle, but I 
would also suggest respectfully in the 
future, be very careful about fooling 
around with the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure’s jurisdic-
tion. 
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 

minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN). 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
bill, and I want to thank the chairman 
and the ranking member and the con-
ferees for working so hard to develop a 
bill that I think a majority on both 
side of the aisle can support. 

I would like, however, to speak about 
the provisions on Colombia that re-
main in the bill. I believe the Colombia 
provisions in the conference report are 
a slight improvement from those in the 
House-passed bill. At least now Con-
gress is asking for written commit-
ments from the newly elected Uribe ad-
ministration on how he will pursue the 
war in Colombia. 

Still, I have gave reservations re-
garding the wisdom and the con-
sequences of expanding U.S. involve-
ment in Colombia’s grinding violence 
and deepening civil war, a civil war 
that has plagued Colombia for nearly 
four decades. 

Mr. Speaker, I have little trust in 
conditions. They are easily waived or 
distorted when viewed as getting in the 
way of policy, and I believe that the 
House will return to debate this matter 
again in September. 

The House of Representatives should 
think long and hard before it gives a 
green light to any policy that commits 
more of America’s precious resources 
to a hideously complex civil war in Co-
lombia. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the very distin-
guished gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. BALLENGER). 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
the time, and I congratulate the chair-
man for a job well done. 

I want to thank the leadership, also, 
for sticking with their commitment to 
require printing and dyeing and fin-
ishing of textiles to remain in the 
United States. I am speaking today in 
support of the Supplemental Appro-
priations Act Conference Report, be-
cause it is a victory for the textile in-
dustry and at no cost to the Govern-
ment. 

In the 1970s and 1980s, 13 small towns 
in Western North Carolina attracted 
printing, dyeing and finishing jobs to 
their communities. These towns sold 
bonds to pay for the necessary water 
and sewer infrastructure, while textile 
companies built plants whose taxes 
would pay for those bonds. Since this 
manufacturing method had a low labor 
content and high value added content, 
these firms expected to remain com-
petitive. 

All was well until the textile indus-
try started leaving because of lower 
labor costs around the world. The 
printing and dyeing and finishing jobs 
also started leaving, resulting in what 
we call stranded bonds investment 
without a manufacturing base to pay 

for the bonds. Local water-sewer rates 
have exploded to cover the costs. 

With the new commitment requiring 
that printing, dyeing and finishing re-
main in the United States, these small 
towns will have available attractive fa-
cilities for economic development and 
taxable investment to pay for the bond 
expense while enhancing employment 
opportunities. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
voting for the conference report on 
H.R. 4775. The small towns of North 
Carolina thank my colleagues.

b 1445 
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATERS). 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this very important piece of 
legislation. A supplemental appropria-
tion is absolutely necessary to take 
care of the very important needs of 
this country and this world. It is abso-
lutely important that we fight this war 
on terrorism and that we have the re-
sources to do so, and to establish 
homeland security. 

Beyond that, Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. OBEY) and the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and others for the 
$200 million that they have appro-
priated for AIDS in Africa. This is ex-
tremely important. I know that it is 
very difficult to satisfy everybody with 
a bill like this, but I think we have 
done some good things with this bill: 
money for Israel, money for Afghani-
stan, money for the Palestinians, and 
money for Africa. 

If there is one request that I could 
have had in addition to all of this, it 
would have been to appropriate more 
money for the famine in southern Afri-
ca. We have about 13 million people 
who are at risk of starvation. Unfortu-
nately, there has been a drought. Un-
fortunately, the grain silos are empty; 
and there are people in villages who are 
going to die. Even with the food re-
sources that we are trying to get there, 
it will not reach there and the rains 
are going to set in in September or Oc-
tober. These people, whole families, ba-
bies, children who are now eating dirt 
and bugs, are going to die. 

So if there was anything else I would 
have done with this supplemental ap-
propriation, it would have been to try 
and avert that famine that is taking 
place in six nations of southern Africa. 

Having said that, I appreciate the 
work of this committee, and I appre-
ciate the manner in which they tried to 
take care of all of these very difficult 
problems. I am hopeful that that which 
we were not able to do relative to 
southern Africa, perhaps we can do it 
in the agricultural appropriations bill. 
Perhaps there will be some room there 
that we can find a way to get more 
money to those who are going to die of 
starvation unless we attend to it.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE). 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
ranking member for yielding me this 
time and also thank him for his hard 
work and the chairman’s hard work in 
bringing this bipartisan bill to the 
floor. 

However, I want to really express 
today my disappointment and frustra-
tion, quite frankly, with the level of 
AIDS funding that is in this bill. We 
have heard time and time again how 
AIDS is killing millions of people in 
poor countries throughout the world. 
We know that AIDS is a complex dis-
ease that requires a comprehensive 
strategy. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. OBEY), our minority 
leader, the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. GEPHARDT), the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. LEACH), the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. PELOSI), the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
LOWEY), the Congressional Black Cau-
cus, and all of those who have worked 
very hard to raise the level of funding 
for global AIDS programs in this bill. 
Last month, however, our efforts to do 
even more to increase global AIDS 
funding was derailed by the President. 
This was a total outrage, given the ad-
ministration’s stated commitment to 
lead in fighting this scourge. 

I attended the 14th International 
Conference on AIDS in Barcelona and 
heard from AIDS experts, activists, and 
people living with AIDS who demanded 
treatment now. There are 28 million 
people in Africa living with HIV and 
AIDS, but only 30,000, 30,000, who re-
ceive treatment, in comparison to 
nearly 100 percent of the people in the 
United States who need treatment and 
receive it. 

At the conference, alarming statis-
tics and forecasts indicated that HIV 
infections are not decreasing, nor are 
they leveling off. They are growing. 
This crisis will only continue to wors-
en. Today, there are over 40 million 
people living with AIDS. By 2010, we 
will see more than 100 million new 
AIDS cases unless we step up to the 
plate. China, Russia, and India are 
ticking time bombs. We must put at 
least $1 billion into the trust fund, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. NADLER). 

(Mr. NADLER asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
support this conference report. This 
conference report funds the war on ter-
rorism, but it also helps to make as 
whole as possible my district in New 
York where the World Trade Center 
stood before the attack last year. This 
conference report fulfills the congres-
sional part of the President’s pledge to 
appropriate $20 billion to help New 
York recover from the attack. 

We still have some problems with 
FEMA doling out the money; but I 
want to commend the chairman of the 
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committee, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. YOUNG), and the ranking mem-
ber, the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. OBEY), and especially the New 
York members of the Committee on 
Appropriations who worked so hard to 
ensure that New York would not be for-
gotten and that we now have this $21.4 
billion appropriated. 

I want to also express my support for 
the $200 million in aid to Israel in-
cluded in this legislation. Israel is our 
only true ally in the Middle East, and 
our only true friend in the fight 
against terrorism. It is only right that 
we support Israel in its fight against 
terrorism. 

I also want to say that the $200 mil-
lion appropriated for fighting AIDS in 
Africa is a good first step, but we must 
increase it because it does not meet the 
scale of the catastrophe in Africa, and 
the United States should step up to the 
plate more. But this is a very good first 
step. 

So I want to congratulate the mem-
bers of the Committee on Appropria-
tions and the leadership of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and I sup-
port this bill.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself 3 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the 
gentleman from New York for the com-
ment that he just made. The conferees 
have worked really hard with the dele-
gation from New York, including the 
Senate and House Members; and we 
have all worked together very well. 

This conference report continues to 
recognize the tremendous human losses 
suffered by those businesses located in 
the World Trade Center during the Sep-
tember 11 attacks, and we have in-
cluded this emergency appropriation 
for the purpose of assisting these busi-
nesses. As stated in the joint explana-
tory statement of the Committee of 
the Conference, the conferees added $33 
million to the amount provided over 
the initial request, and we did so ex-
pecting that that additional money 
would be made available specifically 
for helping to assist those firms lo-
cated in New York City who, at the 
time of the terrorist attacks, suffered a 
disproportionate loss of their work-
force and who intend to reestablish 
their operations in New York City. 

I have discussed this issue on numer-
ous occasions with Mr. Gargano, who 
serves as Governor Pataki’s Chairman 
and CEO of New York’s Empire State 
Development Corporation. It is our un-
derstanding that in cooperation with 
New York City and the Lower Manhat-
tan Development Corporation, the 
State of New York will ensure that 
these funds will be available for the in-
tended purposes.

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 2 minutes to filibuster, in hopes 
that the gentlewoman who wishes to 
speak on this gets here. 

Let me say that, given the fact that 
I am trying to stall until another Mem-

ber gets here, there are several items 
that I think the membership ought to 
know about that we have provided in 
this bill above the administration re-
quest. 

We have provided $225 million for 
modification of airports. Those modi-
fications are needed in order to create 
an actual place to install the explosive 
detection systems which are supposed 
to be placed in those airports. It would 
be pretty difficult to meet the deadline 
without that additional funding, which 
the administration did not request. 

We also now have the situation in 
which air marshals at this point can-
not communicate with the ground ex-
cept through the pilot. We think that 
is fairly unfortunate and risky, and so 
we provided $15 million to fix that 
problem. 

We have also provided additional 
funding for port security grants, and I 
think that is probably among the most 
important money in the bill. 

We have taken a number of other ac-
tions which I think will enhance over-
all security, even while we have not 
provided all of the funding that the 
Transportation Security Administra-
tion asked for for other activities, in 
large part because the Congress, on a 
bipartisan basis, has so little con-
fidence in the way that agency has ap-
proached its job to date. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I will end my 
filibuster.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the ranking member for yielding me 
this time. I was not going to get into 
this, but I want to thank the chairman 
of the committee. 

As the chairman knows, I have great 
concern about LaPlata, Maryland, that 
was struck by a tornado some months 
ago, and literally two-thirds of the 
town was obliterated, knocked down, 
along with almost a thousand homes 
destroyed. 

I was hopeful that there would be 
some additional funds in this bill. That 
was not possible. But I want to thank 
the chairman and the ranking member, 
with whom I talked during the course 
of the conference, for their assurances 
that during the course of the next 
weeks that we will address this prob-
lem. I want to be able to assure the 
folks of LaPlata that we have not for-
gotten them and we are going to assist 
them as soon as we possibly can; and I 
thank the chairman for his assurance 
on that and working with me to accom-
plish that objective, and I thank the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBEY) 
as well.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
North Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON). 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time, and I want to use this time 
as we consider the supplemental to 
raise an issue that I think has tremen-
dous emergency potential, but it has 
great implications for us as a Nation as 

we respond internationally and as we 
are trying to bring stability in regions 
of the country that we want to have 
stable commerce with. 

And that is to recognize that in 
southern parts of Africa there are 
countries where people are literally 
starving today and that we could inter-
vene and make a difference. A little 
money could be provided for food, and 
those who are starving need not die 
from starvation and the starvation 
numbers need not increase. 

Just yesterday, the World Food Pro-
gram revised their numbers up that 
they expect will be affected if we did 
nothing, from 13 million to 14 million. 
It is so easy for us in our luxury, or in 
our secure areas not to see this as im-
mediate, because it is over there. Well, 
their problems over there become our 
problems in terms of security. 

As we are now trying to bring sta-
bility to all regions, in particular de-
veloping countries, I would hope we 
would see it in the Nation’s interest, 
our security interests, even if we do 
not see it in the humanitarian interest, 
of doing the right thing. So I want to 
bring this to the attention of the ap-
propriators. And I know it is not in 
this bill. I offered amendments when it 
came to the House before, and we were 
not given an opportunity; but I just 
want to use every moment and every 
breath I have to raise the conscious-
ness and awareness that we can make a 
difference. 

Now, let me say parenthetically, 
Americans are making some difference 
now. But because we are a very afflu-
ent country, we cannot afford not to do 
what is necessary. We need to have 
that opportunity to make a difference. 
Mr. Speaker, 13 million could possibly 
die if we fail to act. We need those re-
sources, and if not through this bill, 
through some future bill.

b 1500 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 3 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, Article I of the Con-
stitution indicates that it is Congress 
which is given the power to determine 
the expenditure of taxpayer’s money. 
Nowhere in the Constitution, in Article 
I or any other article, do we have a 
mention of the Office of Management 
and Budget. And yet I think as has 
been often the case, or has often been 
made obvious, the present director of 
the Office of Management and Budget 
seems to believe that the only role of 
Congress in the appropriations process 
is to salute whatever whim seems to 
occupy OMB that day. It is not the 
first time in our Nation’s history OMB 
has had that attitude; but it is the 
most recent and, therefore, the most 
annoying. 

Let me simply say OMB and the 
White House itself has on numerous oc-
casions chastised this Congress for the 
decisions we have made on the supple-
mental, and they have also chastised 
the Congress for being somewhat tardy 
in getting this bill to the White House. 
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Let me point out that the White 

House did not send this bill to Congress 
until late March. They could have sent 
it up in January. They did not. They 
could have sent it up when they sent up 
their budget in February, but they did 
not. They delayed until late March, 
and then on three separate occasions 
after the conferees reached agreement 
on the content of this bill, OMB saw fit 
to blow up that agreement and ask for 
a different cut of the cards. 

Because of that history, it has taken 
the Congress more time than it other-
wise would have taken. Nonetheless, 
we now have a product which does not 
suit everyone exactly, but it is a rea-
sonable product; and I believe it de-
serves the support of the House. I do 
not support every item in it; no Mem-
ber does. But it is a reasonable effort 
to reach a conclusion on this matter, 
and I personally intend to support it 
because of that fact.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR).

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I express my great ad-
miration for the job that the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and 
the chairman of the Committee on Ap-
propriations have done together, but 
the conference report has some extra-
neous provisions which the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure 
has objected to on a bipartisan basis, 
including one provision that has noth-
ing to do with fighting the war on ter-
rorism: a rescission of $320 million of 
highway contract authority. 

That means if this stands, and appar-
ently it will, that every State’s high-
way program will lose interstate main-
tenance, national highway system 
funding, surface transportation pro-
gram, bridge, congestion mitigation, 
and air quality improvement funds. 
California loses $31 million; Pennsyl-
vania, $15 million; Illinois, $11 million; 
and Minnesota, $5.2 million. 

For the first time in the history of 
the highway programs, these States 
will have to return budget authority 
which has been apportioned to them. 
These cuts are over the express objec-
tions of both the House and the Senate 
authorizing committees. Some will 
argue this has no effect because the 
obligational authority is not reduced 
in fiscal year 2002, but I disagree. These 
rescissions will limit the States’ flexi-
bility to use their different categories 
of funds. When we passed TEA–21, we 
expected that contract authority would 
be greater than the annual obligation 
limitation. This excess contract au-
thority has played a critical role in 
funding the States’ need to set their 
own priorities for highway invest-
ments, and they have done exceedingly 
well with it. 

States will have to go through the 
process now of returning these funds 
from each of the highway categories to 
the Federal Highway Administration, 

and put more pressure on each State’s 
highway next year if reauthorization of 
TEA–21 is delayed. 

Mr. Speaker, for those reasons I must 
oppose the conference report.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself 30 seconds. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the members of 
the conference committee and the staff 
who worked very diligently for a num-
ber of weeks to get us to the point 
where we are today to have this supple-
mental on the floor. 

Our counterparts in the other body 
worked with us very diligently. I sug-
gest that they raised a number of very 
challenging issues. This is one of the 
more difficult conferences that I have 
been involved with in a good many 
years; but with the leadership of Sen-
ator BYRD and Senator STEVENS, we 
came to a good conclusion on a good 
supplemental conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LEWIS), the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Appropriations, 
since this is primarily a national de-
fense emergency supplemental bill. 

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

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to express my deep apprecia-
tion to the gentleman from Florida 
(Chairman YOUNG) and to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) for 
the very fine work they have done on 
this supplemental bill. This is, after 
all, the supplemental to provide addi-
tional funds for the war on terrorism. 

It was not quite a year ago that we 
met downstairs in this building to 
mark up the fiscal year 2002 appropria-
tions bill for national security. As we 
were meeting that very morning, all of 
us had the experience of seeing those 
planes fly into those buildings in New 
York, shortly thereafter learning about 
a plane flying into the Pentagon and 
the President brought us all together 
to discuss for the first time the war on 
terrorism. 

One of the most significant moments 
of my time in public affairs was to 
share with Members in this House 
when the President came to the House, 
bringing us all together, both bodies of 
the Congress, the Supreme Court, all of 
the members of the cabinet, in order to 
talk about this new challenge that 
America was faced with. I will never 
quite forget that scene when the leader 
of the other body, who was in the well 
of the House, came across the well of 
the House and we saw the President of 
the United States and that leader in 
friendship and leadership and otherwise 
hug each other expressing the public’s 
view that we ought to be together as 
we go about fighting this war. 

Indeed, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) has indicated that 
this bill might have moved more quick-
ly. There are any number of interests 
that have come forward since the fiscal 

year 2002 bills were marked up, and in-
deed the best effort has been made to 
reflect those additional interests in 
this fiscal year 2002 supplemental. But 
most of it, approximately half of it, is 
money to fight the war on terrorism; 
and we are coming together to further 
express our commitment on both sides 
of the aisle to make certain that we do 
whatever is necessary to see that we 
win this war. 

America is not backing off from the 
challenge that is before us. Indeed, the 
people of the United States continue to 
insist that we work together intently 
to make sure that America remains the 
strongest Nation in the world carrying 
forward that battle to be successful in 
the war on terrorism.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I will sup-
port this legislation. 

Its provision to provide funding fro Amtrak is 
especially critical to avoiding a shutdown of 
our national passenger railroad system later 
this year. Congress has a special obligation to 
fund Amtrak as part of the Amtrak Reform and 
Accountability Act of 1997. The fiscal prob-
lems facing Amtrak are not the responsibility 
of the railroad alone, but also reflect the unre-
alistic and unattainable goals that we impose 
on Amtrak under that legislation and our fail-
ure in Congress to provide necessary capital 
funding. The $205 million provided in this bill 
is a stop gap measure to keep the railroad 
functioning as we look at opportunities next 
year during the Amtrak reauthorization to ad-
dress larger fiscal and structural issues. 

This conference report contains funding for 
homeland security that is much needed in my 
district. It is essential that we provide our local 
governments and first responders with the re-
sources to provide training and acquire the 
equipment necessary to be prepared for po-
tential terrorist attacks. 

Our military has responded with great pro-
fessionalism to the unforeseen tragedies of 
September 11, but we need to utilize tools be-
yond those of the military in reducing global 
risks. I am disappointed that we had to add 
military spending to this bill. The FY02 military 
budget we adopted last fall was $351 billion, 
a figure already exceeding the military spend-
ing of the next 25 nations combined. 

Finally, the conference report appropriates 
$134 million for reconstruction activities in Af-
ghanistan. I am pleased that this total includes 
funding to repair houses damaged during mili-
tary operations. The conference report appro-
priates some $3000 million for assistance to 
Afghanistan from various accounts. 

Afghanistan is believed to have one of the 
worst landmine and unexploded ordnance 
problems in the world, with 5–7 million still lit-
tered about the country. In addition to Afghan 
citizens, U.S. service personnel have also 
been killed by these explosive remnants of 
war. $4 million is included in this conference 
report for humanitarian demining and cleanup 
of other unexploded ordnance. 

Representative LEACH and I led a request to 
the Foreign Operations Appropriations Sub-
committee for assistance to unintended victims 
of the Afghan war in its FY03 bill. A bipartisan 
group of 38 Members joined us. This is an im-
portant gesture for us to make to the Afghan 
people to show them that our military cam-
paign is not against them; it is against Al-
Qaeda. I hope we can build on the assistance 
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for housing repair that is in this conference re-
port in the appropriation for FY03 funding 
when the House Foreign Operations Sub-
committee marks up its bill following the Au-
gust recess.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, today the House 
is voting on H.R. 4775, the 2002 Supple-
mental Appropriations Act for Further Recov-
ery From and Response To Terrorist Attacks 
on the United States. This legislation provides 
key support to our military to conduct the on-
going struggle against the barbaric forces of 
international terrorism, additional support for 
some key friends and allies in the war against 
terrorism, and supports other critical programs. 
I fully support the conference report and urge 
all my colleagues to support this critical legis-
lation. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to address a very 
important provision that is contained in this 
legislation, section 603 of the Supplemental 
Appropriations Act, relating to the dangerous 
security situation on Afghanistan, which is 
jeopardizing U.S. efforts to stabilize and de-
mocratize that war-torn nation. On May 21, 
2002, I offered an amendment to H.R. 3969, 
the Afghanistan Freedom Support Act of 2002, 
which is substantially similar to section 603 
and was adopted by vote of 407–4. My 
amendment and section 603 require the Ad-
ministration to submit a strategy for address-
ing this critical problem. Under section 603, 
the Administration is required to submit a re-
port on the strategy for meeting the immediate 
security needs, and a further report within 90 
days on the long term strategy for meeting 
long term security needs in Afghanistan. 

Mr. Speaker, the United States and its coali-
tion partners have freed Afghanistan from the 
choke-hold of the al-Qaeda terrorists and the 
repressive regime of the Taliban. With the 
support of the international community, a new, 
interim authority is in place and the country is, 
uncertainly, on a path to peace and stability. 
But that very peace and stability is being 
threatened, and the new government of Af-
ghanistan, led by Chairman Hamid Karzai, is 
being undermined by lawlessness and insecu-
rity. Afghanistan is in grave danger of relaps-
ing to the very conditions of violence and 
warlordism that created the Taliban and at-
tracted al-Qaeda to operate in Afghanistan. 

This is not the vision we had for Afghanistan 
as we sought to help liberate it from the grasp 
of the terrorists and the Taliban. President 
Bush has pledged to help restore security and 
rebuild Afghanistan, and Secretary Rumsfeld 
has himself noted on many occasions that se-
curity is fundamental to all other issues and 
objectives in Afghanistan. Mr. Speaker, if this 
was not clear on May 21, when I first raised 
this issue, it certainly is now. A key member 
of the Karzai Government, Vice President Haji 
Abdul Qadir, was assassinated on July 6, 
2002. The assassination of this key Pashtun 
leader highlighted the instability in Afghanistan 
that threatens the U.S. mission there. And just 
this week, Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld an-
nounced that U.S. soldiers, including U.S. spe-
cial forces, will protect President Karzai, per-
haps for several months, in order to protect 
the nascent political process that is taking 
place. I could not agree with him more when 
he said that it is important that the political 
process in that country ‘‘not be negated by vi-
olence.’’

Mr. Speaker, the Bush Administration deci-
sion to protect President Karzai speaks vol-

ume about the threats facing Afghanistan 
today. Just as President Karzai is threatened 
by continuing insecurity, so is the entire 
Afghani population. The bill before us today, 
and the Afghanistan Freedom and Recon-
struction Act passed earlier this year, provides 
funding to help transform Afghanistan from a 
land of repression and chaos into a safe and 
secure environment where freedom, human 
rights and democracy can grow, and terrorism 
and opium production will wither. However, 
none of this can be accomplished without se-
curity. The United States is providing critical 
assistance to create a new professional, multi-
ethnic Afghan Army that can address Afghani-
stan’s long-term security needs. But some-
thing must be done now, whether it is the ex-
pansion of a multinational force or through 
some other mechanism, to stabilize the coun-
tryside. Neither we nor our Afghan friend have 
the luxury to wait until a future Afghan security 
force is fully trained and deployed. 

Section 603 requires the Administration to 
address this issue in a constructive way. It re-
quires the Administration to formulate a strat-
egy to increase security in the country during 
the transaction to a fully functioning national 
army and police force. I fear that a failure to 
do address the security situation may lead to 
a failed Afghanistan, reduced instead of in-
creased international assistance, delays in the 
accomplishment of U.S. military objectives and 
a far longer engagement for our military in the 
region.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I will support the 
conference report on the supplemental appro-
priations bill when it comes to a vote this after-
noon because of the funds provided for the 
war on terrorism, homeland security, and as-
sistance to the city and state of New York. 

That said, there are provisions in this bill 
that have nothing to do with these important 
objectives. One provision will undo a past 
trade commitment that the U.S. made in good 
faith to the countries of the Caribbean Basin 
region. That commitment relates to the rules 
of origin for apparel products under the CBI 
program. This bill includes changes to those 
rules of origin that make the program much 
more restrictive. 

We all know why these provisions are being 
included—it is to make good on a deal made 
by House Republican leadership with a few 
Republican Members from textile states in 
order to secure those Members’ votes for a 
fundamentally flawed fast track bill. 

The CBI bill was crafted carefully on a bi-
partisan basis and it was an opportunistic, se-
rious mistake to undo the provisions in that 
bill. The irony is that it is most likely that the 
promises in this bill will prove to be a pyrrhic 
victory. 

Provisions in the House bills on fast track 
and Andean Trade Preferences would signifi-
cantly expand imports of textiles and apparel 
products from various countries—to a much 
larger degree than the trade at issue in this 
dyeing and finishing provision. The House Re-
publican leadership therefore has been giving 
with one hand and taking away with the other. 

In a way, this dyeing and finishing amend-
ment encapsulates the trade policy of the cur-
rent Administration. It is going back and forth, 
with no direction. 

It is a reflection of the basic flaw of the 
House Republican leadership to approach 
trade policy as a purely political issue and 
thumb its nose at bipartisanship from the very 
outset. 

A trade policy on such a narrow partisan 
basis is not viable as it is built on shifting 
sands of political expediency, instead of a 
strong, broad foundation.

Mr. JEFF MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
today I rise with reserved support for the FY 
02 supplemental Conference Report. This leg-
islation, billed as a wartime supplemental, has 
egregious spending proposals I cannot wholly 
support. However, with more than $14 billion 
going to support our men and women in uni-
form, I am unable to oppose the measure. 

In my opinion, Mr. Speaker, this bill is the 
embodiment of resentment our constituents 
express in regular helpings. This process, of 
using strong and vital proposals to shield what 
is essentially pork, afford the hard working tax-
payers in this country a valid complaint 
against their government. 

I have read and reread the bill, Mr. Speaker. 
I shook my head with disgust and held my 
breath when casting my aye vote. My vote 
supports our efforts to defend this great coun-
try and to protect our interests in other lands. 
However, I know that this supplemental could 
have been better and I know for a fact that our 
constituents deserve better.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, first the good 
news. I am pleased that this conference report 
includes language that provides that adjust-
ments in obligation authority for the federal 
highway program due to the Revenue Aligned 
Budget Authority (RABA) calculation will be 
zero for fiscal year 2003. This will ensure that 
the obligation levels behind the budget firewall 
for fiscal year 2003 will be at TEA 21 esti-
mated levels for the year ($27.7 billion) and 
about $4.4 billion over what was included in 
the President’s budget. The lower budget 
number in the President’s budget was a result 
of adjustments made to correct previous over-
estimates for 2001 revenues and lower esti-
mates for future revenues. 

However, it is important to note that there is 
no reason why Congress cannot provide fund-
ing in addition to this ‘‘minimum’’ guaranteed 
level of funding and, indeed, the Highway 
Trust Fund can support additional funding. 
This provision is identical to what was ap-
proved by the House earlier this year when 
H.R. 3694, the Highway Funding Restoration 
Act, was passed by a vote of 410–5 and will 
provide for more stable highway funding for 
the states. 

Now, the bad news. In an unprecedented 
move, the conferees have included a Senate 
provision that rescinds $320 million in contract 
authority from the Highway Trust Fund that 
has already been distributed to the states. In 
my more than 20 years here in the House, I 
cannot remember a time when states have 
had to give back federal highway apportion-
ments. 

Mr. Speaker, this move is objectionable on 
many levels. 

Contract authority from the Highway Trust 
Fund is under the exclusive jurisdiction of the 
Transportation and Infrastructure Committee. It 
is not the place of the Appropriations Com-
mittee to rescind contract authority. Under the 
Rules of the House, this is a violation and 
would be considered legislating on an appro-
priations bill. It should be of grave concern to 
all those Members who are not on the Appro-
priations Committee—which is about 85 per-
cent of us—to see the continued usurpation of 
authorizer’s authority and the long arm of the 
appropriators reaching beyond their legitimate 
powers and authorities. 

VerDate Jul 19 2002 01:37 Jul 25, 2002 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00028 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\A23JY7.129 pfrm17 PsN: H23PT2



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H5229July 23, 2002
In addition, this is a terrible precedent. For 

decades, the Public Works and Transportation 
Committee, as our Committee was known 
back then, worked diligently in support of ef-
forts to take the Aviation and Highway Trust 
Funds off-budget. And it was just because of 
budget games such as this that were played 
with Trust Funds that spurred that effort. We 
made real progress in TEA 21 where, for the 
first time, highway spending levels are linked 
to revenues coming into the Trust Fund. If the 
Appropriators are able to use the Trust Fund 
for budget gimmicks today, what is to stop 
them from doing so again in the future. Per-
haps we should be thankful that the rescission 
in this bill is ‘‘only’’ $320 million, when, I un-
derstand, it could have been a lot more. But 
we must stop manipulating the Trust Fund and 
the highway program for illusory budget rea-
sons. 

But perhaps most important is the impact on 
state transportation plans and programs. 
States receive contact authority each year in 
accordance with TEA 21 in the various high-
way program categories. They are able to tar-
get obligation authority (which is typically less 
than contract authority) received each year 
among the various programs to meet specific 
transportation priorities and needs. This flexi-
bility is needed by the states to properly man-
age and plan to ensure the most efficient and 
effective highway program. If suddenly a state 
must give back contract authority (and I under-
stand DOT will require an across the board re-
turn of contract authority from among the var-
ious funding categories), states lose this vital 
flexibility. And some states may have large 
amounts of contract authority in only a few 
categories, so that impact would be felt more 
deeply in other programs. 

I understand this rescission has been justi-
fied on the basis of budget authority ‘‘savings’’ 
that were necessary to meet target spending 
levels. It is distressing that the Transportation 
Committee offered up over $1 billion in sav-
ings from the loan guarantee program under 
the Air Transportation Safety and System Sta-
bilization Act of reducing the outstanding loan 
authority down to the value of all pending loan 
applications. However, conferees did not avail 
themselves of this option and instead chose to 
focus on the highway program. 

The proper course of action to take would 
be to restore this contract authority as we con-
tinue the appropriations process for fiscal year 
2003. I trust the appropriators and leadership 
will work with us to ensure this correction is 
made. 

Mr. Speaker, we simply cannot begin to play 
with the highway contract authority given to 
the states. We have never required them to 
‘‘give back’’ contract authority already distrib-
uted. This is a very dangerous precedent and 
I trust we will go no further down this road in 
the future.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in support of this very important legisla-
tion. 

I want to express my sincere thanks and 
happiness that the funding for New York’s re-
covery has been included in this bill. 

I would like to also note that this legislation 
includes $90 million for a longterm study that 
will be conducted by Mt. Sinai hospital to track 
the health impact of 9/11 on the dedicated and 
courageous response-and-recovery workers at 
the World Trade Center. 

However, while I am pleased that this study 
was included and that we are taking care of 

the utilities, I must say that I am very troubled 
that this bill does not contain any funding to 
aid the New York City Board of Education with 
its costs because of the September 11th ter-
rorist attack. 

I, along with many members of the New 
York Congressional Delegation, and especially 
my friend and colleague Representative JOHN 
SWEENEY, who tried to include the aid in Com-
mittee, have been working on this important 
issue since the Board came to us with their 
concerns. Because of the attack, the Board 
has incurred costs such as making up for lost 
instructional time, clean up and repair of im-
pacted buildings, transportation for relocated 
students, and the loss of perishable food and 
lunch revenues. Our goal simply has been to 
obtain for the New York City schoolchildren 
the same kind of aid that was made available 
to the Northridge schools following the 1994 
earthquake. FEMA indicated that it wanted to 
help, but lacked the necessary authority. 

After months of correspondence with FEMA, 
we believed that to provide the Board with this 
funding, language needed to be included in 
the Supplemental Appropriations bill directing 
FEMA to reimburse the Board. However, even 
after the inclusion of such language by our 
colleagues in the other body, FEMA and OMB 
have indicated that this language is not suffi-
cient, and the FEMA still lacks the authority to 
reimburse the Board. I am very disappointed 
with FEMA’s inability to come to the aid of 
New York City’s schoolchildren, who have 
done nothing wrong and deserve to have the 
best possible educational experience. 

Mr. Speaker, the events of September 11th 
are unprecedented in our nation’s history. As 
a result, President Bush pledged that his ad-
ministration would do whatever it takes to re-
build New York City. While we appreciate his 
support and much of the good work that has 
already occurred, the red tape that seems to 
be tying up the aid for the New York City 
schools must be cut as soon as possible. I am 
hopeful that we will be able to come to some 
resolution with FEMA so that the Board can 
continue its preparations for the upcoming 
school year.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in op-
position to the Supplemental Appropriations 
bill for Fiscal Year 2002. 

The Republicans have created a bill that 
throws important priorities in with a laundry list 
of poor choices. I can’t in good conscience 
vote for a bill that in one breath provides bil-
lions in new funding for defense while cutting 
a reasonable investment in America’s infra-
structure and public housing. 

I can’t support a bill that authorizes spend-
ing—to the tune of $29.8 billion—that the 
President already said he would veto. It is crit-
ical that we make funding for transportation 
safety available as quickly as possible. But we 
can’t be effective if we don’t provide the fund-
ing the Transportation Safety Administration 
says it needs. The Secretary of Transportation 
says passage of this bill will delay the installa-
tion of screening and detection systems need-
ed to keep weapons and explosives off our 
airlines. 

This bill opens the door for U.S. military in-
volvement in Colombia, moving us one step 
closer to being mired in a civil war there. I 
cannot support this, just as I have always op-
posed the United States giving funding to 
other nations to purchase weapons that might 
be used to wage war or harm innocent civil-
ians. 

This bill also withholds funding for critical 
UN family planning efforts that are vital in 
combating poverty and hunger throughout the 
world. 

I do support a great deal of what is funded 
in this bill. We must crack down on corporate 
fraud. We should make college more afford-
able for all Americans by boosting Pell Grant 
funding. We need to do more to help the vic-
tims of domestic violence and assist poor 
mothers and their children. We should assist 
local communities and first responders in their 
emergency preparedness efforts. We ought to 
boost the security of our transportation sys-
tems and at our ports. 

America should also be a responsible force 
abroad as well by helping Afghanistan rebuild, 
giving needed humanitarian aid to refugees, 
and providing support to vital global health 
care initiatives like the fight against HIV/AIDS. 

I support all of these important endeavors. 
But, unfortunately, this bill is far too flawed to 
gain my vote. I urge my Republican col-
leagues to think about what our priorities 
should be and consider the consequences this 
bill imposes on our nation’s and the world’s fu-
ture. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington). All time has 
expired. 

Without objection, the previous ques-
tion is ordered on the conference re-
port. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the conference report. 
Pursuant to clause 10 of rule XX, the 

yeas and nays are ordered. 
Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX, fur-

ther proceedings on this question will 
be postponed. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 5120, and that I may in-
clude tabular and extraneous material. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
f 

TREASURY AND GENERAL GOV-
ERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2003 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LEWIS of California). Pursuant to 
House Resolution 488 and rule XVIII, 
the Chair declares the House in the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 5120. 

b 1510 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 5120) 
making appropriations for the Treas-
ury Department, the United States 
Postal Service, the Executive Office of 
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