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AMENDMENT NO. 3729

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise to urge my colleagues to support
the amendment introduced by Senators
DURBIN and SPECTER with cosponsor-
ship by several colleagues and myself.
The amendment would increase the
amount of money in this emergency
appropriations bill for several purposes
related to combating the most per-
nicious infectious diseases confronting
humankind today.

The amendment would raise the U.S.
contribution to the Global Fund to
Combat AIDS, Turberluclosis and Ma-
laria, increase the resources of our
Centers for Disease Control for preven-
tion, treatment, control of, and re-
search on HIV/AIDS, and provide funds
for child survival, maternal health, and
other programs to combat tuberculosis
and to address the consequences of the
HIV/AIDS pandemic.

The United States of America con-
tributed last year to the Global Fund
and correctly urges other developed
countries to participate actively and
generously in that global initiative.
Nevertheless, I feel we can and must do
more to overcome the debilitating ef-
fects of these diseases on societies that
are struggling.

The dimensions of the global HIV/
AIDS crisis are overwhelming. At cur-
rent rates of infection, it is estimated
that 100 million people will have had
HIV/AIDS by 2005. More than 36 million
people are currently infected with the
virus and 22 million people have al-
ready died from it, more than the num-
ber of soldiers killed in all major wars
of the twentieth century. Thirteen mil-
lion children worldwide have lost one
or both parents to AIDS, and that num-
ber is expected to triple to 42 million
by 2010. In 10 African countries life ex-
pectancy has dropped by more than 20
years, which is almost entirely as a re-
sult of AIDS deaths. In China, the
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number of people with HIV increased
by 69 percent in 1999 and another 37
percent in 2000, according to official
statistics, and nearly 80 percent of
those testing positive for infection are
between 20 and 40 years of age. In Rus-
sia, Ukraine and throughout the Com-
monwealth of Independent States, HIV
increased five times between 1997 and
1998; in 1999, the region recorded the
highest increase in HIV infection in the
world.

The AIDS pandemic is having a disas-
trous impact on economic growth
rates, public services and private com-
panies, impoverishing millions of fami-
lies and orphaning children and rolling
back hard-won social gains in human
development, including life expect-
ancy, income and education. It is un-
precedented in its destructive impact
on regional development, because it
kills so many adults in the prime of
their working and parenting lives, it
decimates the workforce, fractures and
impoverishes families, orphans mil-
lions, and shreds the fabric of commu-
nities. In its wake it leaves despera-
tion—one of the greatest threats to
peace within and between peoples and
nations.

In the face of this challenge, the
United States should not treat the
major global initiative against infec-
tious disease as a bargaining table at
which to challenge other governments’
commitment and generosity. We should
lead by example. It is in our national
interest and consistent with the hu-
manitarian values of America that we
contribute substantially to the global
fight against infectious disease. I hope
all my colleagues will vote to do so by
adopting this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, have other
Senators spoken on this amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All other
Senators have spoken on the amend-
ment.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Illinois, Mr. DURBIN, has of-
fered this amendment, and I think he
has spoken for a good cause. He is a
very highly respected member of the
Appropriations Committee, the com-
mittee that I chair.

I salute him for speaking out on this
matter. I have listened to the poignant
cases that he has referred to of persons
who have been infected with AIDS.
There is no question but that the cause
for which he speaks is one which the
world should be greatly concerned
about.

But there is a limit, in the first
place, to our ability as a nation to fund
even the good causes. We can only do
so much. And regardless of how much
we might appropriate today for this
purpose, Wwe can never appropriate
enough. There will never be enough
money in the U.S. Treasury that we
can utilize for this purpose. There will
never be enough to fully deal with this
pandemic.

So, Mr. President, I salute the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois for his
determination, for his humani-
tarianism, and for the appeal that he
has made in this matter. But I have to
oppose the amendment. We have a bill
here that has been carefully worked
out on a bipartisan basis. The ranking
member and I, and all the members on
his side of the aisle and the members
on my side of the aisle—including the
distinguished Senator from Illinois—
have worked laboriously to produce a
bill that will bring the necessary ap-
propriations for the protection of the
homeland.

The President made a request, and
based on the very thorough hearings
that were conducted by my full Com-
mittee on Appropriations, we have en-
larged over and above the President’s
request. But we think we are acting ju-
diciously and based on the hearings of
the people at the local level: the fire-
men, the policemen, the health service,
the medical personnel. And we have lis-
tened to the Governors and the mayors
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and seven of the Cabinet officers of this
executive branch, and the Director of
FEMA.

It has been a long and tenuous ordeal
as far as I am concerned. I have been
working on this bill for months. I
think it is important we get it to con-
ference, and that we get it on the
President’s desk.

Now, the President sent word to this
committee last year that he did not
need the additional moneys this com-
mittee was proposing for homeland de-
fense. And Mr. Tom Ridge wrote me a
letter saying they did not need the
money, did not need more money. But
we appropriated $4 billion more for
homeland security last year, and the
President signed that bill. And that
money has been well spent. It is pro-
ducing results. And it is making a dif-
ference.

We think we have acted judiciously
and very carefully in this instance. So
we are adding moneys this year over
and above the President’s request. But
we have a responsibility, as elected
Members of this body, elected by the
American people, elected by the people
of our States, to use our judgment;
that is what we are doing. No President
sends any Senator here—no President,
whether he be Democrat or Republican.
I would say this if we had a Democratic
President. We have only our own judg-
ment. And we do the best we can to
represent the people.

How much time do I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair.

I have to oppose the amendment. And
so I will make a point of order. I hope
Senators will support the point of
order and will oppose any motion to
waive.

Section 205 of H. Con. Res. 290, the
fiscal year 2001 concurrent resolution
on the budget, created a point of order
against an emergency designation on
nondefense spending.

Now, I was against the kind of vote
that is required to support that. But
that is what we have. And I am going
to use it. I am going to use that point
of order. It is the same point of order I
used against an equally good cause
when Senator KENNEDY had his amend-
ment before the Senate with respect to
summer schools.

The amendment contains nondefense
spending with an emergency designa-
tion.

Pursuant to section 205 of H. Con.
Res. 290, the fiscal year 2001 concurrent
resolution on the budget, I make a
point of order against the emergency
designation contained in the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator withhold
for a unanimous consent request?

Mr. DURBIN. Yes, I will.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that immediately fol-
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lowing the next vote, if Senator DUR-
BIN’s amendment is not agreed to, Sen-
ator FRIST be recognized to offer his
amendment No. 3725; that he be per-
mitted to modify it with the changes
that I now send to the desk—they are
at the desk—that there be 5 minutes
for debate, equally divided, between
Senator FRIST and Senator BYRD, and 5
minutes under the control of Senator
DEWINE; and that at the conclusion of
that time the Senate vote, without any
intervening action or debate, in rela-
tion to the Frist amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DURBIN. Reserving the right to
object, and I will not object, I would
like to add to the unanimous consent
request that I be given 2 minutes in re-
sponse.

Mr. REID. That is appropriate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator modify his request?

Mr. BYRD. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, if the emergency designation falls
on this point of order, there still has to
be another point of order which should
be immediate. And I hope the distin-
guished whip will take that into con-
sideration in his request.

Mr. REID. I would accept the sugges-
tion of the Senator from West Virginia
that that be part of the unanimous
consent agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request, as modified?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, pursu-
ant to the point of order raised by the
Senator from West Virginia, I move to
waive section 205 of H. Con. Res. 290,
the concurrent resolution on the budg-
et for fiscal year 2001, for purposes of
the pending amendment, and I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN),
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
DASCHLE), and the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. DAYTON) are necessarily
absent.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS) and the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. CAMPBELL) are necessarily absent.

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

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 46,
nays 49, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 141 Leg.]

YEAS—46
Akaka Cleland Dorgan
Baucus Clinton Durbin
Bayh Collins Edwards
Biden Conrad Feingold
Boxer Corzine Feinstein
Cantwell DeWine Graham
Carnahan Dodd Harkin
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Hatch Lieberman Schumer
Inouye Lincoln Smith (OR)
Jeffords Mikulski Specter
Kennedy Murray Stabenow
Kerry Nelson (FL) Torricelli
Kohl Reed Wellstone
Landrieu Reid Wyden
Leahy Rockefeller
Levin Sarbanes
NAYS—49

Allard Fitzgerald Murkowski
Allen Frist Nelson (NE)
Bennett Gramm Nickles
Bond Grassley Roberts
Breaux Gregg Santorum
Brownback Hagel Sessions
Bunning Hollings Shelby
Burns Hutchinson Smith (NH)
Byrd Hutchison Snowe
Carper Inhofe Stevens
Chafee Johnson Thomas
Cochran Kyl Thompson
Craig Lott Thurmond
Crapo Lugar Voinovich
Domenici McCain Warner
Ensign McConnell
Enzi Miller

NOT VOTING—5
Bingaman Daschle Helms
Campbell Dayton

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 46, the nays are 49.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.
The point of order is sustained. The
emergency designation is removed.

The Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, it remains
necessary to make a point of order
against the amendment under section
302(f) of the Congressional Budget Act.
Section 302(f) is the point of order
against spending in excess of the rel-
evant 302(b) allocation, and there is no
general purpose discretionary head-
room in the allocation of any sub-
committee.

Therefore, I make the point of order
under section 302(f) of the Budget Act,
as amended, that the amendment pro-
vides spending in excess of the relevant
subcommittees’ 302(b) allocation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
point of order is sustained. The amend-
ment falls.

The Senator from Tennessee.

AMENDMENT NO. 3725, AS MODIFIED

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, under the
order, I now call up amendment No.
3725, with a modification now at the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. FRIST],
for Mr. HELMS, for himself and Mr. FRIST,
proposes an amendment numbered 3725, as
modified.

Mr. FRIST. I ask unanimous consent
that the reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To increase the amount provided

for the Child Survival and Health Pro-

grams Fund, and to impose conditions)

On page 55, strike lines 10 through 19, and
insert the following:

For an additional amount for the ‘‘Child
Survival and Health Programs Fund”,
$200,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That such funds shall be



June 6, 2002

made available only for programs for the
prevention, treatment, and control of, and
research on, HIV/AIDS: Provided further,
That special emphasis shall be given to as-
sistance directed at the prevention of trans-
mission of HIV/AIDS from mother to child,
including medications to prevent such trans-
mission: Provided further, That of the funds
appropriated by this paragraph, the Presi-
dent, in consultation with the Secretary of
State, may make such contribution as the
President considers appropriate to the Glob-
al Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and
Malaria to be used for any of the purposes of
the Global Fund: Provided further, That funds
appropriated by this paragraph, other than
those made available as a contribution to
the Global Fund, shall not exceed the total
resources provided, including on an in-kind
basis, from other donors: Provided further,
That not more than seven percent of the
amount of the funds appropriated by this
paragraph, in addition to funds otherwise
available for such purpose, may be made
available for the administrative costs of
United States Government agencies in car-
rying out programs funded under this para-
graph: Provided further, That funds appro-
priated by this paragraph shall be subject to
the regular notification procedures of the
Committees on Appropriations: Provided fur-
ther, That the entire amount is designated
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended: Provided fur-
ther, That the entire amount shall be avail-
able only to the extent that an official budg-
et request that includes designation of the
entire amount as an emergency requirement
pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by
the President to Congress.

Mr. FRIST. I ask for a clarification.
In terms of the time agreement, just so
our colleagues will know what has been
agreed to, I understand I have 2% min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. FRIST. And then the opponents
have 2% minutes and then 5 minutes
for Senator DEWINE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. FRIST. Then Senator DURBIN has
2 minutes after that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, Senator
JESSE HELMS wrote me a letter yester-
day regarding the Helms-Frist amend-
ment. In that letter he said:

You and I know the stunning facts: Nearly
one million children are infected by HIV
each year from their mothers during labor,
delivery, or breast feeding. Our amendment
will prevent hundreds of thousands of inno-
cent young people from being infected in this
manner.

I wish you and the rest of our colleagues
all the best as you deliberate on this impor-
tant matter.

Again, that was Senator HELMS in a
letter to me yesterday that was en-
tered into the RECORD earlier tonight.

For my colleagues, our amendment
very simply strikes, on page 55, lines 10
through 19, and replaces that section
with $200 million, $100 million more
than in the underlying bill, to add to
the U.S. effort to combat the ravages
of global HIV/AIDS.
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The amendment does three things:

No. 1, it requires that the new funds
be focused on reducing mother-to-child
transmission of HIV/AIDS, a problem
we know how to respond to, thereby
greatly reducing the ravages of HIV/
AIDS in innocent newborns.

No. 2, it grants flexible authority to
the President in spending the money so
as to optimize the impact of the AIDS-
fighting efforts of our Government.

No. 3, it requires that this money be
leveraged through funds matched by
sources other than the U.S. Govern-
ment in order to maximize their im-
pact.

Mr. President, this is a straight-
forward amendment that recognizes
the travesty, the tragedy, and indeed
the challenge we have before us in com-
bating HIV/AIDS globally. Every 10
seconds, one person dies. Every 10 sec-
onds, there are two new infections.
Globally we are losing this battle.

Finally, in the next several days, the
President will introduce a major initia-
tive addressing global HIV/AIDS that
will be devoting increased resources
with a strategic plan to combat HIV/
AIDS.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, it is my
understanding I have 2 minutes under
the unanimous consent agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I will
not use the full 2 minutes.

Clearly, I believed very strongly that
$500 million was the right number. It
was the number Senator FRIST and
Senator HELMS proposed. It was a num-
ber I compromised to offer to the Sen-
ate, but it was not accepted. I am dis-
appointed, but I urge all of my col-
leagues, Democrats and Republicans,
to join in supporting the Frist amend-
ment. It will add another $100 million.
We need every penny we can get.

Senator FRIST believes, and he has
told me, the administration is going to
come through with even more money
on their own. I sincerely hope he is
right, and I hope we can all stand and
applaud the administration for doing
that.

I urge all of my colleagues now to
join in supporting the Frist amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Ohio.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of increasing funds to
respond to the HIV/AIDS pandemic. I
cannot think of a more pressing hu-
manitarian and health emergency than
this global crisis. That is why Senator
FRrRisT, I, and others have worked with
Senator HELMS to propose this amend-
ment to significantly increase the U.S.
contribution to the global AIDS fight.

At the end of the day, all of us are
working for the same objective: To sub-
stantially increase our overall funding
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level and to work towards alleviating
the continued suffering caused by this
epidemic. Quite simply, we have a
moral obligation to do so.

Many of my colleagues have already
come to the Chamber and painted the
very disturbing and realistic picture of
the impact this disease is having
worldwide, particularly on children. In
the year 2000, the U.S. Agency for
International Development released a
study which concluded that over 34
million children worldwide have lost
one or both parents to AIDS or related
causes.

USAID further estimated this num-
ber will increase to 44 million chil-
dren—44 million—by the year 2010. Yet
as alarming as these numbers are, they
hardly begin to tell the whole story.
Today, nearly 3 million children are in-
fected with the virus. Last year, over
800,000 children contracted HIV/AIDS,
primarily from mother-to-child trans-
mission.

While the problem is especially pro-
found in sub-Saharan Africa, many
children who are contracting the dis-
ease are living right in our own back-
yard in the Caribbean, in nations such
as Haiti and Guyana. I have seen first-
hand, as have many of my colleagues,
the devastation this disease causes. I
have seen it in Haiti, a nation with the
second highest prevalence of HIV/AIDS
in the world, second only to sub-Saha-
ran Africa.

In the year 2000, an estimated 250,000
Haitians, out of a population of only 8
million, are estimated to be currently
living with AIDS. According to the
Centers for Disease Control projec-
tions, Haiti will experience up to 44,000
new HIV/AIDS cases this year. That is
at least 4,000 more than the number ex-
pected in the United States, a nation
with a population nearly 35 times larg-
er.

In Haiti, HIV/AIDS already has or-
phaned 163,000 children, a number ex-
pected to skyrocket to between 323,000
to 393,000 over the next 10 years. Haiti
also continues to suffer from an unbe-
lievably high HIV transmission rate
from mother to child, and, of course, 65
percent of the infants born with the
disease, we know, will die within the
first year.

This truly is a tragedy because we
know that the transmission of HIV
from mother to child can be substan-
tially reduced with proper counseling
and proper medication. The reality is
that millions of children are dying, and
we can do something about it. We must
do something about this.

Now is the time to work to end the
human tragedy caused by preventable,
treatable diseases around the world.
We have a moral obligation to fight
HIV/AIDS, and I believe we must show
the leadership today by tackling the
problem in our backyard and around
the world.

I thank all of my colleagues who
have come to this Chamber to talk
about this issue and show support for
dealing with this problem. I thank the
Chair, and I yield the floor.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MIL-
LER). Who yields time?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, who has
the time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia has 2% min-
utes.

Mr. BYRD. How much time is re-
maining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ators from Illinois and Ohio have 1
minute each. The Senator from West
Virginia has 2v2 minutes remaining.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I yield
back my time, unless someone wants
the time.

Mr. BYRD. Does any other Senator
have time? I have 2% minutes. Does
any other Senator have time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois still retains 1
minute.

Mr. DEWINE. I yield to my colleague
my minute.

Mr. BYRD. Where does that leave us,
Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 3% minutes.

Mr. BYRD. Has the Senator yielded
me the time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois yields back his time.
The Senator from West Virginia has 4%
minutes.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I do not
need 4%2 minutes.

The distinguished Senator from Illi-
nois has made a very generous sugges-
tion in asking all of his colleagues to
support the amendment. He has made
an excellent case for his amendment.
He was not successful in this instance,
but he has been very generous, very
gracious, and I want to, in particular,
thank him for the fine example he sets
in this regard.

I am willing to accept the amend-
ment on this side of the aisle, and I
hope my counterpart will do the same
on the other side. I think Senator STE-
VENS will do that.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, we will re-
quest a rollcall vote.

Mr. BYRD. The Senator wants a roll-
call?

Mr. FRIST. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I might be rec-
ognized for the purpose of making a
point of order.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, what is the
request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
an objection?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, is the Sen-
ator going to make a point of order?

Mr. GRAMM. I have asked unani-
mous consent to make a point of order.

Mr. BYRD. On this amendment?

Mr. GRAMM. Yes.

Mr. BYRD. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard.
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Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, have the
yeas and nays been ordered?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They
have not yet been ordered.

Mr. BYRD. I understand the Senator

from Tennessee wants the yeas and
nays.

Mr. FRIST. I ask for the yeas and
nays

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

Mr. BYRD. I yield back the time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back. The question is on
agreeing to amendment No. 3725, as
modified. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN),
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
DASCHLE), the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. DAYTON), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. LIEBERMAN) are nec-
essarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. LIEBERMAN) would vote
“aye.”’

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS), the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. CAMPBELL), and the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. LOTT) are necessarily
absent.

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

The result was announced—yeas 79,
nays 14, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 142 Leg.]

YEAS—T9
Akaka Durbin Murkowski
Baucus Edwards Murray
Bayh Ensign Nelson (FL)
Bennett Feingold Nelson (NE)
Biden Feinstein Nickles
Bond Fitzgerald Reed
Boxer Frist Reid
Breaux Graham Roberts
Brownback Grassley Rockefeller
Bunning Harkin Santorum
Burns Hatch Sarbanes
Byrd Hollings Schumer
Cantwell Hutchinson Sessions
Carnahan Inouye Shelby
Carper Jeffords Smith (OR)
Chafee Johnson Snowe
Cleland Kennedy Specter
Clinton Kerry Stabenow
Cochran Kohl Stevens
Collins Landrieu Thompson
Conrad Leahy Thurmond
Corzine Levin Torricelli
Crapo Lincoln Warner
DeWine Lugar Wellstone
Dodd McConnell Wyden
Domenici Mikulski
Dorgan Miller

NAYS—14
Allard Gregg McCain
Allen Hagel Smith (NH)
Craig Hutchison Thomas
Enzi Inhofe Voinovich
Gramm Kyl

NOT VOTING—T7

Bingaman Dayton Lott
Campbell Helms
Daschle Lieberman

The amendment (No. 3725), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 3569
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM],
for himself and Mr. DEWINE, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr.
MILLER, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr.
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. BAYH, Mr. NELSON of Flor-
ida, Mr. NELSON of Nebraska, and Mr. AL-
LARD, proposes an amendment numbered
3569.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide authority regarding the

availability of funds for the Department of

Defense for counterterrorism activities in

Colombia)

At the end of chapter 3 of title I, add the
following:

SEC. 307. (a) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS FOR
ASSISTANCE FOR COLOMBIA.—In fiscal year
2002, funds described in subsection (b) shall
be available for the following purposes:

(1) To support a unified campaign against
narcotics trafficking and against activities
by organizations designated as terrorist or-
ganizations, including the Revolutionary
Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC), the Na-
tional Liberation Army (ELN), and the
United Self-Defense Forces of Colombia
(AUC).

(2) To take actions to protect human
health and welfare in emergency cir-
cumstances, including rescue operations.

(b) FuNDS.—The funds described in this
subsection are as follows:

(1) Funds available to the Department of
Defense in this Act for assistance to the Gov-
ernment of Colombia.

(2) Funds available to the Department of
Defense in appropriations Acts enacted be-
fore the date of the enactment of this Act for
assistance to the Government of Colombia
that remain available for obligation.

(c) CONSTRUCTION.—The authority in sub-
section (a) is in addition to any other au-
thority under law regarding the availability
of assistance to the Government of Colom-
bia.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, on be-
half of my colleagues, Senators
DEWINE, MCCAIN, MILLER, THOMPSON,
SESSIONS, ROCKEFELLER, BAYH, NELSON
of Florida, NELSON of Nebraska, and
ALLARD, I rise today to offer an amend-
ment to provide the Department of De-
fense the authority necessary to sup-
port Colombia’s war against narcotics
trafficking and terrorist activities.

September 11 served as a horrible mo-
ment in history—a moment that re-
vealed the evils, the hatred, and the de-
gree to which those who wish to do us
harm are prepared to go. Unfortu-
nately, this reality is not limited to
North America. It is not limited to the
Middle East or to central Asia. It is a
global phenomenon.

The United States, at home and
around the world, must do better with
our intelligence, law enforcement, and
foreign policy efforts. We must do more
as well to work with our allies.

In Latin America, the evil hand of
terror has been an everyday reality for
too long, a fact which I believe most
Americans of the United States will
find stunning, but not to Americans
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who live in other parts of the Western
Hemisphere.

In the year 2000, over 44 percent of all
of the worldwide incidents of terrorism
against U.S. citizens and U.S. interests
were committed in one country. That
country was Colombia. Three groups
that were responsible for these atroc-
ities are all on the U.S. Department of
State’s list of foreign terrorist organi-
zations. These attacks pose a threat to
the democratic institutions of Colom-
bia, to the stability of Latin America,
and to the security of the Western
Hemisphere.

The Taliban and al-Qaida networks
derived much of their funds from the il-
legal narcotics trade—heroin, pri-
marily. But the linkage is no more per-
vasive anywhere in the world between
illegal narcotics and terrorism than it
is in Colombia where former guerrillas
have evolved into drug trafficking ter-
rorists.

That is why a large number of our
colleagues and I are offering this
amendment that would allow the De-
partment of Defense to use its appro-
priated funds to provide additional
equipment, training, and intelligence
to Colombia to combat both narcotics
trafficking and terrorism.

Current law allows the U.S. equip-
ment and funds from the Department
of Defense to be wused solely for
counterdrug operations.

In Colombia, the reality is that the
line between narcotics and terrorism is
extremely thin. It is virtually myth-
ical.

The House of Representatives has al-
ready passed an authorization bill as
part of the legislation that we consider
this evening, and these authorities to
expand the use of defense funds to com-
bat the twin evils of narcotics and ter-
rorism are provided in the House bill;
these authorities are being aggres-
sively sought by the President of the
United States.

The administration seeks more ex-
plicit legal authority to support ‘‘Co-
lombia’s unified campaign against nar-
cotics trafficking and terrorist activi-
ties.”

This provides greater flexibility to
counter the threat from groups using
narcotics trafficking to fund both ter-
rorist and criminal activities.

I assure our colleagues that I am not
proposing any changes to previous re-
quirements in human rights, certifi-
cations, and limits on personnel—civil-
ian and military. And in no way am I
suggesting the Department of Defense
deploy U.S. troops to a combat role.

The Government of Colombia, both
under its current President, President
Pastrana, and under its newly elected
President, Alvaro Uribe, has stated its
intention to carry the war to the ter-
rorist drug traffickers.

What we are being asked to do is to
allow equipment that has been pro-
cured in part with funds from the U.S.
Department of Defense to be used in
both wars, terrorism and narcotics.

These counterterrorism efforts will
not hurt our counternarcotics pro-
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gram. In fact, they will be of great as-
sistance to our counternarcotics pro-
gram.

The Department of Defense has as-
sured me that it remains committed to
a robust counternarcotics program in
Colombia, and it will bear that in mind
as the details are developed regarding
the use of defense-funded equipment,
training, and intelligence for
counterterrorist missions.

I am also pleased, despite the ramp-
ant violence in Colombia on May 26 of
this year, that the citizens and Govern-
ment of Colombia carried out demo-
cratic elections which were deemed by
international standards and observers
to be free, fair, and the expression of
the will of the Colombian people.

When the United States first author-
ized Plan Colombia in 2000, we made a
commitment. The commitment was to
help our Colombian neighbors in their
long struggle against the drug trade
and the violence it causes. Anything
less than that would not only be a vio-
lation of our promise to be good neigh-
bors but a neglected front on the war
against terrorism.

I ask my colleagues to support Co-
lombia, an important democratic and
hemispheric ally by supporting this
amendment.

Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. MCcCAIN. Mr. President, at a
time of bipartisan agreement that the
Colombian government must pursue a
unified campaign against the narco-
trafficking and terrorist threat to Co-
lombia’s democracy, the Senate Appro-
priations Committee has chosen to
deny the Administration’s request for
the authority to support our Colom-
bian ally.

As my colleagues know, our assist-
ance to Colombia is channeled through
both the State and Defense Depart-
ments. To the President’s credit,
American policy has dispensed with the
illusion that the Colombian govern-
ment is fighting two separate wars, one
against drug trafficking and another
against domestic terrorists. The demo-
cratic government of Colombia has
long insisted that it is the nexus of ter-
rorists involved in the drug trade that
threatens Colombian society. Amer-
ican policy now recognizes that reality,
and abandons any fictional distinctions
between counter-narcotic and counter-
insurgency operations.

Our government properly allies itself
with the Colombian people against the
narco-terrorists who threaten the gov-
ernment they elected, and the system
of government that rejects the violent
and absolutist aims of those who would
overthrow it by force of arms. We in
the United States have a considerable
stake in the Colombian government’s
success, for the narcoterrorist state
the enemies of the Colombian govern-
ment would establish would present a
compelling national security threat to
the United States in our own hemi-
sphere.

Congress has shown an admirable
commitment to supporting the Colom-
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bian government’s campaign to bring
basic security to its people. But Amer-
ica’s commitment has been limited to
providing training and assistance to
combat drug production and traf-
ficking. The Administration has re-
quested not new money but new au-
thority to use appropriated funds to
combat narco-terrorism. Yet this Sup-
plemental Appropriations bill grants
that authority only to the Department
of State, and places overly restrictive
and burdensome constraints on that
authority.

Our amendment would provide the
Administration the authority it has re-
quested, in consultation with the Con-
gress, to use appropriated funds to sup-
port a unified campaign by the Colom-
bian government against drug traf-
ficking and terrorist insurgency. The
House-passed version of this bill pro-
vides both the departments of State
and Defense with this authority for the
current fiscal year. The Senate bill
would leave in place existing restric-
tions prohibiting use of Department of
Defense assistance in the war against
the FARC and the ELN. Our amend-
ment mirrors the President’s request
to provide the Department of Defense
the authority to use funds already ap-
propriated for this purpose to support
our Colombian ally. I hope the con-
ference committee to this bill will pro-
vide the Administration with this au-
thority.

In a presidential election last month,
the Colombian people gave their lead-
ership a clear mandate to defeat narco-
terrorism by electing Alvaro Uribe as
President. President-elect Uribe cam-
paigned on a platform of decisively de-
feating the FARC terrorists, who have
shown little interest in a negotiated,
peaceful solution to the war they have
been waging against Colombia’s gov-
ernment for four decades.

This is not an authoritarian regime
located in a far-off corner of Central
Asia. This is a democratic government,
one of the longest-standing in our
hemisphere, that has allied itself with
the United States in order to defeat the
threat to our common values posed by
the FARC and the ELN terrorists, as
well as by AUC paramilitary forces
whose abysmal human rights record ri-
vals that of their opponents.

Under existing law, human rights
conditionality and restrictions on the
American military presence in Colom-
bia remain in effect on all U.S. assist-
ance to that country. Our amendment
would ensure that existing American
funds appropriated to support Amer-
ican policy in Colombia reflect the re-
ality that the Colombian government
is not simply fighting a drug war.

It is estimated that one million
would-be voters in Colombia could not
express their preference at the ballot
box last month due to FARC violence
and intimidation. The number of polit-
ical candidates who have been intimi-
dated, abducted, or murdered for their
ambition to serve their people is stag-
gering. One presidential candidate, In-
grid Betancourt, remains a hostage to
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the FARC, who abducted her on the
way to a campaign rally in February.

On May 2, 2002, a rocket fired by
FARC guerrillas Kkilled 117 civilians
taking refuge in a small church. Forty
of the dead were children. Colombian
officials call it the worst single loss of
civilian life in the nation’s 38-year civil
war.

President-elect Uribe has been given
a clear mandate by his people to give
them back their country. Our values
and our interests require us to support
our ally. There is an important role for
the United States, not only to provide
assistance and technical support to the
Colombian police and armed forces, but
also to exercise our influence to ensure
that our values triumph over both ter-
rorist violence and paramilitary bru-
tality.

These values are worth fighting for.
We should stand proudly with the peo-
ple of Colombia in their struggle.

To reiterate Mr. President, the situa-
tion in our own hemisphere in regard
to Colombia is a very serious one. We
are understandably worried about
events between Pakistan and India, Af-
ghanistan, et cetera. The situation in
our own hemisphere as regards Colom-
bia is of the utmost seriousness be-
cause that is where the drugs come
from that destroy the minds and bodies
of our children.

On May 2, 2002, a rocket fired by
FARC guerrillas killed 117 civilians
that were taking refuge in a small
church. Forty of the dead were chil-
dren. Colombian officials call it the
worst single loss of civilian life in the
nation’s 38-year civil war.

It is estimated that 1 million voters
in Colombia couldn’t express their
preference at the ballot box last month
due to FARC violence and intimida-
tion. The number of political can-
didates who have been intimidated, ab-
ducted, or murdered for their ambition
to serve their people is staggering.

One Presidential candidate, Ingrid
Betancourt, remains a hostage to the
FARC who abducted her on the way to
a campaign rally in February.

I understand the reluctance of Mem-
bers of this body to relax certain re-
strictions that are associated with our
assistance to Colombia. I hope all of
my colleagues will review the situation
as it exists today—a direct threat to
the security of the United States of
America—if Colombia collapsed in a
civil war between different parties.

There is the ELN, the paramilitary,
the FARC, and there is the Govern-
ment. They are all fighting amongst
one another, and the FARC recently
being rejected from the sanctuary they
were granted, I believe, is a mistaken
policy on the part of the Colombian
Government.

We now have a new President, Alvaro
Uribe, who is committed to using what-
ever sources and means necessary to
bring peace and stability back to its
country.

Again, I don’t want to take the time
of the Senate at this late hour. It is in
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our national security interests to see
some kind of Government peace and
stability restored to Colombia because
that is where the drugs are coming
from that are killing our kids.

I hope in the days ahead we will de-
vote some of our attention to the coun-
try of Colombia and see what the
United States can do not only to help
these people who are literally afraid to
leave their own homes, but to try to
combat the great threat of
narcoterrorism and the flow of nar-
cotics, which is another aspect of our
war on terrorism that we need to do
whatever is necessary to combat.

I thank Senator GRAHAM not only for
his amendment but for his continued
involvement in the affairs of our hemi-
sphere.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I will
speak for a couple minutes.

I say to Senator GRAHAM, I rise to
congratulate him, and not only for the
amendment. And whatever happens to
it tonight, its destiny is already deter-
mined. We have already waited too
long. It is time that some of us, espe-
cially those of us who come from
States that are not too far from the
other hemisphere, where mostly His-
panic Americans live and work—to
have that hemisphere as if it were not
really our friend and we should not be
concerned about it is truly one of the
giant mistakes we make. And every
year that passes we say something
about doing better.

But I believe the situations are going
to get even worse, and sooner or later—
let’s hope sooner—the United States
will do something while we are still ac-
ceptable down there and while we can
still be of some significant positive im-
pact.

I say to Senator McCAIN, I heard his
remarks. And I have heard them be-
fore. I think it is time, with real vigor
and enthusiasm, with resources and
leadership, we consider this hemisphere
to be a big part of America’s foreign in-
volvement. Why so far away when we
have problems in abundance so close?
Why neighbors thousands of miles
away and no acts of friendliness to
those who are really our neighbors?

With that, I ask unanimous consent
for 1 minute to introduce a bill.

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

(The remarks of Mr. DOMENICI per-
taining to the introduction of S. 2599
are printed in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”)

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

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, first, 1
note to my friend from Ohio, I am
going to call up an amendment shortly.

Does the Senator wish to make a
comment on the last amendment?

Mr. DEWINE. Just a couple com-
ments on the amendment.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I defer
to my colleague from Ohio so he can
make comments on that amendment.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio is recognized.

Mr. DEWINE. I thank my colleague.

Mr. President, I congratulate my col-
league from the State of Florida for his
leadership on this amendment. Once
again, he is correct. Once again, he is a
leader on issues having to do with this
hemisphere, having to do with the drug
problem.

We have a lot at stake in Colombia.
Colombia is our neighbor. We do a lot
of trade with Colombia. This is, I be-
lieve, the second oldest democracy in
this hemisphere. It is a country that
obviously borders the Panama Canal. It
is a democracy, though, that is in peril.
It is a democracy that has at least
three very tough groups gnawing at it,
trying to overthrow the Government,
trying to grab pieces of the land of Co-
lombia. These are three very tough,
tough groups: the FARC, the ELN, and
the paramilitary.

So a lot is at stake in Colombia. Co-
lombia is important to us because this
is one of the countries that is a major
supplier of drugs into the TUnited
States. So what happens down there is
important.

We have seen something develop in
Colombia in the last few years that I
do not know we have seen anywhere in
the world; that is this very close rela-
tionship, over now an extended period
of time, between the drug dealers and
the terrorists. They are working lit-
erally hand in glove in a synergistic re-
lationship.

Unfortunately, as we try to help our
friends in Colombia, we have created
an artificial barrier in our law. That
barrier creates a distinction between
the use of our money to help to deal
with terrorist problems or our use of
the money to deal with narcotics prob-
lems. It says, in effect, we can use it
for one but we cannot use it for the
other. That makes absolutely no sense.

It is time we take that artificial bar-
rier down because really the problem is
one and the same. And they are the
same people. It is time we recognize
that and that we stop handcuffing the
use of our aid, handcuffing the Govern-
ment of Colombia as it literally fights
for its survival.

So I congratulate my colleague on
this amendment. It is time, frankly,
that we face up to the reality of what
is really going on in Colombia and help
this ally of the United States to try to
preserve democracy.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
would like to make some remarks on
the Colombia amendment.

Mr. NICKLES. That is fine. I inform
my colleagues, we only have a couple
more amendments that will require
votes. Mine is one of them. We will try
to do that in the very near future. Cer-
tainly, if my colleague from Alabama
wants to make remarks, go ahead.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I will
be very brief. This is a very important
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matter. Colombia is a longtime ally of
the United States. It is the second old-
est democracy in the Western Hemi-
sphere. Its former President, President
Pastrana—a wonderful person—worked
exceedingly hard to try to build a
peace process that would work. After
everything he tried, he could not make
that occur.

The new President has been elected.
President Pastrana—before he left of-
fice—admitted that they had to fight
to preserve their democracy. Democ-
racies frequently have to do that.

We have a $9.5 billion trading rela-
tionship with Colombia. It is an impor-
tant ally, an important democracy. It
is key to South America. We must do
what we can to assist them as they now
wage a life-and-death struggle to pre-
serve their democracy and their econ-
omy.

Mr. President, just 10 days ago the
people of Colombia overwhelmingly ex-
pressed their desire to fight the
scourges of terrorism and narcotics
trafficking, that have killed tens of
thousands of their countrymen over
the past forty years, by electing Alvaro
Uribe as their new President. Presi-
dent-elect Uribe has stated that he in-
tends to double the size of the Colom-
bian Army and the Colombian National
Police and to call up thousands of re-
servists to fight the terrorists. This is
exactly what the United States has
been asking the Colombians to do for
many years now.

Included as part of this Supplemental
request is proposed legislation that
would remove the ‘‘counter-narcotics
only” restriction on the use of heli-
copters and other military equipment
and assistance that the United States
provides to Colombia.

The pending Amendment provides au-
thority to the Department of Defense,
as well as the Department of State, to
provide assistance to the government
of Colombia as they fight their war
against terrorism.

The Department of State has des-
ignated the Revolutionary Armed
Forces of Colombia—FARC—the Na-
tional Liberation Army of Colombia—
ELN—and the TUnited Self-Defense
Forces of Colombia—AUC—as foreign
terrorist organizations and has specifi-
cally identified the FARC as ‘‘the most
dangerous international terrorist
group based in the Western Hemi-
sphere.”” On March 18, 2002, Attorney
General John Ashcroft announced the
indictment of three leaders of FARC
with conspiracy to import cocaine into
the United States and to manufacture
and distribute cocaine in Colombia
with the intent of exporting it to the
United States. To all of these actions I
say ‘“Amen’’.

Transnational terrorism is a threat
to freedom throughout the world.
Many of these groups have been work-
ing together for years to share the les-
sons of terror and mayhem. They have
searched for new sources of income and
have become inextricably involved
with transnational criminal syndicates
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and
and

who traffic in weapons and drugs
provide resources for extortion
money laundering.

This is a global phenomenon and
must be fought on a global scale. One
country that has been fighting this war
against terrorism for the past few dec-
ades is Colombia. Colombia is one of
our closest Allies and we must come to
her aid. They need our help in terms of
intelligence sharing, equipment and
training.

Why should the United States help
Colombia? The answer to this lies not
only in the fact that it is the source for
prodigious quantities of cocaine, her-
oin, and marijuana, but Colombia is
the second oldest democracy in the
Western Hemisphere, next to our great
country. Colombia is a friend and ally
of the United States who has been
fighting for its very survival against a
variety of threats, ranging from drug
cartels, terrorist organizations and
Marxist insurgents for over forty
years. It is a nation of 40 million people
and is a source of significant trade
with the US. The United States is Co-
lombia’s principal trading partner with
over $9.5 billion in annual trade be-
tween our two nations. When we help
Colombia secure its own territory from
the threat of overthrow from the Marx-
ist narco-terrorists, we will also help
stabilize the neighboring countries in
the Andean region from spillover ef-
fects of the drug trade and insurgency.

There are more acts of terrorism
committed in Colombia every day than
in all the other countries of the world
combined. And make no mistake about
it, the forces that are acting to over-
throw the democratically elected gov-
ernment of Colombia are terrorists.
While their organizations did have
their genesis as a ‘‘people’s revolution”
with Marxist ties they are now no more
than terrorists. General Fernando
Tapias, Commander of the Colombian
Armed Forces, stated recently that
while the Army in the 1960s and 1970s
used to find the writings of Marx and
Lenin in the documents captured dur-
ing raids on FARC hideouts now all
they find are receipts and documenta-
tion of the smuggling of drugs, pre-
cursor chemicals used to process co-
caine and weapons shipments.

The FARC, ELN and AUC get the
vast majority of their funding from
narcotics trafficking. All three of these
groups also obtains large amounts of
money from the terrorist tactics of
kidnapping and extortion. FARC has
extensive ties with international ter-
rorist and criminal organizations.
Right now there are three members of
the Irish Republican Army in the cus-
tody of the government of Colombia
after they were arrested for providing
training to the FARC on bombmaking
and other terrorist tactics.

Colombian President Andres
Pastrana was elected in 1998 on a plat-
form that called for making peace with
the Marxist guerrillas that have oper-
ated in his country since the 1960s. He
has engaged in negotiations with the
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FARC and the ELN since before he
took office. In fact, President
Pastrana, in an act of good faith, gave
total control of a piece of central Co-
lombia the size of Switzerland, which
was supposed to remain demilitarized,
to the FARC as an enticement for con-
tinuing negotiations. In the four years
since President Pastrana opened nego-
tiations the FARC has continued to en-
gage in narcotics trafficking and ter-
rorist activities. In fact, in the past
few months they have engaged in
countless terrorist attacks throughout
the country that have killed hundreds
of people. The FARC is responsible for
the kidnapping of Colombian presi-
dential candidate Ingrid Betancourt,
who they still hold hostage. They tor-
tured and murdered Colombian Senator
Martha Daniels who was attempting to
negotiate the release of two kidnapping
victims. And just a few months ago,
they attempted to assassinate Presi-
dent-elect Alvaro Uribe with a car
bomb that killed three civilian by-
standers. In the face of these acts of
terrorism, President Pastrana declared
an end to peace negotiations and re-
claimed the demilitarized zone that he
ceded to the FARC. When the Colom-
bian Armed Forces re-captured this
territory they found that terrorists had
been using the territory for all kinds of
illegal activity. The Colombian Army
found 27 new airstrips that were used
for drug and weapons transports, nu-
merous drug laboratories and storage
areas for pre-cursor drug processing
chemicals, several training bases for
terrorist activities that were used by
international terrorist organizations,
and evidence that 14 new guerrilla
units had been established and trained
in this ‘‘demilitarized” zone. This was
also the area where the FARC had
landed several hijacked aircraft and
drastically increased the production of
coca. So it is now undoubtedly clear
that the FARC is not interested in seri-
ous negotiations and does not want
peace. They are only interested in
maintaining and expanding their nar-
cotics funded terrorist activities.

The United States must do the right
thing and support our friends and allies
in Colombia. The government of Co-
lombia has categorically stated that
they do not want US troops to come
and fight their war for them. They are
willing and able to destroy this threat
to their country and the world. I am
glad that the Administration has made
the decision to request the removal of
the counter-narcotics restrictions on
our aid to Colombia. Colombia is look-
ing into the abyss and this threatens
the entire Andean region.

Congress needs to pass this legisla-
tion so that we can keep up the pres-
sure on terrorists within our own hemi-
sphere and across the globe.

I thank the Senator from Florida for
his leadership. I am pleased to join
with him and stress this is an exceed-
ingly important matter for us.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.
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Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, ev-
eryone has spoken on one side.

I ask for 1 minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, one
other perspective: For the record, the
FARC and ELN are involved in
narcotrafficking up to their eyeballs.
For the record, the paramilitary and
the AUC are involved in
narcotrafficking up to their eyeballs.
For the record, two-thirds of the
extrajudicial killings last year were by
the AUC and the paramilitary. And for
the record, there is one documented
case after another after another about
the military and the paramilitary
being all too connected.

So before we provide direct military
assistance and weapons that can be
used in counterinsurgency by the mili-
tary, we ought to take a real close look
at what is going on in Colombia. I
wanted to say that tonight. We will
have debate later.

I yield the floor.

AMENDMENT NO. 3569 WITHDRAWN

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, offer-
ing this amendment was for the pur-
pose of affording our colleagues an op-
portunity to express their strong opin-
ions and to indicate to the American
people the great importance of the re-
lationship between our Nation and the
peoples of Colombia for our mutual
well-being. As our colleague from Min-
nesota has just said, this is an issue
that deserves full debate.

Given the hour of the night, given
the fact that it is my hope that when
this matter reaches conference, the
Senate conferees will look carefully at
the proposals that our House col-
leagues have already adopted to allow
the use of Department of Defense-fund-
ed equipment in the war against ter-
rorism as well as the counternarcotics
war, I will ask to withdraw the amend-
ment and hope we will have an oppor-
tunity at a future date to have a full
debate on the United States relation-
ship with Colombia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdrawn.

The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, for the
information of our colleagues, we are
getting closer to finalizing this bill. To
my knowledge, there are possibly two
additional amendments that will re-
quire rollcall votes. I also think the
time for debate on both of those can be
fairly brief. We will have a managers’
amendment, and I guess we will have a
vote on final passage.

I don’t think we would have come
this far had it not been for the very
competent and capable leadership of
Senators BYRD and STEVENS as well as
my colleague and friend, Senator REID.
To finish this bill, frankly, for this
many amendments and for the most
part with votes taken in one day is
pretty remarkable.

I make one editorial comment. I
thank the managers for supporting an
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amendment offered by Senator INHOFE
and myself dealing with $12 million for
restoration of the I-40 bridge in OKla-
homa which was hit by barge traffic. It
caused 14 fatalities, the largest number
of fatalities of any bridge accident in
U.S. history. It also shut down east-
west traffic into our State. This is one
of our major east-west corridors. It is a
major inconvenience not just for our
State but for the entire country. We
have some money, as requested by the
Department of Transportation, in this
bill. I thank my colleagues for their as-
sistance in that proposal. Also, I par-
ticularly thank my colleague, Senator
INHOFE, who is on the authorizing com-
mittee and worked very hard to make
that happen. I compliment him for it.
AMENDMENT NO. 3588

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
that amendment No. 3588 be called up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. NICKLES]
proposes an amendment numbered 3588.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To restore the discretion of the

President to agree with Congressionally-

designated emergency spending)

Strike section 2002 of the bill.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, this
amendment is very straightforward. It
would strike section 2002 that is on
page 116 of the bill. Section 2002 deals
with the emergency provisions in the
bill.

I have been in the Senate for 22
years. We have never done this. Ever
since we have had emergency provi-
sions in the bill, we have never done it.
The impact of the amendment is that
it prohibits the President from spend-
ing any money, any nondefense emer-
gency spending in the bill unless he
spends it all. That is not the way we
have done emergencies under the Clin-
ton administration. That is not the
way we have handled emergencies
under President Bush’s administration
since 1990.

I will read the language in the bill on
page 116:

Any amount appropriated in this Act that
is designated by Congress as emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended, shall not be
available for obligation unless all such
amounts appropriated in this Act are des-
ignated by the President, upon enactment of
this Act, as emergency requirements pursu-
ant to that section.

What that means is, for nondefense,
there are some sections in this bill and
in the President’s requirements calling
for emergency designations. This says
if he spends any of it, he has to spend
it all. We have never done this before.
We didn’t do that in the Clinton admin-
istration. The Clinton administration
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had emergency requests every year. We
granted almost all of them plus some.

This President requested the emer-
gency designation. He came to Con-
gress and actually requested $24.47 bil-
lion in emergency assistance, emer-
gency appropriations, and an addi-
tional 2.7 under contingency emer-
gency appropriations. He requested
that. We are getting ready to give him
more.

What has happened is, the House has
already passed a bill. They passed a bill
at $29 billion. The President’s total was
27. The House came back and said: We
will give you the $27 billion you re-
quested, and we will do an additional
$1.5 billion for defense. But the addi-
tional $1.5 billion for defense was under
contingency. If the President declared
it an emergency, he could spend it. But
if he didn’t, he wouldn’t. So the Presi-
dent is basically saying: He still is get-
ting his $27.3 billion of emergency as-
sistance. He doesn’t have to spend that
additional $1.5 billion. That is the way
we have done it.

In other words, when we go into
emergency spending, the special des-
ignation means it doesn’t count. We
have budgets every year. Until this
year, we have passed budgets. Those
budgets have had targets. But when we
have an emergency, we say it doesn’t
count towards the caps; we are going to
waive it because there is a special
emergency. Maybe we have had an
earthquake, a fire, a flood, serious
damage, so we call that an emergency.
They were not budgeted, they were not
planned, they were not expected, such
as the World Trade Center incident of
9-11. We had a very significant, as a
matter of fact, $40 billion emergency
that we paid for last year. But it was
with the concurrence of the President
and the Congress.

Now in this case we are saying: Mr.
President, that is fine, we will take
your emergency, but you have to take
all of our emergencies or you don’t get
any of yours on nondefense. We have
never done that before, to my knowl-
edge.

I used to be on the Appropriations
Committee. I happen to still be on the
Budget Committee. The Budget Com-
mittee should be outraged by this.
Every once in a while one committee
kind of exceeds jurisdiction or goes
into the jurisdiction of another com-
mittee. That is what we are doing right
here. We have never had a supple-
mental appropriations bill, to my
knowledge, that had language like this.

Incidentally, this has the attention
of the administration. The administra-
tion’s position basically states that
they will veto the bill if this is in
there. I will read from the administra-
tion’s statement of policy dated June 4,
the first page:

In addition, the bill severely constrains the
President’s ability to fund emergency home-
land requirements by compelling him to re-
lease nonemergency money provided in the
bill. If the supplemental appropriation bill
were presented to the President in its cur-
rent form, his senior advisors would rec-
ommend that he veto the bill.
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That is on the first page. On the third
page of the statement of administra-
tion policy it says:

The Senate version of the bill also unduly
restricts the President’s prerogatives in nu-
merous areas. First, it requires the President
to designate all or none of the nondefense
funding contained in the bill as an emer-
gency. The Budget Enforcement Act provides
that the President retain control over the re-
lease of emergency funds added by Congress
to ensure that the funds respond to critical
emergency needs. By contravening in this
long established budget enforcement mecha-
nism, the Senate would require the President
to waste taxpayers’ dollars on low priority,
nonemergency items in order to access vital,
high priority homeland security recovery
funding.

It is very clear, the administration is
adamantly opposed to this provision.
This is as direct a veto threat as we
have had from this administration in
their time in office. It is reversing a
precedent we have followed on emer-
gency spending for the last 13 years.

Mr. McCAIN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. NICKLES. I am happy to yield.

Mr. McCAIN. Can he give an exam-
ple, to those of us who are not experts
on the budgetary process, of what the
President might not decide to spend
and then would be forced to spend?

Mr. NICKLES. To give an example—
I appreciate the question—there are a
lot of things in this bill. My friend
from Arizona pointed out a couple of
them earlier today. There is one where
the President said, some of these provi-
sions don’t relate to homeland secu-
rity, including $11 million to the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration, NOAA, for economic as-
sistance to New England fishing and
fishing communities; $26.8 million for
the USGS survey for urban mapping
activities. The administration said
that is not urgent; it wasn’t requested.

If section 2002 is not stricken, those
things will have to be funded or you
don’t get funding for New York City.
You don’t get funding for homeland se-
curity needs that are requested. There
is billions of dollars in here that the
President did request that we are put-
ting in jeopardy because of this bill’s
““all or nothing’’ approach.

We do that on normal appropriations.
We don’t do it on emergency bills. The
reason we don’t do it on emergency
bills is that the emergency bills are
outside the budget. They are special.
They are figures over and above set
spending levels. We have agreed to a
budget. We have agreed to caps. We
shake hands. That is what we are going
to abide by. But when it comes to
emergencies, we say we are going to
waive the budget. The budget no longer
applies. Therefore, caps no longer
apply.

This is the national emergency. That
is what we passed, the $40 billion fol-
lowing the World Trade Center. It is a
national emergency. We agreed to do
it. Usually, we do it with overwhelming
majorities, if it is truly an emergency.
This is saying, well, before you get part
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of that emergency, you have to take
the entire thing.

All T am saying is that previous
Presidents have always said we have to
concur. When we made the budget
deal—and this goes back, I tell my col-
leagues to Andrews Air Force Base in
1990. That basically said if you are
going to have caps, cases in which we
have an emergency might pose a prob-
lem. So we put in emergency provi-
sions, and you can waive the caps if
there is truly an emergency, and that
could be designated if it is agreed upon
by both Congress and the administra-
tion.

Now we are saying if Congress has it
in there, Mr. President, you have to
take it all, or you don’t get a dime. I
think that is an infringement on the
budget process.

I think the emergency process all to-
gether is a big waiver of the budget, a
big way to get around budgets, one of
the reasons why spending can grow as-
tronomically. It has grown dramati-
cally over the last few years. If we
allow this provision, I think we are
opening up the door to greater abuse of
the emergency provisions.

Very quickly and briefly I urge col-
leagues to strike section 2002 and keep
the emergency provisions we have had
for the last 13 years at least the same
as they are. Let’s not change them. We
have a new President. Why should we
curtail his authority, vis-a-vis his pred-
ecessors? I think that would open the
door to a lot of spending and abuse of
the emergency process. I urge my col-
leagues to strike section 2002.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, let me
try to set this in historical context. In
1990, in the so-called budget summit
agreement, a decision was made to
allow the Congress and the President,
acting jointly, to declare items emer-
gency items and, therefore, allow the
spending on that item to operate out-
side the budget process. In other words,
where the President and the Congress
agreed that something was an emer-
gency, then the budget process did not
apply. But what was required to make
it an emergency was two things: The
President said it was an emergency and
Congress said it was an emergency, and
the combination of the two triggered
the exemption.

Now, I have been here a long time,
and my memory fades, but I don’t be-
lieve that we have ever had a provision
such as the one in this bill because in
this bill we have a situation where
there is $14 billion of funding that the
President did not say was an emer-
gency. Congress says it is an emer-
gency and, therefore, by the definition
of the emergency waiver that was writ-
ten into permanent law in 1990, this $14
billion would not qualify. It would not
qualify because it only has half of the
action that is required to provide the
emergency. It has Congress saying it is
an emergency, but the President says
it is not an emergency.
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This bill gets around that 1990 perma-
nent law provision by saying the Presi-
dent has a choice. He can take the
whole bill as a deemed emergency or he
cannot spend any part of it as an emer-
gency. In other words, it overrides the
President’s prerogative in this process
by saying to him that under the law
you had to say it was an emergency
and Congress had to say it was an
emergency, and you had to be talking
about the same thing. But now we want
to spend $14 billion that you say is not
an emergency. We have $18 billion in
the bill that you say is an emergency
and we say is an emergency. But we are
not going to let you spend that $18 bil-
lion unless you spend our $14 billion
and say it is an emergency. So this is
a complete perversion of that emer-
gency waiver.

Now, I have to say that the waiver
has been probably the most misused
part of every budget that has been
adopted since 1990. If I had known then
at Andrews Air Force Base what I
know today, I would have never agreed
to this waiver because it has been
abused over and over again. But it has
never been abused—at least to the best
of my knowledge—the way it is being
abused today because the President is
being forced to make this an emer-
gency, even though he did not des-
ignate it, in order to get the genuine
emergency money which he designated
and Congress approved. I think this
really perverts the process, and I really
believe this amendment ought to be
adopted.

Mr. McCAIN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. GRAMM. Yes.

Mr. McCAIN. How long has the Sen-
ator been involved in budgetary issues?

Mr. GRAMM. For 24 years.

Mr. McCAIN. And the Senator has
never seen anything like this in those
24 years?

Mr. GRAMM. Not that I can recall.
So many things have gone by my old
eyes; there may have been something,
but I don’t remember it.

Mr. McCAIN. As the Senator knows,
we will not have a budget this year.

Mr. GRAMM. It sure enough looks
like we are not going to have one.

Mr. McCAIN. With this new wrinkle,
or new provision, in the appropriations
bill, that really does give all power to
the Appropriations Committee, even
overriding any authority that the
President might have, doesn’t it?

Mr. GRAMM. In one sense it does,
and in one sense it doesn’t. In all fair-
ness, this doesn’t make the President
spend a single penny of this money.
But he cannot spend a penny of it un-
less he designates all of it in an emer-
gency. The way this is being used, it
doesn’t make the President spend the
money, but it says that if the Presi-
dent is going to spend the $18 billion
that Congress and the President agree
on as being an emergency, he cannot
spend a penny of that unless he also
designates this $14 billion that he says
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is not an emergency. The Appropria-
tions Committee says it is an emer-
gency and, obviously, if Congress
passes it, we will say that. So the
President has to spend it as an emer-
gency if he is to get a penny of the $18
billion. But he could, theoretically,
under this, sign the bill and then not
spend any of it. But, obviously, it puts
him in the position that he cannot get
this $18 billion of homeland security
funds unless he takes this $14 billion he
doesn’t want and counts it as an emer-
gency so it doesn’t come under the
budget process, and that is the perver-
sion of the system I was talking about.

Mr. McCAIN. I don’t like to drag out
the debate, but I ask the Senator this.
This seems to me like it is almost a
constitutional issue.

Mr. GRAMM. Well, there is certainly
a separation of powers issue. Whether
it gets to the constitutional level or
not, I don’t know. The point is, this is
taking away the President’s role in the
emergency designation by changing the
system so that he cannot get any of the
money, even the amount we agree is a
genuine emergency, when the Presi-
dent says so and we say so. Therefore,
by law, that makes it an emergency.
He cannot get a penny of that money
unless he takes the $14 billion that he
says is not an emergency, but he has to
say it is an emergency to get the other
$18 billion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the distin-
guished Senator from Texas and other
Senators—I believe the distinguished
Senator from Oklahoma made the
same statement—say that this is a
precedent. Am I correct?

Mr. GRAMM. As far as I am aware, it
is a precedent. As I said, I haven’t gone
back and researched it, but I don’t re-
member one.

Mr. BYRD. Let me state to the Sen-
ate the real precedent. It was enacted
by this Congress when it was under the
control of the Republican Party—both
Houses—in 2001. It was in title I of the
bill making appropriations for Kosovo
and other national security matters.

Here is what the provision said at
that time:

Section 126. Any amount appropriated in
this chapter that is designated by the Con-
gress as an emergency requirement pursuant
to section 251(B)(2)(a) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985,
as amended, shall not be available for obliga-
tion unless all—

Not just part—
unless all such amounts are designated by
the President upon enactment of this Act as
emergency requirements pursuant to such
section.

That was the precedent, and I voted
for it, and the Senator from Texas
voted for it.

Mr. GRAMM. Are you sure I voted for
it?

Mr. BYRD. I voted for it then, and I
am for it now.

Mr. GRAMM. If the Senator will
yield.
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Mr. BYRD. Oh, I will be glad to yield.

Mr. GRAMM. I do not know if I voted
for it or not, but it was a bad prece-
dent.

(Laughter.)

Mr. BYRD. I have been to many a re-
vival meeting, and when the altar call
came, the Senators hit the sawdust
trail. The Senator remembers Billy
Sunday, that great evangelist. So that
is a time for admitting one’s errors.
Maybe I was in error then, but I voted
with the Republican-controlled Con-
gress and against my own President in
that instance.

What we are doing here tonight is
certainly not a precedent. We are just
following in the wake. It was that lan-
guage that gave us the idea. That was
the precedent. Without that, we might
not have thought of this.

Mr. President, I rise in opposition to
the amendment to strike section 2002
of the bill. Congress should be proud of
the lead it has taken in funding home-
land defense programs that will help
prevent, detect, and respond to poten-
tial terrorist attacks.

Last year, we acted on a bipartisan
basis to provide $10 billion for home-
land defense programs. Last year, in
the face of a veto threat from the
President, this Congress, this Appro-
priations Committee added $4 billion
more than what was requested by the
President. That money is being well
spent, and it is making a difference.
The veto was threatened then. So we
have heard that before.

We have a responsibility to use our
own judgment in behalf of the Amer-
ican people, in behalf of the security of
this homeland. We should make our
own judgment. No President sends any
Senator here. Calling him the Com-
mander in Chief, if you will—that is
what the Constitution says he is, but I
do not think that has a thing to do
with this bill.

I have heard that term thrown
around here today, the ‘“‘Commander in
Chief.” No Commander in Chief sends
me here. No Commander in Chief sends
the Senator from Vermont here. No
Commander in Chief sends the Senator
from Louisiana here. No Commander in
Chief sends the distinguished Senator
from Texas here. He comes here by vir-
tue of the wisdom and good judgment
of the good people of Texas. Thank
God. We are not made or unmade by
any President. I have served not under
but certainly with, I believe, 10 or 11
Presidents. None of them sent me here,
Democrats and Republicans.

I have stood by the principles that I
see as being important principles in up-
holding the prerogatives of this insti-
tution and the Constitution, and I have
stood against; I have opposed the wish-
es of Democrat Presidents in this re-
gard, and I opposed those Republican
Presidents. It does not make any dif-
ference to me who is President. He puts
on his trousers just like I put mine on,
two legs at a time, two legs at a time.
Some say you cannot do that, but you
can.
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(Laughter.)

I have tried it. You can. If you do not
believe it, just sit down in a chair and
pull them on both legs.

(Laughter.)

I like this man from Texas. He will
smile, he will yield, and he is not only
a good Senator, but he is a good sport.

Mr. President, I have seen Presidents
come and go. I have never bowed and
scraped to any of them. I do not expect
the people to bow and scrape to me,
and I do not expect to do that to any
President. I am for using ROBERT
BYRD’s judgment, as far as my votes
are concerned. PAUL SARBANES will use
his own judgment.

We are not here at the beck and call
of any President, even if he is the Com-
mander in Chief. We have our own
judgments on this. This committee, on
a bipartisan basis, supported by the Re-
publicans, 14 of them, and 15 Demo-
crats, reported out this bill. We had
hearings. Those hearings were attended
by Republicans and Democrats to ask
questions. We heard people from the
local level. I have said this before but
should say it again. We heard the fire-
fighters. We heard the policemen. We
heard the health personnel. We heard
mayors. We heard Governors. We heard
county commissioners. We heard seven
Department heads in the executive
branch. We heard the Director of
FEMA. And based on those hearings,
this committee, in its considered judg-
ment, elected to increase the amount
by $3 billion.

We increased the amount by $4 bil-
lion last year. That money has made a
difference. I have stated already what
is being done with that money, $4 bil-
lion more than the President re-
quested. This year it is $3 billion more.

Let’s use our own judgment. Let’s
not be here at the beck and call of any
President. I am here because the people
of West Virginia sent me here, and so is
every other Senator here because of
the people of their State.

I hear all this business about Com-
mander in Chief. I get a little tired of
hearing Commander in Chief, Com-
mander in Chief. Under the English his-
tory, there were commanders in chief
all over the continent, all over the is-
lands. So they were called commanders
in chief. So what, Commander in Chief.

The Constitution says the Congress
will enact the laws. It will have all
power herein provided to enact laws. It
says that the Congress will make the
appropriations of moneys. So let’s use
our own judgment.

Mr. President, I will not be much
longer. I emphasized in my opening re-
marks on this bill that Congress came
together on a bipartisan basis to in-
crease funding for homeland defense
programs, and that funding is now
making a difference.

I do not understand why my friend
from Oklahoma, who offers this amend-
ment, would want to give the President
what would essentially be a line-item
veto. In other words, he can pick and
choose. No, when it comes to defense,
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there will be emergencies, but when it
comes to homeland defense, nondefense
spending, then he can pick and choose.
He does not have to call that an emer-
gency.

What do Senators think will happen?
The President, in my judgment, will
certainly support the making of an
emergency on defense moneys, but
when it comes to homeland defense, he
may or he may not. So why should we
give him that authority to pick and
choose? The Supreme Court turned
down the line-item veto which I op-
posed on this floor and which several
Senators here—Mr. SARBANES and Mr.
REID and others—opposed. Now we have
it in a different form. This is a kind of
line-item veto. The President can pick
and choose. I am not for that.

Which programs would the President
choose not to make available? The fire-
fighter equipment and training funds?
The port security grants? The money
for the Coast Guard? The money for
the Customs Service to inspect cargo
containers overseas when we currently
inspect only 2 percent of our imports?
Or how about the money for making
sure our first responders, our police,
our fire and emergency medical care
personnel have communications equip-
ment that is interoperable?

The one thing we do know is that the
President has already designated as an
emergency $1.6 billion for foreign aid.
Why would we want the President to
have the authority to use the emer-
gency designation for $1.6 billion of for-
eign aid but not require him to des-
ignate the homeland defense fund as an
emergency?

This amendment is not just about
homeland defense. If this amendment
were adopted, it would allow the Presi-
dent to not release $275 million for vet-
erans’ medical care. How about that? It
would allow him not to release the $80
million for the Sierra Grande fire vic-
tims. How about that? It would allow
him not to release $1 billion for the
Pell grant shortfall. How about that?
Do we want to give the President that
kind of authority? No, not I.

I want to assure all Senators that
there is precedent for this language, as
I indicated at the beginning of my re-
marks. I urge all Senators to stand by
their priorities, stand by their people
back home, and oppose this amend-
ment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
CARNAHAN). The Senator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, the
Senator from West Virginia, our chair-
man, is correct. I was chairman of the
committee at the time we imposed the
same requirement on the past Presi-
dent. I have further memories of some
of the bills we have passed in which we
said the President could not spend spe-
cific monies until he had obligated oth-
ers. We have had ways through our ca-
reer in appropriations of making cer-
tain that the congressional priorities
were met as the President executed his
powers under the Constitution.
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I have another reason for supporting
the provisions in the bill. I do say par-
enthetically I know the House of Rep-
resentatives has the same feelings as
expressed by the Senator from OKkla-
homa and the Senator from Texas. We
are probably going to have to work out
some sort of a compromise before the
bill is through.

I want a bill that will be signed by
the President, but my problem is this:
After the disasters of September 11, the
President requested funds from the
Congress, and he requested $10 billion—
no hearings, no strings attached, just
$10 billion, no accounting whatsoever
to the Congress. We granted that. He
then also wanted another $10 billion,
and this time we said we would like to
know how he was going to spend it, so
we agreed that we would get an ac-
counting for those monies after they
were spent, which is entirely contrary
to existing law and our procedures.

Following that, he asked for more
money. As the Senator from West Vir-
ginia said, we added $4 billion to the
monies he requested, and that money
was in accordance with the normal pro-
cedures. Every dime the President
asked for was appropriated.

When we look at what we have done
this year, we have labored hard over
the debate on homeland security. I am
delighted to hear the President’s pro-
posal tonight about the creation of a
new Department of Homeland Security.
I think most of us have wanted that
from the very beginning. In any event,
we have also had some priorities that
have come to us from our various
States and from people who have been
involved in security in the United
States for a long time, and they have
pointed out a great many things.

One, for instance, is the incompati-
bility of our communications systems.
Our communications systems are not
national. As a matter of fact, if we
think about it, every function of gov-
ernment—Federal, State and local—in
the United States awards the contracts
to the lowest bidder. There is no re-
quirement that when they buy radios
or any kind of communications equip-
ment, they be able to communicate
with the people in the next county, let
alone the next State or let alone na-
tionally. We found that out in New
York when so many of the fire trucks
and ambulances that came into New
York could not be used because they
could not answer the dispatcher. No
one could tell them where to go or
what to do.

In hearings, we have discovered from
FEMA, the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency, the horrendous bur-
den we have now of trying to make
first responders capable of interacting
with anybody who comes to help them.
That is something that has not been
done so far. We have some money in
the bill to start that process.

My point is this: We are entitled to
have some say in what is spent now to
prevent further emergencies and to
deal with those as they come up, God
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forbid, when they do come up. I believe
we are entitled to say to the President,
we have worked with you, we have
tried to work with you, but we have
some priorities we ask you to recognize
and to concur in. If it were not for the
fact that we have the necessity of
going to an emergency because the ex-
isting budget does not allow us any fur-
ther funds—by that I mean we had a
budget for this year, we have fulfilled
that budget—any amounts in addition
to that now must be by virtue of an
emergency. The President himself re-
quested these monies on the basis of an
emergency or they were offset par-
tially.

What we are saying in this bill is,
after these hearings, after the long de-
bates we have had, both last year and
now on this subject, we have some pri-
orities. We want the President to rec-
ognize those, and we will allocate the
monies we believe should be allocated
before we agree to this additional
money that he wants.

I know the OMB does not like that.
They do not like it any more than I
like it every time when we make a
change in an appropriations bill, that
is called a congressional add-on. That
request is something made by an elect-
ed representative to the Congress and
not made by request from some un-
known bureaucratic and the millions of
people who work for the Departments.
Anything they want comes through,
and no one challenges it. No one chal-
lenges it at all.

The appropriations process affects
about 3 percent of the total budget.
Our budget now is about $700 billion for
this year. We change less than 3 per-
cent. In terms of the total budget of
the United States, total expenditures,
$1.7 billion, if one looks at it, we do not
even control half of that in terms of
the appropriations process anymore.
The entitlement created by the Fi-
nance Committee, the Ways and Means
Committee, spent $1.1 billion this year.
We will spend about $700 billion
through the total process of the appro-
priations, but we are going to change
less than 3 percent.

On this bill, we have changed a little
less than $4 billion. Last year, we
changed $4 billion in the bills that were
signed.

Now, what is all the hullabaloo
about? Are we entitled to have any role
in setting the priorities for spending
for homeland defense? Are we allowed
to have any priorities in terms of
spending of the balance of the monies
that are available to us through offsets
in this year?

I would like to work it out with the
bureau of the budget, and I would like
to have some accommodation of views.
One of the accommodations I want is
that if we make a recommendation
pursuant to our constitutional powers
to spend specific money in a specific
way, it is not going to be put aside be-
cause it is a congressional add-on but
everything that has been requested by
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some agency of the Federal Govern-
ment is going to be spent without any
further review.

Of all the monies that come through
this Congress, the monies in the sup-
plemental appropriations bill get more
attention than anything else. We pass
13 bills, and we pass them usually very
quickly. They are pretty well debated
among us. But in terms of the items in
them, they do not get the attention
that the supplemental bills do. The
supplemental bills, of necessity, are ad-
ditions to the current year. We have
authorized expenditures and appro-
priated expenditures for this year. This
adds to that amount.

I think the Senator from West Vir-
ginia deserves a lot of credit for having
stood for the proposition that we
should not enlarge this bill beyond the
scope that the President will approve.
We have had to vote against things
that each one of us agrees with. Twice
today we voted against things on a
point of order that we would like to see
approved, but because of our roles we
must hold the line and try to get a bill
the President will approve.

When we get to conference, we will
try to get a bill the President will ap-
prove. I know he wants this bill. I
know the Nation needs this bill. I re-
gret that it does not have the debt ceil-
ing change in it. I regret that we do not
have a provision that establishes some
mechanism for handling the 13 bills we
have yet to handle in this Congress. We
do not have a budget yet. Before we
start the process for appropriations, I
hope we have it. I hope the Senate will
let us take this to conference.

I have said to my friend from West
Virginia, the chairman of our com-
mittee, I know we want to get the
President to sign it and currently his
people say he is objecting to this very
much.

But in the final analysis, maybe we
can select out of this whole bill some of
the things that will be available and go
back to the old provision we used to
use. In other words, he cannot get the
money he wants until we obligate the
money we want. I did that as chairman
several times with a President of a dif-
ferent party.

What is wrong with doing it now
when the roles are changed? My friend,
as chairman today, has accorded him-
self with great distinction as chairman
of the Appropriations Committee in
facing up to the problems we have had
today. I intend to stay with him and
make a motion to table this amend-
ment.

First, I want to give time to anyone
who wants a chance for a rebuttal.

Mr. GRAMM. I don’t want to make a
rebuttal but try to save the Senate a
little time. The only thing I know that
remains to be done is a point of order
against the bill. I don’t think it will
change a single vote. If we could agree
to let me make the point of order and
then have these two votes back to
back, we could save people some time—
if we wanted to do that.
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Mr. STEVENS. That is above my pay

grade.

Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I
move to table.

Mr. GRAMM. Will the Senator yield
for a unanimous consent request?

Mr. STEVENS. Yes.

Mr. GRAMM. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be able to make a point of
order against the bill and that, when
that point of order is made, the Sen-
ator from Alaska be immediately rec-
ognized to move to table the pending
amendment, and that those two votes
occur back to back, with the vote on
the motion to table to occur first and
then the motion to waive this point of
order to occur second. By doing it that
way we save people some time. Given
that it is 9:30, that would probably be
welcome.

Mr. BYRD. How much time did we
have for making some comments?

Mr. GRAMM. I don’t need to make
any. If you want to make some com-
ments, you have all the time you need.

Mr. BYRD. I will want to move to
waive the Gramm point of order for
nondefense emergency in the bill.

Mr. GRAMM. If that unanimous con-
sent request is agreed to, I would go
ahead and then make a point of order
and the Senator can move to waive it.

Mr. BYRD. Is the Senator going to
make any remarks in support of his
point?

Mr. GRAMM. I would say we have
spoken all day. I think people know
what the issue is. This really questions
whether everything in the bill is an
emergency. It is that simple. As pro-
vided in section 205(b) of House Con.
Res. 290, I raise a point of order against
the emergency designation on the non-
defense spending items.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I move
to waive the Gramm point of order.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am in op-
position to the amendment to strike
section 2002 of the bill. Congress should
be proud of the lead that it has taken
in funding homeland defense programs
that will help prevent, detect and re-
spond to potential terrorist attacks.
Last year, we acted together on a bi-
partisan basis and provided $10 billion
for homeland defense programs, $4 bil-
lion more than was requested by the
President.

Last December, President Bush
threatened to veto the Defense Appro-
priations bill if it contained funding
for homeland defense programs that he
regarded as excessive. Last November,
Homeland Security Director Tom
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Ridge wrote me and said, ‘‘no addi-
tional resources beyond what the
President has already requested are
needed at this time.”

Yet, as I emphasized in my opening
remarks on this bill, the Congress
came together on a bi-partisan basis to
increase funding for homeland defense
programs and that funding is now mak-
ing a difference. Over 2,200 more INS
border agents and Customs inspectors
are being hired. The INS is now imple-
menting a system for tracking foreign
students in this country. Our police,
fire and medical personnel are getting
better training and equipment for de-
tecting and responding to potential bi-
ological, chemical or nuclear attacks.
The FBI is hiring hundreds of new
agents. 750 more food inspectors and in-
vestigators are being hired. The num-
ber of ports with Food and Drug Ad-
ministration investigators is being
doubled. 324 additional protective per-
sonnel are being hired to protect our
nuclear weapons complex, and addi-
tional resources are being spent on ef-
forts to destroy or secure nuclear ma-
terials overseas.

I do not understand why the Senator
offering this amendment would want to
give the President what would essen-
tially be line item veto authority over
the homeland defense funds contained
in this bill. If this amendment is adopt-
ed, the President would be able to com-
pletely disregard the priorities con-
tained in this bill.

Which programs would the President
choose not to make available, the fire-
fighter equipment and training funds,
the port security grants, the money for
the Coast Guard, the money for the
Customs Service to inspect cargo con-
tainers overseas when we currently in-
spect only 2 percent of our imports, or
how about the money for making sure
that our first responders, our police,
fire and emergency medical care per-
sonnel have communications equip-
ment that are interoperable?

One thing we do know is that the
President has already designated as an
emergency $1.6 billion for foreign aid.
Why would we want the President to
have the authority to use the emer-
gency designation for $1.6 billion of for-
eign aid but not require him to des-
ignate the homeland defense funds as
an emergency?

And this amendment is not just
about homeland defense. If this amend-
ment were adopted, it would allow the
President to not release $275 million
for Veterans Medical Care. It would
allow him to not release the $80 million
for the Cerro Grande fire victims. It
would allow him to not release $1 bil-
lion for the Pell grant shortfall.

Finally, Mr. President, I want to as-
sure all Senators that there is prece-
dent for this language. In fact, two
years ago, the Republican House and
the Republican Senate approved sub-
stantially the same language on a fis-
cal year 2000 supplemental appropria-
tions bill for President Clinton. I sup-
ported that bill, when the conference
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report passed the Senate on a voice
vote.

I urge all Senators to stand by their
priorities and oppose this amendment.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I
move to table the amendment and ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN),
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
DASCHLE), and the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. DAYTON) are necessarily
absent.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS), the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. CAMPBELL), and the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) are
necessarily absent.

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

The result was announced—yeas 58,
nays 36, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 143 Leg.]

YEAS—58
Akaka Edwards Nelson (FL)
Allen Feinstein Nelson (NE)
Baucus Graham Reed
Biden Harkin Reid
Boxer Hollings Roberts
Breaux Inouye Rockefeller
Burns Jeffords Sarbanes
Byrd Johnson Schumer
Cantwell Kennedy Shelby
Carnahan Kerry Smith (OR)
Carper Kohl Snowe
Cleland Landrieu Specter
Clinton Leahy Stabenow
Cochran Levin Stevens
Collins Lieberman Torricelli
Conrad Lincoln Warner
Corzine Mikulski Wellstone
Dodd Miller Wyden
Dorgan Murkowski
Durbin Murray

NAYS—36
Allard Enzi Kyl
Bayh Feingold Lott
Bennett Fitzgerald Lugar
Bond Frist McCain
Brownback Gramm McConnell
Bunning Grassley Nickles
Chafee Gregg Santorum
Craig Hagel Sessions
Crapo Hatch Smith (NH)
DeWine Hutchinson Thomas
Domenici Hutchison Thompson
Ensign Inhofe Voinovich

NOT VOTING—6

Bingaman Daschle Helms
Campbell Dayton Thurmond

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on the motion to waive the
emergency designation point of order.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, have the
yeas and nays been ordered?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They
have not.

Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and
nays.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. Parliamentary in-
quiry: Should this point of order be
agreed to, what is the impact on the
bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It will be
open to a budget point of order.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry: If the point of
order should be sustained, would there
be a vote on final passage on the bill
tonight requiring us to stay here to
cast it?

(Laughter.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
probably not an inquiry for the Chair.

Mr. REID. Have the yeas and nays
been ordered?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered, and the
clerk will call the roll.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the
Chair state the question for the
RECORD so that all who read it may un-
derstand on what we are voting?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to waive the emergency designation
point of order.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered, and the
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN),
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
DASCHLE), and the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. DAYTON) are necessarily
absent.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS), the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. CAMPBELL), and the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) are
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SCHUMER). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 69,
nays 25, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 144 Leg.]

YEAS—69
Akaka Domenici McConnell
Allen Dorgan Mikulski
Baucus Durbin Miller
Bayh Edwards Murkowski
Bennett Feinstein Murray
Biden Graham Nelson (FL)
Bond Gregg Nelson (NE)
Boxer Harkin Reed
Breaux Hatch Reid
Burns Hollings Roberts
Byrd Hutchinson Rockefeller
Cantwell Hutchison Sarbanes
Carnahan Inouye Schumer
Carper Jeffords Shelby
Cleland Johnson Smith (OR)
Clinton Kennedy Snowe
Cochran Kerry Specter
Collins Kohl Stabenow
Conrad Landrieu Stevens
Corzine Leahy Torricelli
Craig Levin Warner
DeWine Lieberman Wellstone
Dodd Lincoln Wyden
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NAYS—25

Allard Frist Nickles
Brownback Gramm Santorum
Bunning Grassley Sessions
Chafee Hagel Smith (NH)
Crapo Inhofe Thomas
Ensign Kyl Thompson
Enzi Lott Voinovich
Feingold Lugar
Fitzgerald McCain

NOT VOTING—6
Bingaman Daschle Helms
Campbell Dayton Thurmond

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 69, the nays are 25.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to, and
the point of order fails.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote and to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I yield the
floor, without losing my right to the
floor, to the Senator from Utah for the
purpose of withdrawing an amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senator from Utah is
recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 3759

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senate amend-
ment No. 3759 relating to resources for
the Food and Drug Administration be
recalled.

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

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, for many
years now, it has been abundantly
clear to many of us that one of the
most important Federal agencies, the
Food and Drug Administration, FDA,
is woefully underfunded. It was for that
reason that I reluctantly agreed to
pharmaceutical user fees in 1992, even
though I preferred that safety and effi-
cacy review of new drugs remain a gov-
ernment function.

Integrally related to the operations
of the FDA are the agency’s facility
needs. Studies dating back to 1976 have
cited serious deficiencies in FDA’s fa-
cilities. For example, one 1976 FDA
study found that the condition of agen-
cy laboratories at five of nine locations
were ‘‘unacceptable.” Another two labs
were found to be ‘“‘marginal,” and the
remaining two were cited as ‘‘generally
suitable”” with some marginal defi-
ciencies. Many of these deficiencies re-
main today.

As long ago as 1988, the Labor and
Human Resources Committee recog-
nized this fact by approving legislation
I authored, S. 2468, the Food and Drug
Administration Revitalization Act. En-
acted in 1990 as Public Law 101-635, this
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law improved FDA’s resources in a
number of areas, including, most im-
portantly, granting the Secretary and
the General Services Administration
enhanced authority to modernize and
improve FDA’s real property needs.

I still recall the motivation for that
legislation as if it were today, the
shocking reports we read about FDA
facilities being scattered across far-
flung locations. I remember hearing of
renowned scientists literally working
in converted chicken coops. More re-
cently, in 1996, one FDA official testi-
fied before that Congress that FDA was
scattered in more than 40 buildings,
many with outdated and unacceptable
laboratories, in more than 18 different
locations. For an agency that is re-
sponsible for one-quarter of every con-
sumer dollar, for an agency that makes
decisions that are literally life and
death, that was—and is—simply unac-
ceptable.

A number of us, including Senator
MIKULSKI and Senator KENNEDY, and on
the House side, Representative CONNIE
MORELLA, have been working to accom-
plish a consolidation of the FDA head-
quarters in one location. It is our belief
that this enhanced, state-of-the-art fa-
cility will enable the agency to operate
more efficiently. In short, we will be
enabling agency personnel to do the job
that the American people expect of
them.

Through the Base Realignment and
Closure Act process, the Naval Surface
Warfare Center in White Oak, Mary-
land, was transferred to the General
Services Administration (GSA). This
property will be used pursuant to the
FDA Revitalization Act to consolidate
new laboratories, office buildings, and
support facilities of FDA’s most impor-
tant functions: the Office of the Com-
missioner; the Office of Regulatory Af-
fairs; the Center for Drug Evaluation
and Research; the Center for Devices
and Radiological Health; and the Cen-
ter for Biologics Evaluation and Re-
search. If there were a dietary supple-
ment center, I feel certain it would go
there as well. I was encouraged to learn
that, under the most recent plan, 6,235
headquarters personnel would be lo-
cated in over 2.3 million square feet of
office and laboratory space.

Unfortunately, though, our history of
financial support for the consolidation
is not as promising. For example, by
1994, a total of $3256 million had been
provided for the project, but $228 mil-
lion of that was rescinded in FY 1995
based on concerns about the scope of
the project as well as its location. The
current budget only proposes $5.5 mil-
lion for FY 2003, delaying the project
by an estimated year and resulting in
almost $23 million in increased costs
due to commercial lease extensions,
delays in design and construction, and
the impact on management and inspec-
tion of the project.

This delay would have the most ad-
verse effect on the Center for Devices
and Radiological Health, CDRH, which
occupies seven leased buildings in
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Rockville. Efficient operations of
CDRH are critically important for my
home state of Utah, which is proud to
be the home base for literally dozens of
thriving medical device manufacturers.
They need to be able to count on FDA
to maintain its gold standard review of
devices to assure the public of their
safety and efficacy. This is increas-
ingly hard for FDA personnel to do,
given that one of the two device labs is
about 40 years old and in need of con-
siderable attention. In fact, I am ad-
vised by the GSA that this CDRH lab is
in ‘“‘extensive disrepair’’. The ventila-
tion system is old and at risk of fail-
ure, and the owner has blocked even
temporary repairs.

The unfortunate events of September
11 have made this consolidation even
more crucial. Many FDA facilities are
currently leased and physical security
varies by building. The new complex
will improve security dramatically,
both for current employees, and for the
128 additional headquarters personnel
funded by the counter-terrorism appro-
priation.

In short, I remain discouraged by our
lack of progress on this project over
the last 15 years or so. I recognize that
resources are constrained, but pro-
viding the FDA with necessary re-
sources to assure public health and
safety is a very important government
function that needs to be funded.

In an effort to provide new funds for
this project, and to reassure the thou-
sands of FDA employees that we are
behind them and their important work,
earlier this week Senators MIKULSKI,
KENNEDY and I proposed that the
record $500 million settlement resolv-
ing quality-control problems at four
Schering-Plough factories be devoted
to the FDA consolidated headquarters.
We believe it is entirely fitting that
this pharmaceutical money be used to
improve the operations of the FDA,
rather than being dispersed into the
general receipts of the Treasury.

Unfortunately, it now appears that a
budget point of order would be lodged
against our amendment, despite its im-
portant purpose. Therefore, deferring
to the guidance of our colleagues on
the Appropriations Committee, and
recognizing the administration’s seri-
ous concerns about the overall costs of
the bill, I am reluctantly recalling this
amendment. However, I am encouraged
that the subcommittee chairman and
ranking Republican member have indi-
cated their willingness to work with us
during formulation of the FY 2003
Treasury-Postal bill, and we intend to
work closely with them to provide this
necessary funding in the weeks to
come.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

The
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Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REID. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada objects.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. GRAMM. Reserving the right to
object, I am sorry; I did not hear.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator may not reserve the right to ob-
ject.

Mr. GRAMM. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard.

Mr. REID. I asked unanimous con-
sent the call of the quorum be termi-
nated.

Mr. GRAMM. Fine.

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we are
going to try to work our way through
this in various stages. The first stage is
a group of amendments that everyone
has agreed to—good guys, bad guys,
those in between.

I send this list of amendments to the
desk and ask the clerk to read them in-
dividually, report them individually.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendments.

AMENDMENT NO. 3676, AS MODIFIED

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], for
Mr. LEAHY, for himself and Mr. MCCONNELL,
proposes an amendment numbered 3676, as
modified.

Mr. REID. I waive further reading of
the amendments.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 67, line 19, strike ‘‘established”
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘committed, in
writing, to establish”.

AMENDMENT NO. 3677

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada, [Mr. REID], for
Mr. LEAHY, for himself and Mr. MCCONNELL,
proposes an amendment numbered 3677.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 67, line 17, strike ‘‘inaugurated”
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘elected”.

AMENDMENT NO. 3678

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada, [Mr. REID], for
Mr. LEAHY, for himself and Mr. MCCONNELL,
proposes an amendment numbered 3678.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 67, line 15, strike ‘‘certify’’ and in-
sert in lieu thereof ‘‘report.”

AMENDMENT NO. 3679

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada, [Mr. REID], for
Mr. LEAHY, for himself and Mr. MCCONNELL,
proposes an amendment numbered 3679.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 68, line 12, after ‘‘or’
‘“United States’.

s

insert
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AMENDMENT NO. 3680, AS MODIFIED

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada, [Mr. REID], for
Mr. LEAHY, for himself and Mr. MCCONNELL,
proposes an amendment numbered 3680, as
modified.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 68, line 6, strike ‘‘dedicated” and
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘committed, in writ-
ing, to support’.

AMENDMENT NO. 3696

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada, [Mr. REID], for
Mr. LEAHY, for himself and Mr. MCCONNELL,
proposes an amendment numbered 3696.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 63, line 15, strike ‘‘or subsequent
Acts”.

AMENDMENT NO. 3697

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada, [Mr. REID], for
Mr. LEAHY, for himself and Mr. MCCONNELL,
proposes an amendment numbered 3697.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 60, line 4, strike ‘‘and equipment”’
and insert in lieu thereof *‘, equipment and
related assistance’.

AMENDMENT NO. 3698

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada, [Mr. REID], for
Mr. LEAHY, for himself and Mr. MCCONNELL,
proposes an amendment numbered 3698.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 63, line 19, strike ‘“‘may’’ and ev-
erything that follows through ‘‘Initiative”’
on line 20, and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘shall be
made available for any of the programs and
activities identified in clause (i) to improve
the lives of the Colombian people’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 3715

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada, [Mr. REID], for
Mr. LEAHY, for himself and Mr. MCCONNELL,
proposes an amendment numbered 3715.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 63, line 12, strike ‘‘ownership share
of” and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘financial in-
terest in”’.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I would say
to all the Members, these amendments
are offered on behalf of Senator LEAHY.
I think without exception they have
been cosponsored by Senator MCCON-
NELL.

Mr. LOTT. That is correct.

Mr. STEVENS. That is right.

Mr. REID. As I indicated to the Sen-
ators, the two managers approve these
amendments, and they have been
through the cleansing operation. These
amendments have been available for
people to look at. One I looked at
changes the word ‘‘election’ to ‘“‘inau-
guration,” dealing with the matters in
Central or South America.

So I think it would be to everyone’s
best interests—I don’t think we need to
go through each one of these and de-
bate them. That is because we also
know then we are going to ask consent
that a list of the managers’ amend-
ments on which we have not had gen-
eral agreement, that we will ask that
be sent to the desk after we get this ac-
cepted, and then there will be rulings
on the germaneness of a number of
these that have not been approved.
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Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr.
have an inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Ms. LANDRIEU. I wanted to inquire
if the Senator would consider amend-
ment No. 3581, to which I believe there
is no objection. Although it may not be
technically germane, I do not believe
there is objection to No. 3581, to add to
that list.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. I say to my friend from
Louisiana, we have been told by the
Parliamentarian that is not germane.
We would have to pass that and we
might have trouble doing that at this
time.

Ms. LANDRIEU. I understand that,
just as long as we have had opportunity
to consider it, is my question.

Mr. REID. I say to my friend, let us
adopt a group of amendments. We are
going to get to a number of amend-
ments like yours that are nongermane.
These have been approved.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader is recognized.

Mr. LOTT. If the Senator will yield,
I would say your amendment No. 3581 is
on a list that would be given an oppor-
tunity to be considered, or acted on in
some way, once we get this non-
controversial list that was offered
agreed to. We are trying to move for-
ward on the process.

Ms. LANDRIEU. I thank the Senator
from Mississippi. I understand it has no
objection, so I wanted to make sure it
would have a chance to come up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
the amendments that have just been
sent to the desk be adopted en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, the
amendments are adopted en bloc.

The amendments (Nos. 3676, as modi-
fied, through 3680, as modified, 3696,
3697, 3698, and 3715) were agreed to en
bloc.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. LOTT. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was

President, I

agreed to.

Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I would say
to all Members, this is a very impor-
tant bill. We know that or we would
not be working going on the midnight
hour. There has been a tremendous
amount of work done by staff and by
the two managers of the bill. We are
now at a stage where the end is in
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sight. Just because that is the case, it
doesn’t necessarily mean we are going
to get to the end.

I ask the cooperation of all Members
to work with us here a little bit. If
there is something we feel strongly
about, we will explain to them why the
managers, or the subcommittee chairs,
other Members did not accept their
particular amendment. Of course, the
Chair is the one who rules on whether
or not they are germane.

So I ask we move through these as
rapidly as possible. I yield to my
friend, the Republican leader.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader is recognized.

Mr. LOTT. I know the hour is late
and Members would like to try to find
a way to bring this to conclusion. I
know this is not the ideal way to pro-
ceed. But I ask Senators at this point
to be cooperative.

Many of us might have an amend-
ment or amendments we would like to
have included. If they are not germane
or they have been objected to one way
or the other, there will be other bills.
This is not the last opportunity.

I hope we will cooperate at this point
with Senator REID and the Members
who are involved on both sides and
bring this bill to a conclusion. If any
Senator starts objecting and insists on
votes, the horse is out of the barn and
we will never end it.

This is an important bill. We have
done good wor