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The Drug Enforcement Agency was 

established on October 4, 1973, soon 
after John R. Bartles, Jr., was con-
firmed by the Senate as the DEA’s first 
Administrator. Since then, the men 
and women of the DEA have continued 
to serve our Nation with courage and 
dedication in the face of great odds. 

In recognition of this thirty year 
milestone, it is fitting that we pay 
tribute to the work and sacrifices of 
the men and women of the DEA and 
also acknowledge the organizations 
many accomplishments. 

Currently the DEA operates 173 do-
mestic offices and 78 overseas offices 
with over 8,800 employees. The DEA 
continues to lead task forces through-
out our Nation’s communities in a co-
operative effort to control both the 
consumption and flow of illegal drugs. 

Between 1986 and 2002, DEA agents 
seized over 10,000 kilograms of heroin, 
900,000 kilograms of cocaine, 4,600,000 
kilograms of marijuana, 113,000,000 dos-
age units of hallucinogens, and 
1,500,000,000 dosage unites of meth-
amphetamine, and made over 443,000 
arrests of drug traffickers. 

Let me also express my deepest 
thanks to the DEA for their work and 
commitment to protecting the commu-
nities of Iowa. Although Interstates 80 
and 35 cross Iowa providing a ready 
smuggling route for many drug traf-
ficking organizations, their work has 
had a tremendous effect on our efforts 
to squeeze the flow of illegal narcotics 
through the state. During 2002 the DEA 
participated in 28 highway interdic-
tions in Iowa, leading to the seizure of 
approximately 56 kilograms of cocaine, 
40.5 pounds of methamphetamine, 2,075 
pounds of marijuana, and nearly $1.9 
million in cash. Additionally they as-
sisted in the seizure of 871 clandestine 
laboratories. 

Throughout its history, the DEA has 
proven steadfast in their commitment 
to bringing drug traffickers to justice. 
Their service to our country has indeed 
made a tremendous difference in our 
nation’s communities. However, these 
accomplishments did not come without 
a price. Many men and women of the 
DEA have given their lives and many 
others wounded and injured in the de-
fense of our Nation. 

I am pleased to submit a resolution 
honoring the men and women of the 
DEA on their 30th anniversary for their 
efforts to defend the American people 
from illegal drugs. I encourage my col-
leagues to join with me in congratu-
lating and honoring the men and 
women of the DEA for their many ac-
complishments and sacrifices through-
out their first thirty years. I have 
every confidence that these men and 
women will continue in that same tra-
dition of excellence. To those in the 
DEA both past and present, I offer my 
sincerest gratitude for your courage, 
dedication, and service.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 79—EXPRESSING THE 
SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT THE 
PRESIDENT SHOULD SECURE 
THE SOVEREIGN RIGHT OF THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
AND THE STATES TO PROS-
ECUTE AND PUNISH, ACCORDING 
TO THE LAWS OF THE UNITED 
STATES AND THE SEVERAL 
STATES, CRIMES COMMITTED IN 
THE UNITED STATES BY INDI-
VIDUAL WHO SUBSEQUENTLY 
FLEE TO MEXICO TO ESCAPE 
PROSECUTION 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Mr. 

BROWNBACK, Mr. NELSON of Florida, 
Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 
DOMENICI, Mr. KYL, Mr. CAMPBELL, and 
Mr. HATCH) submitted the following 
concurrent resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations: 

S. CON. RES. 79

Whereas, under the Extradition Treaty be-
tween the United States of America and the 
United Mexican States, signed at Mexico 
City May 4, 1978, and entered into force Jan-
uary 25, 1980 (31 UST 5059) (hereafter the ‘‘Ex-
tradition Treaty’’), Mexico has refused to ex-
tradite unconditionally to the United States 
fugitives facing capital punishment; 

Whereas the Mexican Supreme Court ruled 
in October 2001, that life imprisonment vio-
lates the Constitution of Mexico, and Mexico 
has subsequently repeatedly violated the Ex-
tradition Treaty by refusing to extradite un-
conditionally criminals who face life sen-
tences in the United States; 

Whereas numerous individuals have com-
mitted serious crimes in the United States, 
fled to Mexico to avoid prosecution, and have 
not been brought to justice in the United 
States because of Mexico’s interpretation of 
the Extradition Treaty; 

Whereas these individuals include the per-
sons responsible for the April 29, 2002, mur-
der of Deputy Sheriff David March, the July 
17, 2000, killing of Officer Michael Dunman, 
the August 29, 1998, murder of 12 year old 
Stephen Morales, the April 9, 1999, attempted 
murder of Anabella Van Perez and the subse-
quent August 26, 1999, murder of her father, 
Carlos Vara, and the December 22, 1989, mur-
der of Mike Juan; 

Whereas attorneys general from all 50 
States, the National League of Cities, and 
numerous elected officials, municipalities, 
and law enforcement associations have asked 
the United States Attorney General and the 
Secretary of State to address this extra-
dition issue with their counterparts in Mex-
ico; 

Whereas United States Government offi-
cials at various levels have raised concerns 
about the extradition issue with their coun-
terparts in Mexico, including presenting a 
Protest Note to the Government of Mexico 
objecting that Mexico’s interpretation of the 
Extradition Treaty is ‘‘unsupported by the 
Treaty’’ and effectively ‘‘eviscerates’’ it, 
with few positive results; and 

Whereas the Extradition Treaty, as inter-
preted by Mexico, interferes with the justice 
system of the United States and encourages 
criminals to flee to Mexico; Now, therefore, 
be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense 
of Congress that the President should ad-
dress Mexico’s failure to fulfill its obliga-
tions under the Extradition Treaty between 
the United States of America and the United 
Mexican States, signed at Mexico City May 

4, 1978, and entered into force January 25, 
1980 (31 UST 5059), by renegotiating the trea-
ty or taking other action to ensure that the 
possibility that criminal suspects from Mex-
ico may face capital punishment or life im-
prisonment will not interfere with the un-
conditional and timely extradition of such 
criminal suspects to the United States. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise to submit S. Con. Res. 795, a Sen-
ate concurrent resolution calling upon 
the President to address Mexico’s fail-
ure to fulfill its obligations under the 
U.S.-Mexico Extradition Treaty, which 
entered into force in January 1980. I am 
delighted that Senators BROWNBACK, 
BILL NELSON, HUTCHISON, BINGAMAN, 
DOMENICI, KYL, and CAMPBELL join me 
in submitting this resolution. 

Specifically, this resolution calls 
upon President Bush to renegotiate the 
Extradition Treaty or take other ac-
tions to ensure that the U.S. can extra-
dite serious criminals back to the U.S. 
for appropriate prosecution and punish-
ment. 

In my view, this treaty—at least as 
interpreted by Mexico—is simply not 
working as intended. While the U.S. is 
currently attempting to extradite hun-
dreds of fugitives from Mexico, since 
1996, Mexico has sent back only a rel-
ative handful every year. For example, 
in fiscal years 1996 through 2002, Mex-
ico only extradited an average of 14 in-
dividuals to the U.S. each year. Even 
worse, Mexico’s recent interpretation 
of this treaty has effectively elimi-
nated our ability to extradite persons 
charged with serious crimes who flee to 
Mexico to avoid prosecution in the 
United States. 

This interpretation has jeopardized 
the safety of both American and Mexi-
can citizens, undermined the integrity 
of our criminal justice system, denied 
basic rights and closure to crime vic-
tims, and allowed serious felons to es-
cape just punishment. The result is 
that Mexico is becoming a safe haven 
for hard-core criminals. If you steal a 
car in the U.S., Mexico will return you 
to face prosecution and punishment. If 
you kill the driver, Mexico will protect 
you. 

The problem in a nutshell is that, 
since October 2001, Mexico has read the 
U.S.-Mexico Extradition Treaty as bar-
ring the extradition to the United 
States of anyone who faces a potential 
life term. In other words, if a person 
commits a serious crime in the U.S.—
one that could subject them to a max-
imum life term—and heads south, Mex-
ico will refuse to extradite that person 
to the U.S. to face prosecution and 
punishment in this country. 

While it has been difficult to deter-
mine the full scope of the problem, I 
am informed by prosecutors in Cali-
fornia that, as a result of Mexico’s in-
terpretation of the Extradition Treaty, 
there are as many as 350 people who 
have committed murder and other seri-
ous crimes in California who have ei-
ther not been extradited or have been 
effectively rendered non-extraditable. 
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These 350 people have thus escaped 

appropriate prosecution and punish-
ment under California law. Many of 
these people are living free and 
unpunished in Mexico. In some cases, 
we even know where they are. 

Let me quote from a recent Santa 
Barbara News Press article: A half 
dozen people wanted in the slayings of 
Santa Barbara residents are believed to 
be living free in Mexico. Santa Barbara 
police detectives even know where 
three of them live. But there’s not 
much they can do about it. ‘‘If I had 
unfettered access to the proper inves-
tigative tools and contacts, we could 
have them in custody in a matter of 
days,’’ said Detective Tim Roberts . . . 
‘‘But that’s not the case.’’

Let me give you an example of an-
other especially heinous case. 

On April 29, 2002, Armando Garcia, a 
Mexican national who had been pre-
viously charged in the U.S. with two 
counts of attempted murder, allegedly 
shot and killed, execution-style, 33-
year-old Los Angeles County Deputy 
Sheriff David March during a routine 
traffic stop in Irwindale, CA. Garcia 
then fled to Mexico, where he remains 
a free man. 

Los Angeles District Attorney Steve 
Cooley has not formally requested Gar-
cia’s extradition because he says that 
there is no point. Mexico will demand 
that Cooley promise that Garcia will 
not receive life in prison for his 
crime—a promise that cannot be made 
because in this country sentences are 
up to a judge to set, once a person has 
been convicted of a crime. The results 
is that Garcia remains at large in Mex-
ico. 

And earlier this year there was a hor-
rific case in Santa Cruz implicating the 
Extradition Treaty. Miguel Ramirez 
Loza, 27 years old, allegedly attacked 
his 17-year-old girlfriend in an aban-
doned preschool building, slashing her 
throat and then spitting on her. As his 
girlfriend lay dying, he then raped the 
victim’s 17-year-old friend. Loza’s 
girlfriend was in a coma for months 
after the crime and just recently died. 

Loza is now in Mexico and is appar-
ently in a Mexican jail as a result of a 
stabbing in Mexico unrelated to the 
Santa Cruz incident. However, accord-
ing to Santa Cruz District Attorney 
Bob Lee, Loza cannot be extradited for 
the murder and rape in California be-
cause of Mexico’s interpretation of the 
Extradition Treaty. 

It is true that Mexico does some-
times prosecute individuals in Mexico 
who committed crimes in the U.S. 
under Article IV of its Criminal Code. 
But often Mexico fails to do this. And, 
in any event, there is no substitute for 
extraditing the person to the United 
States. 

There are credible reports that de-
fendants in Mexico sometimes buy 
their acquittals. And, at least by U.S. 
standards, Mexican standards of justice 
can be quite low. Trials often take 
place with no testimony and no wit-
nesses. Victims and their families are 

not invited or consulted. And sen-
tences—often reduced on appeal—fre-
quently bear little resemblance to 
those authorized by U.S. sentencing 
laws. 

Not surprisingly, according to an ar-
ticle in the Las Vegas Review-Journal, 
‘‘More than a dozen prosecutors in Ne-
vada, California and Arizona who were 
interviewed for this story criticized Ar-
ticle IV as an ineffectual alternative to 
extradition.’’ One prosecutor, Jan 
Maurizi of the Los Angeles District At-
torney’s Office, stated that she ‘‘sent 
demands to the Mexican government 
asking what happened to 97 Article IV 
cases that have seemingly disappeared 
from the justice system. Mexico . . . 
never responded. But from others we’ve 
talked to in unofficial channels, it’s 
clear the vast majority of them are 
grossly inadequate sentences. Most of 
them, nothing happens.’’

Another prosecutor, Val Jimenez, the 
special agent supervisor of the Foreign 
Prosecution Unit at the California At-
torney General’s Office, has mentioned 
one recent case where a defendant ‘‘got 
20 years for doing a homicide, appealed, 
and he was out in 18 months.’’ And 
even if defendants were convicted, they 
may not serve real time. It was not 
until last year that Mexico finally tore 
down the infamous La Mesa State Pen-
itentiary in Tijuana. La Mesa was a 
place where prisoners were free to pur-
chase $25,000 townhomes with cell 
phones, tiled bathrooms, Jacuzzis, 
microwaves, computers, DVD players, 
and guard dogs such as Rottweilers. 
One murder in the prison was com-
mitted with a Uzi. 

The U.S.-Mexico Extradition Treaty 
provides that neither country is bound 
to deliver up its nationals for extra-
dition. It further provides that where 
the offense for which extradition is 
sought is punishable by death, a coun-
try may refuse to extradite unless the 
country seeking extradition assures 
that it will not impose the death pen-
alty. Under the Treaty, the death pen-
alty is the sole punishment for which 
assurances may be required. For dec-
ades, Mexico has extradited suspects to 
California and other states without in-
ordinate problems. Then, in October 
2001, the Mexican Supreme Court ruled 
that life imprisonment violates the 
Constitution of Mexico and extended 
this interpretation to the Extradition 
Treaty. Specifically, the Court decided 
that Mexico could no longer extradite a 
fugitive who is subject to life imprison-
ment with or without the possibility of 
parole, unless assurances are given 
that guarantee a determinate term of 
years. 

Here is what the Mexican Supreme 
Court said in Opinion No. 125/2001, 
which is about a half-page long: [T]he 
punishment of life imprisonment is 
considered an unusual penalty and is 
prohibited by . . . article 22 of the 
[Mexican Constitution], inasmuch as it 
departs from the essential purpose of 
the penalty, which is the rehabilitation 
of the offender to incorporate him/her 

into society. It is, therefore, unques-
tionable that the requesting [i.e., ex-
traditing] State must bind itself not to 
impose the penalty of life imprison-
ment, only another less serious punish-
ment. 

Article 22 of the Mexican Constitu-
tion prohibits ‘‘[p]unishment by muti-
lation and extreme cruelty, branding, 
flogging, beating with sticks, torture 
of any kind, excessive fines, confisca-
tion of property and any other unusual 
or extreme penalties. . . .’’

In light of the fact that the Extra-
dition Treaty prohibits Mexico from 
extraditing criminals to the U.S. un-
less the U.S. agrees to waive the death 
penalty, it is interesting to note that 
Article 22 of the Mexican Constitution 
specifically allows the death penalty 
for ‘‘high treason committed during a 
foreign war; parricide; murder that is 
treacherous, premeditated, or com-
mitted for profit; arson; abduction; 
highway robbery; piracy; and grave 
military offenses.’’

So, in other words, according to the 
Mexican Supreme Court, the Mexican 
Constitution allows the death penalty 
for highway robbery in Mexico but, 
should an American criminal murder a 
police officer in California and then 
flee to Mexico, Mexico will refuse to 
turn this person over to the U.S. if he 
would face either the death penalty or 
a possible life term. 

In my view, this makes no sense. 
However, Mexico as a sovereign nation 
is free to interpret its domestic law as 
it sees fit. I do not quarrel with their 
interpretation of their own law. But I 
do question whether Mexico can unilat-
erally rewrite the U.S.-Mexican Extra-
dition Treaty. And that is exactly the 
effect of its interpretation of the Trea-
ty as barring extradition to the U.S. of 
any alleged criminal who faces a pos-
sible life term. In fact, Mexico’s inter-
pretation of the Treaty is unsupported 
by and inconsistent with the Treaty’s 
language, purpose, structure, and his-
tory. It is also conflicts with the Vi-
enna Convention on the Law of Trea-
ties, which states that a treaty shall be 
interpreted ‘‘in accordance with the or-
dinary meaning to be given to the 
terms of the treaty in their context 
and in light of its object and purpose.’’

As the U.S. State Department has 
made clear in a Protest Note to the 
Mexican Government after the October 
2001 decision, [R]equiring assurances 
for a punishment other than the death 
penalty is unsupported by the Treaty, 
which provides the substantive extra-
dition requirement. . . . To give [the 
Treaty] the reading Mexico has given it 
eviscerates the Treaty, for such a read-
ing would disregard the substantive ex-
ceptions found in Articles 5 through 9, 
and would permit each Party to refuse 
each other’s extradition requests based 
on its domestic law on sentencing, 
which could be changed unilaterally at 
any time, even if that change rendered 
the law inconsistent with the Treaty. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 05:10 Nov 08, 2003 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00050 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A07NO6.070 S07PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S14277November 7, 2003
Moreover, Mexico’s interpretation of 

the Treaty has made it effectively im-
possible to extradite from Mexico indi-
viduals who commit murder or other 
serious crimes in California and many 
other States. In California, for exam-
ple, over 40 different crimes are punish-
able by possible life sentences and nei-
ther a judge nor a prosecutor can give 
assurances of a determinate term for 
these crimes. As a result, Mexico’s pol-
icy encourages people committing seri-
ous crimes in California to flee to Mex-
ico and escape just punishment. Indeed, 
individuals in the United States with a 
criminal history have a perverse incen-
tive to kill an arresting police officer 
and head for Mexico rather than face 
possible prosecution and imprisonment 
in the United States. 

Given Mexico’s interpretation of the 
Treaty, the only way to extradite a 
Mexican national charged with a ‘‘life’’ 
crime is to seek extradition on reduced 
charges punishable by a determinate 
sentence. But this would mean treating 
more harshly those who commit a 
crime and remain in California than 
those who commit the same crime and 
flee to Mexico. This is not only unfair 
and a blow to the integrity of our 
criminal justice system. But it also 
just encourages criminals to flee to 
Mexico to reduce their potential pun-
ishment. 

Moreover, it is unclear exactly what 
assurances will suffice. In at least one 
Federal major narcotics trafficking 
case, a Mexican court determined that 
a twenty-year sentence was ‘‘cruel and 
unusual’’ and thus unconstitutional. 
And some Mexican courts have ruled 
that only a judge can give sufficient as-
surances—a legal impossibility under 
California’s judicial system. 

Mexico’s interpretation of the U.S.-
Mexico Extradition Treaty has unques-
tionably had a particularly harmful ef-
fect on my home state of California. I 
would like to commend the Los Ange-
les District Attorney Steve Cooley and 
Deputy District Attorney Jan Maurizi 
for their work in identifying cases of 
individuals who have committed mur-
der and other serious crimes in Cali-
fornia who have either not been extra-
dited or have been effectively rendered 
non-extraditable. As I noted before, 
there are at least 350 such cases just in 
my home state. Many district attor-
neys do not keep adequate records of 
which suspects fled to Mexico, which 
cases are potentially extraditable, and 
which cases have been or could be sub-
ject to Article IV prosecution. 

In fact, when we asked the National 
Association of District Attorneys to 
conduct a survey of how many cases 
have been affected by Mexico’s inter-
pretation of the Treaty, it received re-
sponses from only 17 jurisdictions, and 
much of this information was anec-
dotal. This survey, though, does dem-
onstrate that the problem caused by 
Mexico’s interpretation of the Extra-
dition Treaty also afflict a number of 
other states. Based on the information 
we received, there are at least 60 cases 

around the country outside of Cali-
fornia—and this number probably 
grossly understates the problem. These 
cases are in Arizona, Florida, Hawaii, 
Nevada, New York, Oregon, Tennessee, 
Texas, and Washington. These num-
bers, though, do not tell whole story. 
In every case, there is a horrible crime, 
a victim, a shattered family, and a hor-
rible injustice. 

I have already discussed a couple of 
specific criminal cases implicating the 
U.S.-Mexico Extradition Treaty. But 
now I would like to talk about four 
more. In every case, the perpetrator of 
a heinous crime has escaped appro-
priate punishment because of Mexico’s 
interpretation of the U.S.-Mexico Ex-
tradition Treaty. 

In August of 1999, Daniel Perez, a 
Mexican national, was convicted in 
absentia in Los Angeles County by a 
jury for the crimes of attempted first 
degree murder, use of a firearm, es-
pousal battery, kidnapping, false im-
prisonment and stalking his estranged 
wife. 

Perez and the 21-year-old victim, 
Anabella Vera, were separated. They 
met at a pizza place. After kidnapping 
her at gunpoint and terrorizing her for 
two hours, Anabella finally convinced 
Perez that she would return home with 
him. Perez then drove Anabella to her 
car. After Anabella tried to drive away 
from him, Perez chased her in his car, 
ramming her vehicle and forcing her to 
run red lights. Ultimately, Anabella 
became stuck in traffic and, in a des-
perate bid to save her life, abandoned 
her car and tried to flee. Perez then 
caught Anabella at a gas station and 
shot her in the head. Miraculously, she 
survived. 

During the trial and while out on 
bail, Perez drove to Fontana, CA to the 
home of Anabella’s father, who had 
been a key witness against Perez. In 
front of Anabella’s siblings, Perez shot 
and killed Anabella’s father. Perez 
then allegedly fled to Mexico, where he 
is still at large. 

Perez was sentenced in absentia in 
Los Angeles County for attempted 
murder to a term of 33 years to life, 
plus an additional life term. In addi-
tion, the San Bernardino County Dis-
trict Attorney’s Office has charged 
Perez with the murder of the victim’s 
father and the special circumstances of 
killing a witness. These charges carry 
a potential punishment of life in prison 
without the possibility of parole or, if 
it is not waived, the death penalty. Be-
cause Mexico does not recognize con-
victions in absentia, my understanding 
is that Mexico will neither extradite 
Perez for attempted murder nor pros-
ecute him under Article IV of the Mexi-
can Federal Penal Code. 

Alvara Luna Jara has been charged 
with the special circumstances murder 
of 12-year-old Steven Morales and the 
attempted murder of three others. On 
August 29, 1998, Steven was playing 
with several other children in front of 
their apartment, near three members 
of a local sheet gang. As Jara drove by, 

he and the three gang members ex-
changed hand gestures. Jara then ex-
tended his arm out of the car window 
and fired three rounds into the crowd, 
killing Steven with a gunshot to the 
head. Jara then fled to Mexico. If con-
victed in the United States, Jara could 
face life without possibility of parole 
or, if it is not waived, the death pen-
alty. However, while Jara is not a 
Mexican national, the Mexican govern-
ment has refused to deport him because 
his parents are Mexican nationals. 
After this refusal, Los Angeles District 
Attorney Cooley began formal extra-
dition proceedings. However, because 
of Mexico’s interpretation of the Octo-
ber 2000 Mexican Supreme Court deci-
sion, Cooley never submitted the for-
mal request.

On May 7, 1988, Father Nicholas 
Aguilar Rivera, a Catholic priest, was 
charged with 19 counts of child moles-
tation. The day after he was charged, 
Father Rivera fled to Mexico. Although 
the case was supposed to be prosecuted 
promptly under Article IV, Mexican 
prosecutors failed to submit the case 
for prosecution until 1995. The Mexican 
court dismissed the matter as untimely 
and entered an acquittal. Now, both 
countries are barred from further pros-
ecution. 

On May 17, 1998, Ruben Hernandez 
Martinez and Luis Castanon allegedly 
broke into the Nashville apartment of 
Kelly Quinn and her roommate after 
waiting for Ms. Quinn to return home. 
They then attacked her, raping her 
continuously for hours. When they 
were done, they made Ms. Quinn show-
er to remove any DNA evidence. How-
ever, Ms. Quinn was able to conceal 
semen that was on her neck. Castanon 
was arrested and, on the basis of fin-
gerprint and serology evidence, con-
victed of aggravated sexual assault. He 
was sentenced to 60 years. Martinez, 
whom Nashville police believe com-
mitted several other rapes as well, fled 
to Mexico. I am informed that, while 
Martinez has been in custody in a Mex-
ico City jail for over a year, Mexico has 
still refused to make a decision as to 
whether they will extradite him. 

The United States can and must re-
tain discretion to prosecute and punish 
its most dangerous and violent offend-
ers who commit crimes in the United 
States according to U.S. laws. Crimi-
nals should not be allowed to escape 
justice in the U.S. for the price of a bus 
ticket to Mexico. 

I would now like read a letter I re-
ceived from a youngster in California 
about this problem. Here is what he 
says:

My mom is a deputy sheriff for Los Ange-
les. Every night she goes to work. I say a 
prayer for her she will come home safely. So 
far she has. Deputy March was not so lucky. 
I wonder how his kids must feel not having 
a dad any longer. Could you please help 
catch the man that killed Deputy March. I 
listen to the radio a lot and they said the bad 
man that did this is in Mexico and he is not 
in jail. Could you please get him back here 
so my mom will be safer when she goes to 
work. 
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Thank you.

It is unfortunate that we live in a 
country where we cannot assure a 
youngster that the man who killed his 
mom’s colleague won’t come back and 
hurt her too. That is why we need to 
pass this resolution now. That is why 
we need the President to act. 

I ask my colleagues for their support. 
I also ask unanimous consent that an 

October 24, 2003 Resolution of the 
International Association of Chiefs of 
Police be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[Resolution From the International Associa-

tion of Chiefs of Police, Adopted Oct. 24, 
2003] 

EXTRADITION OF CRIMINAL SUSPECTS 
(Submitted by the Executive Committee) 
Whereas, the law enforcement profession 

has a compelling interest in ensuring that 
individuals suspected of committing crimes 
are not able to evade justice by leaving the 
country in which the crime was committed; 
and 

Whereas, in response to this problem, 
many nations have established extradition 
treaties that allow for the return of criminal 
fugitives to the country in which they are 
suspected of committing crimes; and 

Whereas, extradition treaties are political 
agreements between nations; and, 

Whereas, the International Association of 
Chiefs of Police refrains from entering into 
political disputes between nations unless an 
issue which clearly impacts the law enforce-
ment profession is involved; and 

Whereas, these treaties form the backbone 
of international law enforcement efforts and 
have allowed for the successful apprehension 
and conviction of many fugitives over the 
years, and 

Whereas, the effectiveness of these treaties 
relies upon the timely return of criminal 
suspects; and 

Whereas, the terms of some extradition 
treaties have proven to be too restrictive and 
have significantly limited the ability of law 
enforcement agencies to bring a criminal 
suspect to trial and have, in effect, allowed 
for the creation of safe havens for criminal 
fugitives; and 

Whereas, for example, the Extradition 
Treaty between the United States of Amer-
ica and the United Mexican States allows the 
United Mexican States to refuse to extradite 
criminal suspects who face capital punish-
ment for crimes committed within the 
United States, and a recent decision of the 
Mexican Supreme Court has unilaterally and 
mandatorily extended that prohibition on 
life sentences, and 

Whereas, it is clear that extradition trea-
ties and agreements that do not allow for the 
timely return of criminal suspects or that 
condition their return on the domestic sen-
tencing laws of the requested state are an 
issue that clearly impacts the law enforce-
ment profession and it is appropriate for the 
International Association of Chiefs of Police 
to express the concern of the law enforce-
ment community in this matter and work to 
resolve this situation; Now, therefore be it 

Resolved, That the International Associa-
tion of Chief of Police calls on all nations to 
ensure that extradition treaties serve only 
to guarantee that accused individuals are 
provided with due process of law and not to 
provide criminal suspects with a means of 
evading justice; and be it 

Further resolved, That the International As-
sociation of Chiefs of Police calls on the gov-
ernments of the United States of America 

and the United Mexican States to renego-
tiate the extradition treaty so that the pos-
sibility of capital punishment or life impris-
onment shall not interfere with the timely 
and unconditional extradition of criminal 
suspects.

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED & 
PROPOSED 

SA 2141. Ms. STABENOW proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 2136 proposed 
by Mr. MCCAIN (for himself, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. BURNS, Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. SUNUNU, 
Mr. WARNER, Mr. SMITH, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. HATCH, Mr. BAUCUS, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. CHAMBLISS, and Mrs. LINCOLN) to 
the bill S. 150, to make permanent the mora-
torium on taxes on Internet access and mul-
tiple and discriminatory taxes on electronic 
commerce imposed by the Internet Tax Free-
dom Act. 

SA 2142. Mr. LAUTENBERG submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 150, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table.

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 

SA 2141. Ms. STABENOW proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 2136 pro-
posed by Mr. MCCAIN (for himself, Mr. 
ALLEN, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. BURNS, Mr. EN-
SIGN, Mr. SUNUNU, Mr. WARNER, Mr. 
SMITH, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. BAUCUS, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
CHAMBLISS, and Mr. LINCOLN) to the 
bill S. 150, to make permanent the 
moratoriumm on taxes on Internet ac-
cess and multiple and discriminatory 
taxes on electronic commerce imposed 
by the Internet Tax Freedom Act; as 
follows:

At the appropriate place insert the fol-
lowing: 

Since, Article I of the U.S. Constitution 
grants Congress the power of the purse; and 

Since, Congressional oversight of Execu-
tive Branch expenditures of public funds is 
essential in order to prevent waste, fraud, 
and abuse of taxpayer dollars; and 

Since, Congress can only exercise its over-
sight responsibilities if the White House and 
Executive Branch agencies are responsive to 
requests for information about public ex-
penditures; 

Therefore it is the Sense of the Senate 
that, 

The White House and all Executive Branch 
agencies should respond promptly and com-
pletely to all requests by Members of Con-
gress of both parties for information about 
public expenditures. 

SA 2142. Mr. LAUTENBERG sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 150, to 
make permanent the moratorium on 
taxes on Internet access and multiple 
and discriminatory taxes on electronic 
commerce imposed by the Internet Tax 
Freedom Act; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC . GAO STUDY OF EFFECTS OF INTERNET TAX 

MORATORIUM ON STATE AND LOCAL 
GOVERNMENTS AND ON 
BROADBAND DEPLOYMENT. 

The Comptroller General shall conduct a 
study of the impact of the Internet tax mor-
atorium, including its effects on the reve-
nues of State and local governments and on 

the deployment of broadband technologies 
throughout the United States. The Comp-
troller General shall report the findings, con-
clusions, and any recommendations from the 
study to the Senate Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation and the 
House of Representatives Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce no later than November 
1, 2005.

f 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS/MEETINGS 
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 

RESOURCES 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public 
that the hearing previously scheduled 
before the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources on Wednesday, No-
vember 12 at 10 a.m. has been resched-
uled for Friday, November 14 at 10 a.m. 
in room SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate 
Office Building. 

The purpose of the hearing is to con-
duct oversight of the implementation 
of the Energy Employees Occupational 
Illness Compensation Program. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearings, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record should send two 
copies of their testimony to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, United States Senate, Wash-
ington, DC 20510–6150.

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce, for the information 
of the Senate and the public, that the 
Subcommittee on Public Lands and 
Forests of the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources will hold a hear-
ing on November 18, 2003 at 2:30 p.m. in 
room SD 366 of the Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building. 

The purpose of the hearing is to con-
sider S. 1467, a bill to establish the Rio 
Grande Outstanding Natural Area in 
the State of Colorado, and for other 
purposes, S. 1209, a bill to provide for 
the acquisition of property in Wash-
ington County, UT, for implementation 
of a desert tortoise habitat conserva-
tion plan, and H.R. 708, a bill to require 
the conveyance of certain National 
Forest System lands in Mendocino Na-
tional Forest, California, to provide for 
the use of the proceeds from such con-
veyance for National Forest purposes, 
and for other purposes. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record should send two 
copies of their testimony to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, United States Senate, SD–364, 
Washington, DC 20510–6150 prior to the 
hearing date. 

For further information, please con-
tact Dick Bouts or Meghan Beal (202–
224–7556).

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 

would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public 
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