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Moreover, our bill would establish the posi-
tion of Citizenship Advocate at each military
entry processing station to provide information
on the naturalization process to members of
the armed forces.

Finally, we would also require the Govern-
ment Accountability Office, GAO, to study the
implementation of this act, including an eval-
uation of how technology may be used to im-
prove the efficiency of the naturalization proc-
ess for members of the armed forces. The
GAO would then report to Congress its find-
ings and recommendations.

Our bill emphasizes common sense over
bureaucratic thinking and clarity over confu-
sion, to establish a naturalization process that
is more soldier-friendly and efficient.

Given the life-or-death battles soldiers like
Specialist Kendell Frederick routinely face on
foreign soil; let us never forget they need not
battle red tape here at home. Support our
troops by supporting this legislation.

———

TAX RELIEF EXTENSION
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 2005

SPEECH OF

HON. MARTIN T. MEEHAN

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 8, 2005

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
oppose the Republican tax bill.

As we approach the end of the year, | won-
der ‘How will this year be remembered?’ For
the deepening quagmire in Iraq? Will we re-
member 2005 as a year of hardships? For
Katrina, for Rita?

Certainly this has been a year of great eco-
nomic difficulties for low and middle income
families. The poorest residents of the gulf
coast were most affected by the devastating
hurricanes, and the poorest Americans have
shouldered a disproportionate share of the
burden in Iraq.

The Republican tax bill is just another ex-
ample of the disdain the Majority in Congress
has for its low and middle income citizens. Re-
cently, this Congress cut Food Stamps, stu-
dent loans, child support and Medicaid.

Now the Administration is rewarding the
rich. In the proposed tax cuts, over 50% of the
Capital Gains and Dividends Rate Cut will
benefit people who make more than one mil-
lion dollars. The 55% of American households
that make less than $40,000 will get a tax
break of only $7 while the households that
make more than $1 million will receive an av-
erage tax break of $32,000.

| support responsible spending, and bal-
ancing the budget, but this tax cut and the
budget cuts of last month accomplish neither
of these goals. In fact, these bills will actually
increase the deficit by $16 billion. And at what
benefit? So that some of our wealthiest citi-
zens can save a few extra dollars?

President Bush has gone on the offensive.
He is touting an improved economy by point-
ing to job statistics from this most recent quar-
ter. But the economy is not improving where
we need it to. Middle class Americans are
worse off than they were 4 years ago. The av-
erage two-earner family needs to work more
to pay for health care, housing, college, and
transportation than they did in 2001.

Middle class families are forced to work
more and save less. This means less time to
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spend with family and less money to put away
for retirement.

This is not how | want to remember 2005.
| don’t want to remember 2005 as a year that
the government heaped unnecessary burdens
upon American families. Stealing from the
poor and middle class and giving to the rich,
while increasing the deficit, is hardly respon-
sible. | urge you to vote no on the Republican
tax cuts.

ESTABLISHING A MEMORIAL
WITHIN KALAUPAPA NATIONAL
HISTORICAL PARK

HON. NEIL ABERCROMBIE

OF HAWAIIL
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, December 14, 2005

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in support of a bill introduced by my col-
league, Representative ED CASE. His bill to
establish a memorial within Kalaupapa Na-
tional Historical Park would serve to honor and
perpetuate the memory of those individuals
who were forcibly relocated to the Kalaupapa
Peninsula from 1866—1969.

The sad history of Kalaupapa is well known
within the State of Hawaii. Two tragedies oc-
curred on the Kalaupapa Peninsula on the
north shore of the island of Moloka‘i. The first
is the removal of indigenous people in 1865
and 1895. The removal of Hawaiians from
where they had lived for 900 years cut the cul-
tural ties and associations of generations of
people from the ‘aina (land).

The second tragedy is the forced isolation of
sick people to this remote place from 1866
until 1969. The establishment of an isolation
settlement, first at Kalawao and then at
Kalaupapa, tore apart Hawaiian society as the
Kingdom of Hawaii, and subsequently the ter-
ritory of Hawaii, tried to control the feared dis-
ease of leprosy, now known as Hansen’s dis-
ease. The impact of broken connections with
the ‘aina and of family members “lost” to
Kalaupapa are still felt in Hawai‘i today.

Kalaupapa National Historical Park, estab-
lished in 1980, contains the physical setting
for these stories. Within its boundaries are the
historic Hansen’s disease settlements of
Kalaupapa and Kalawao. The community of
Kalaupapa, on the leeward side of Kalaupapa
Peninsula, is still home for many surviving
Hansen’s disease patients, whose memories
and experiences are cherished values. In
Kalawao on the windward side of the penin-
sula are the churches of Siloama, established
in 1866, and Saint Philomena, associated with
the work of Father Damien (Joseph De
Veuster), a great humanitarian who gave his
life to minister to the physical and spiritual
needs of those banished to the settlement.

Kalaupapa retains the memories and spirit
of all those who lived there. Someday, the last
Hansen’s disease patient living in Kalaupapa
will pass away. A memorial will be a perma-
nent tribute to the brave souls who called
Kalaupapa home. | support this legislation and
hope my colleagues will also extend their sup-
port.
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ROMANIA’S BAN ON
INTERCOUNTRY ADOPTIONS

HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, December 14, 2005

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, last
month | introduced a resolution, H. Res. 578,
expressing disappointment that the Govern-
ment of Romania has instituted a virtual ban
on intercountry adoptions that has very seri-
ous implications for the welfare and well-being
of orphaned or abandoned children in Roma-
nia. As Co-Chairman of the Commission on
Security and Cooperation in Europe (the Hel-
sinki Commission), | am pleased to be joined
as original cosponsors by the Commission’s
Ranking House Member, Representative
CARDIN, fellow Commissioners Representative
PITTs and PENCE as well as Chairman of the
International Relations Subcommittee on the
Western Hemisphere Representative BURTON,
and Representative NORTHUP, COSTELLO, JO
ANN DAvVIS, TIAHRT, BRADLEY and FRANK.

Mr. Speaker, the children of Romania, and
all children, deserve to be raised in permanent
families. Timely adoption of H. Res. 578 will
put the Congress on record:

Supporting the desire of the Government of
Romania to improve the standard of care and
well-being of children in Romania;

Urging the Government of Romania to com-
plete the processing of the intercountry adop-
tion cases which were pending when Law 273/
2004 was enacted;

Urging the Government of Romania to
amend its child welfare and adoption laws to
decrease barriers to adoption, both domesti-
cally and intercountry, including by allowing
intercountry adoption by persons other than bi-
ological grandparents;

Urging the Secretary of State and the Ad-
ministrator of the United States Agency for
International Development to work collabo-
ratively with the Government of Romania to
achieve these ends; and

Requesting that the European Union and its
member States not impede the Government of
Romania’s efforts to place orphaned or aban-
doned children in permanent homes in a man-
ner that is consistent with Romania’s obliga-
tions under the Hague Convention on Protec-
tion of Children and Co-operation in Respect
of Intercountry Adoption.

In 1989, the world watched in horror as im-
ages emerged from Romania of more than
100,000 underfed, neglected children living in
hundreds of squalid and inhumane institutions
throughout that country. Six weeks after the
end of the dictatorial regime of Nicolae
Ceausescu, | visited Romania and witnessed
the misery and suffering of these institutional-
ized children. They were the smallest victims
of Ceausescu’s policies which undermined the
family and fostered the belief that children
were often better cared for in an institution
than by their families.

Americans responded to this humanitarian
nightmare with an outpouring of compassion.
For years now, Americans have volunteered
their labor and donated money and goods to
help Romania improve conditions in these in-
stitutions. Many families in the United States
also opened their hearts to Romania’s children
through adoption. Between 1990 and 2004,
more than 8,000 children found permanent
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families in the U.S.; thousands of others joined
families in Western Europe.

The legacies of Ceausescu’s rule continue
to haunt Romania and, when coupled with
widespread poverty, have led to the continued
abandonment of Romania’s children. Accord-
ing to a March 2005 report by UNICEF, “child
abandonment in 2003 and 2004 [in Romania]
was no different from that occurring 10, 20, or
30 years ago.” UNICEF reports that more than
9,000 children a year are abandoned in Ro-
mania’s maternity wards or pediatric hospitals.
According to the European Union, 37,000 chil-
dren remain in institutions; nearly 49,000 more
live in nonpermanent settings in “foster care”
or with extended families. An unknown num-
ber of children live on the streets.

During Romania’s first decade of post-com-
munist transition, the corruption which plagued
Romania’s economy and governance also
seeped into the adoption system. There is no
question that corruption needed to be rooted
out. The U.S. Government and the U.S. Hel-
sinki Commission have been steadfast in our
support of Romania’s efforts to combat corrup-
tion and to promote the rule of law and good
governance.

| strongly disagree, however, with sup-
porters of the current ban on intercountry
adoption who allege that it was a necessary
anti-corruption measure. There are many indi-
cations that corruption has been used as a
hook to advance an ulterior agenda in opposi-
tion to intercountry adoption. In the context of
Romania’s desire to accede to the European
Union, unsubstantiated allegations have been
made about the fate of adopted children and
the qualifications and motives of those who
adopt internationally. Romanian policy makers
chose to adopt this law against intercountry
adoption in an effort to secure accession de-
spite the fact, as stated in H. Res. 578, that
there is no European Union law or regulation
restricting intercountry adoptions to biological
grandparents or requiring that restrictive laws
be passed as a prerequisite for accession to
the European Union.

The resolution notes that the Romanian
Government declared a moratorium on inter-
national adoptions in 2001 but continued to
accept new applications and allowed many
such applications to be processed under an
exception for extraordinary circumstances.
Then, in June 2004, Law 273/2004 was adopt-
ed, taking effect on January 1, 2005, which
banned intercountry adoption except in the ex-
ceedingly rare case of a child’s biological
grandparent living outside the country. At the
time of enactment, approximately 1,500 adop-
tion applications were registered with the Ro-
manian Government; of these, 200 children
had been matched with prospective parents
from the United States and the remainder from
Western Europe.

Intercountry adoption is, and always should
be, anchored on the need to find homes for
children, not to find children for would-be par-
ents. Nonetheless, the individuals who applied
to adopt Romanian children in the past few
years committed their hearts to these children
and we must recognize that the Romanian
Government’s mishandling of their applications
has put them through a years-long emotional
agony. H. Res. 578 calls on the Government
to conclude the processing of these cases in
a transparent and timely manner. Since intro-
duction of the resolution, the Romanian press
has reported that intercountry adoption would
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be denied in all of the pending cases. If in-
deed this is accurate, then it is impossible to
believe that the standard applied in each case
was that of the best interest of the child.

Romania’s new adoption law and another
addressing child protection, Law 272/2004,
create a hierarchy of placement for orphaned
or abandoned children. By foreclosing the op-
tion of intercountry adoption, the laws codified
the misguided proposition that a foster family,
or even an institution, is preferable to an
adoptive family outside the child’s country of
birth.

On November 29, the European Commis-
sion issued a press release stating that “ac-
cording to the Romanian Office for Adoptions,
there are 1,355 Romanian families registered
to adopt one of the 393 children available for
adoption. Thus there is little scope, if any, for
international adoptions.” The European Com-
mission’s press release fails to mention that
more than 80,000 children in Romania are
growing up without permanent families—in or-
phanages, foster care, maternity hospitals, or
on the streets. That less than 400 have been
declared available for adoption is a denuncia-
tion of the child welfare system. Barely 1,000
children have ever been domestically adopted
in Romania in any given year and since enact-
ment of the new laws in 2004, the rate of do-
mestic adoption has fallen further. There is no
doubt that if more children were to be made
available for adoption, there would be a great
need for intercountry adoption to provide them
with permanent, loving homes. For thousands
of children abandoned annually in Romania,
intercountry adoption offered the hope of a life
outside of foster care or an institution. That
hope has now been taken away. This will fall
hardest on the Roma children who are least
likely to be adopted in-country due to perva-
sive societal prejudice.

The Romanian Government and the Euro-
pean Commission are attempting to use a
Potemkin Village to hide a grim reality of suf-
fering children and bureaucratic obstacles
which prevent them from being declared le-
gally available for adoption. In one case that
has come to the Commission’s attention, an
adoptive family is waiting for biological parents
to sign away their rights to a child they aban-
doned at birth and who has spent the first four
years of her life with her prospective adoptive
parents. She knows no other parents. Her bio-
logical parents have on four previous occa-
sions relinquished their parental rights and yet,
because of the new laws, the child has still not
been declared available for adoption.

Other sources also belie a Potemkin ap-
proach. A November 5th article in the British
journal The Lancet entitled “Romania’s Aban-
doned Children are Still Suffering,” quotes a
charity worker saying, “of course something
needs to be done to help the children here,
but at the moment all the Romanian govern-
ment is doing is signing forms sending chil-
dren back to their parents . . . It doesn’t
seem to matter that the parents might be alco-
holics or have no means to look after their
kids as long as the numbers are cut.” The arti-
cle continues, “Romanian authorities have
proudly claimed that last year only 1,483 chil-
dren aged 0-2 years were in state institutions,
compared with 7,483 in 1997. But those fig-
ures do not include hospitals, where staff
admit they rely on donations from charities
and individuals to keep helping such children.
. . . The head of the Neonatology Department
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at the University Hospital in Bucharest says
abandoned children stay on average for 6-7
months [and] the situation is almost as bad as
it was in Ceausescu’s time.” The article also
quotes the head of the Neonatology Section at
the Bucur Maternity Hospital, also in Bucha-
rest, as saying “last year, we had more aban-
doned kids than ever because the law
changed. And it changed for the worse for the
people in the maternity wards because the law
forbids us to send children under 2 years old
to state orphanages.”

At a Helsinki Commission hearing on Sep-
tember 14, Dr. Dana Johnson, Director of the
International Adoption Clinic and Neonatology
Division at the University of Minnesota Chil-
dren’s Hospital, testified that Romania’s con-
centration on the reunification of an aban-
doned child with his or her biological family is
only superficially consistent with the U.N. Con-
vention on the Rights of the Child or the
Hague Convention on Protection of Children
and Co-operation in Respect of Intercountry
Adoption. According to Dr. Johnson, “in nei-
ther of those documents is the mention of
time. . . . It doesn’t tell you how long you
should spend reunifying that child with the
family. . . . Contemporary child development
research has clearly shown that there is a
known amount of deterioration that occurs in
children who are in hospitals or institutional
care and outside of family care during the first
few years of life. . . . You can predict that
every child who is in institutional care during
that period of time will lose one month of
physical growth, one month of motor develop-
ment, one month of speech development for
every three months they’re in institutional care.
You also can predict that from age four
months through 24 months of age, they will
lose one to two I.Q. points a month during that
period of time. The other thing we know is that
by placing them into a caring, competent fam-
ily, that you can recover some of this function.

. . A child that is abandoned in Romania
today at the end of next summer will have per-
manently lost 15 1.Q. points. That child two
years from now will have permanently lost 30
I.Q. points, which means that half of those
kids are going to be mentally retarded.”

Mr. Speaker, the clock is ticking for Roma-
nia’s children. H. Res. 578 notes that Romania
is a party to the Hague Convention on Inter-
country Adoption which recognizes that “inter-
country adoption may offer the advantage of a
permanent family to a child for whom a suit-
able family cannot be found in his or her State
of origin.” State Department officials and non-
governmental experts from the adoption and
child welfare communities have testified that
Romania’s child welfare and adoption laws are
inconsistent with Romania international com-
mitments under this and other agreements.

The resolution further notes that UNICEF
has issued an official statement in support of
intercountry adoption which, in pertinent part,
reads: “for children who cannot be raised by
their own families, an appropriate alternative
family environment should be sought in pref-
erence to institutional care, which should be
used only as a last resort and as a temporary
measure. Intercountry adoption is one of a
range of care options which may be open to
children, and for individual children who can-
not be placed in a permanent family setting in
their countries of origin, it may indeed be the
best solution. In each case, the best interests
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of the individual child must be the guiding prin-
ciple in making a decision regarding adop-
tion.”

Finally, Mr. Speaker, with regard to the role
of the European Union in this debacle, | ask
who in the European Union will stand with
Members of Congress to protect these de-
fenseless children? All children deserve better
than to spend their lives in group homes or
warehoused in institutions where their phys-
ical, psychological, emotional and spiritual
well-being is critically endangered. It is indeed
tragic if the price of admission to the Euro-
pean Union is the sacrifice of thousands of
Romania’s orphaned or abandoned children.

| strongly urge my colleagues to support this
resolution. For the sake of the innumerable
children in need of permanent families, the
voice of the United States Congress must be
heard clearly in this transatlantic dialogue on
intercountry adoption.

————
SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Title IV of Senate Resolution 4,
agreed to by the Senate on February 4,
1977, calls for establishment of a sys-
tem for a computerized schedule of all
meetings and hearings of Senate com-
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit-
tees, and committees of conference.
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This title requires all such committees
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest—designated by the Rules Com-
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose
of the meetings, when scheduled, and
any cancellations or changes in the
meetings as they occur.

As an additional procedure along
with the computerization of this infor-
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest will prepare this information for
printing in the Extensions of Remarks
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
on Monday and Wednesday of each
week.

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, De-
cember 15, 2005 may be found in the
Daily Digest of today’s RECORD.

MEETINGS SCHEDULED

DECEMBER 16

10:30 a.m.
Armed Services
To receive a closed briefing regarding fu-
ture naval force structure require-
ments.
SR-222

December 14, 2005

JANUARY 9

12 noon
Judiciary
To hold hearings to examine the nomina-
tion of Samuel A. Alito, Jr., of New
Jersey, to be an Associate Justice of
the Supreme Court of the United
States.
SH-216

FEBRUARY 9

10 a.m.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
To hold an oversight hearing to examine
commercial aviation security, focusing
on Transportation Security Adminis-
tration’s aviation passenger screening
programs, Secure Flight and Reg-
istered Traveler, to discuss issues that
have prevented these programs from
being launched, and to determine their
future.
SD-562
2:30 p.m.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
To continue oversight hearings to exam-
ine commercial aviation security, fo-
cusing on physical screening of airline
passengers, including issues pertaining
to Transportation Security Adminis-
tration’s Federal passenger screener
force, TSA procurement policy, air
cargo screening, and the deployment of
explosive detection technology.
SD-562
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