H9240

only for payment of salaries or expenses of
personnel to inspect horses.

Section 795.—The conference agreement in-
cludes language in regard to Food and Drug
Administration waivers of a financial con-
flict of interest.

Section 796.—The conference agreement in-
cludes language amending the Immigration
and Nationality Act.

Section 797.—The conference agreement in-
cludes language regarding provisions of the
Organic Foods Product Act.

Section 798.—The conference agreement in-
cludes language regarding the Federal Meat
Inspection Act.

Section 799.—The conference agreement
makes technical corrections to the Depart-
ment of the Interior, Environment, and Re-
lated Agencies Appropriations Act, 2006. The
corrections for the Department of the Inte-
rior involve the amounts appropriated for
construction and land acquisition by the Na-
tional Park Service and for departmental
management. There is also a correction deal-
ing with the construction of the Blue Ridge
Parkway Regional Destination Visitor Cen-
ter. In the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, there are technical corrections for two
State and Tribal Assistance Grants projects
and for language associated with the rescis-
sion of funds from various EPA accounts. In
the Forest Service, there is a correction to
language dealing with a land acquisition in
the Thunder Mountain area of the Payette
National Forest, ID. In Title IV—General
Provisions, there is a correction to the name
of the Gaylord A. Nelson Wilderness.

CONFERENCE TOTAL—WITH COMPARISONS

The total new budget (obligational) au-
thority for the fiscal year 2006 recommended
by the Committee of Conference, with com-
parisons to the fiscal year 2005 amount, the
2006 budget estimates, and the House and
Senate bills for 2006 follow:

[In thousands of dollars]
New budget (obligational)

authority, fiscal year

2005
Budget estimates of new

(obligational) authority,

fiscal year 2006 ................
House bill, fiscal year 2006
Senate bill, fiscal year 2006
Conference agreement, fis-

cal year 2006 ....................
Conference agreement
compared with:

New budget
(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 2005 ......

Budget estimates of new
(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 2006 ......

House bill, fiscal year
2006

Senate bill,
2006

$89,439,376

100,132,911
100,321,593
100,722,949

100,981,758

+11,542,382

+848,847

.............................. +660,165
fiscal year
.............................. +258,809
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IRAN NONPROLIFERATION
AMENDMENTS ACT OF 2005

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 1
move to suspend the rules and pass the
Senate bill (S. 1713) to make amend-
ments to the Iran Nonproliferation Act
of 2000 related to International Space
Station payments, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

S. 1713

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Iran Non-
proliferation Amendments Act of 2005,

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:

(1) The Director of Central Intelligence’s
most recent Unclassified Report to Congress
on the Acquisition of Technology Relating to
Weapons of Mass Destruction and Advanced
Conventional Munitions, 1 July Through 31
December 2003, states ‘‘Russian entities dur-
ing the reporting period continued to supply
a variety of ballistic missile-related goods
and technical know-how to countries such as
Iran, India, and China. Iran’s earlier success
in gaining technology and materials from
Russian entities helped accelerate Iranian
development of the Shahab-3 MRBM, and
continuing Russian entity assistance has
supported Iranian efforts to develop new mis-
siles and increase Tehran’s self-sufficiency in
missile production.”

(2) Vice Admiral Lowell E. Jacoby, the Di-
rector of the Defense Intelligence Agency,
stated in testimony before the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence of the Senate on Feb-
ruary 16, 2005, that ‘‘Tehran probably will
have the ability to produce nuclear weapons
early in the next decade’.

(3) Iran has—

(A) failed to act in accordance with the
Agreement Between Iran and the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency for the Ap-
plication of Safeguards in Connection with
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nu-
clear Weapons, done at Vienna June 19, 1973
(commonly referred to as the ‘‘Safeguards
Agreement’);

(B) acted in a manner inconsistent with
the Protocol Additional to the Agreement
Between Iran and the International Atomic
Energy Agency for the Application of Safe-
guards, signed at Vienna December 18, 2003
(commonly referred to as the ‘‘Additional
Protocol™);

(C) acted in a manner inconsistent with its
obligations under the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, done at
Washington, London, and Moscow July 1,
1968, and entered into force March 5, 1970
(commonly referred to as the ‘‘Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty’’); and

(D) resumed uranium conversion activities,
thus ending the confidence building meas-
ures it adopted in its November 2003 agree-
ment with the foreign ministers of the
United Kingdom, France, and Germany.

(4) On September 24, 2005, the Board of
Governors of the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency (IAEA) formally declared that
Iranian actions constituted noncompliance
with its nuclear safeguards obligations, and
that Iran’s history of concealment of its nu-
clear activities has given rise to questions
that are within the purview of the United
Nations Security Council.

(5) The executive branch has on multiple
occasions used the authority provided under
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section 3 of the Iran Nonproliferation Act of

2000 (Public Law 106-178; 50 U.S.C. 1701 note)

to impose sanctions on entities that have en-

gaged in activities in violation of restric-
tions in the Act relating to—

(A) the export of equipment and tech-
nology controlled under multilateral export
control lists, including under the Australia
Group, Chemical Weapons Convention, Mis-
sile Technology Control Regime, Nuclear
Suppliers Group, and the Wassenaar Ar-
rangement or otherwise having the potential
to make a material contribution to the de-
velopment of weapons of mass destruction or
cruise or ballistic missile systems to Iran;
and

(B) the export of other items to Iran with
the potential of making a material contribu-
tion to Iran’s weapons of mass destruction
programs or on United States national con-
trol lists for reasons related to the prolifera-
tion of weapons of mass destruction or mis-
siles.

(6) The executive branch has never made a
determination pursuant to section 6(b) of the
Iran Nonproliferation Act of 2000 that—

(A) it is the policy of the Government of
the Russian Federation to oppose the pro-
liferation to Iran of weapons of mass de-
struction and missile systems capable of de-
livering such weapons;

(B) the Government of the Russian Federa-
tion (including the law enforcement, export
promotion, export control, and intelligence
agencies of such government) has dem-
onstrated and continues to demonstrate a
sustained commitment to seek out and pre-
vent the transfer to Iran of goods, services,
and technology that could make a material
contribution to the development of nuclear,
biological, or chemical weapons, or of bal-
listic or cruise missile systems; and

(C) no entity under the jurisdiction or con-
trol of the Government of the Russian Fed-
eration, has, during the 1-year period prior
to the date of the determination pursuant to
section 6(b) of such Act, made transfers to
Iran reportable under section 2(a) of the Act.

(7) On June 29, 2005, President George W.
Bush issued Executive Order 13382 blocking
property of weapons of mass destruction
proliferators and their supporters, and used
the authority of such order against 4 Iranian
entities, Aerospace Industries Organization,
Shahid Hemmat Industrial Group, Shahid
Bakeri Industrial Group, and the Atomic En-
ergy Organization of Iran, that have en-
gaged, or attempted to engage, in activities
or transactions that have materially con-
tributed to, or pose a risk of materially con-
tributing to, the proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction or their means of delivery
(including missiles capable of delivering such
weapons), including efforts to manufacture,
acquire, possess, develop, transport, transfer,
or use such items.

SEC. 3. AMENDMENTS TO IRAN NONPROLIFERA-
TION ACT OF 2000 RELATED TO
INTERNATIONAL SPACE STATION
PAYMENTS.

(a) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN PAYMENTS.—
Section 7(1)(B) of the Iran Nonproliferation
Act of 2000 (Public Law 106-178; 50 U.S.C. 1701
note) is amended—

(1) by striking the period at the end and in-
serting a comma; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
“‘except that such term does not mean pay-
ments in cash or in kind made or to be made
by the United States Government prior to
January 1, 2012, for work to be performed or
services to be rendered prior to that date
necessary to meet United States obligations
under the Agreement Concerning Coopera-
tion on the Civil International Space Sta-
tion, with annex, signed at Washington Jan-
uary 29, 1998, and entered into force March
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27, 2001, or any protocol, agreement, memo-
randum of understanding, or contract re-
lated thereto.”.

(b) EXCEPTION.—Section 6(h) of the Iran
Nonproliferation Act of 2000 (Public Law 106—
178; 50 U.S.C. 1701 note) is amended by insert-
ing after ‘‘extraordinary payments in con-
nection with the International Space Sta-
tion” the following: ‘‘, or any other pay-
ments in connection with the International
Space Station,”.

(¢) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—Section 6 of
the Iran Nonproliferation Act of 2000 (Public
Law 106-178; 50 U.S.C. 1701 note) is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘(1) REPORT ON CERTAIN PAYMENTS RE-
LATED TO INTERNATIONAL SPACE STATION.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The President shall, to-
gether with each report submitted under sec-
tion 2(a), submit to the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on International Relations of the
House of Representatives a report that iden-
tifies each Russian entity or person to whom
the United States Government has, since the
date of the enactment of the Iran Non-
proliferation Amendments Act of 2005, made
a payment in cash or in kind for work to be
performed or services to be rendered under
the Agreement Concerning Cooperation on
the Civil International Space Station, with
annex, signed at Washington January 29,
1998, and entered into force March 27, 2001, or
any protocol, agreement, memorandum of
understanding, or contract related thereto.

‘“(2) CONTENT.—Each report submitted
under paragraph (1) shall include—

““(A) the specific purpose of each payment
made to each entity or person identified in
the report; and

“(B) with respect to each such payment,
the assessment of the President that the
payment was not prejudicial to the achieve-
ment of the objectives of the United States
Government to prevent the proliferation of
ballistic or cruise missile systems in Iran
and other countries that have repeatedly
provided support for acts of international
terrorism, as determined by the Secretary of
State under section 620A(a) of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2371(a)), sec-
tion 6(j) of the Export Administration Act of
1979 (50 U.S.C. App. 2405(j)), or section 40(d) of
the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C.
2780(d)).”’.

SEC. 4. AMENDMENTS TO THE IRAN NON-
PROLIFERATION ACT OF 2000 TO
MAKE SUCH ACT APPLICABLE TO
TIRAN AND SYRIA.

(a) REPORTS ON PROLIFERATION RELATING
TO IRAN OR SYRIA.—Section 2 of the Iran
Nonproliferation Act of 2000 (Public Law 106—
178; 50 U.S.C. 1701 note) is amended—

(1) in the heading, by striking “TO IRAN”
and inserting ‘‘RELATING TO IRAN AND
SYRIA’; and

(2) in subsection (a)—

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)—

(i) by inserting ‘‘or acquired from’ after
“transferred to’’; and

(ii) by inserting after ‘“‘Iran’’ the following:
‘. or on or after January 1, 2005, transferred
to or acquired from Syria’’; and

(B) in paragraph (2), by inserting after
“Iran” the following: ‘‘or Syria, as the case
may be,”’.

(b) DETERMINATION EXEMPTING FOREIGN
PERSONS FROM CERTAIN MEASURES.—Section
5(a) of the Iran Nonproliferation Act of 2000
(Public Law 106-178; 50 U.S.C. 1701 note) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘transfer
to Iran” and inserting ‘‘transfer to or ac-
quire from Iran or Syria, as the case may
be,”; and

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘“Iran’s ef-
forts” and inserting ‘‘the efforts of Iran or
Syria, as the case may be,”.
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(c) RESTRICTION ON EXTRAORDINARY PAY-
MENTS IN CONNECTION WITH THE INTER-
NATIONAL SPACE STATION.—Section 6(b) of
the Iran Nonproliferation Act of 2000 (Public
Law 106-178; 50 U.S.C. 1701 note) is amended—

(1) in the heading, by striking ‘“‘T0 IRAN”’
and inserting ‘“RELATING TO IRAN AND
SYRIA™;

(2) in paragraphs (1) and (2), by striking
‘““to Iran” each place it appears and inserting
‘“to or from Iran and Syria’’; and

(3) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘to Iran”’
and inserting ‘‘to or from Iran or Syria’’.

(d) DEFINITIONS.—Section 7(2) of the Iran
Nonproliferation Act of 2000 (Public Law 106—
178; 50 U.S.C. 1701 note) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (C) to read as follows:

‘(C) any foreign government, including
any foreign governmental entity; and”’; and

(2) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘sub-
paragraph (B) or (C)” and inserting ‘‘sub-
paragraph (A), (B), or (C), including any enti-
ty in which any entity described in any such
subparagraph owns a controlling interest’.

(e) SHORT TITLE.—

(1) AMENDMENT.—Section 1 of the Iran Non-
proliferation Act of 2000 (Public Law 106-178;
50 U.S.C. 1701 note) is amended by striking
““‘Iran Nonproliferation Act of 2000’ and in-
serting ‘“‘Iran and Syria Nonproliferation
Act”.

(2) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
regulation, document, or other record of the
United States to the Iran Nonproliferation
Act of 2000 shall be deemed to be a reference
to the Iran and Syria Nonproliferation Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER) and the
gentleman from California (Mr. LAN-
TO0S) each will control 20 minutes.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I request the
time in opposition if neither gentleman
is opposed to the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman from California (Mr. LAN-
TOS) opposed to the bill?

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, no, I am
not. I am supporting the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1 of rule XV, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) will con-
trol 20 minutes in opposition.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. ROHRABACHER).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on S. 1713, the bill under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. LANTOS) and ask unani-
mous consent that he control that
time.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I want to thank the gentleman from
California (Mr. LANTOS) and, of course,
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE)
for the leadership that has been dem-
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onstrated in getting this legislation to
the floor.

One of America’s challenges as we
seek global security and stability is
stopping the proliferation of nuclear
and missile technologies.

Several years ago, we enacted the
Iran Nonproliferation Act of 2000 to
give the United States several tools in
our fight against proliferation to Iran,
one of which was a restriction on U.S.-
Russian space cooperation. As a mem-
ber of both the Committee on Inter-
national Relations and the Committee
on Science, I was deeply involved in
that aspect of the Iran Nonprolifera-
tion Act.

While many of the INA’s tools have
helped and should be continued, the
limitation on space cooperation has
not been effective and is now counter-
productive. So, today, we have an op-
portunity to both correct and strength-
en that legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of the amended version of Senate bill
1713. First and foremost, the bill
strengthens the tools available to fight
proliferation to, and from, Iran. This
bill also provides urgently needed relief
for NASA so that the United States can
maintain a continued presence on the
International Space Station and en-
ables cost-effective commercial part-
nerships to support the Space Station.
This latter benefit also strengthens
non-proliferation, because over the
past decade we have learned that com-
mercial ties between the United States
and Russian aerospace companies have
been an effective tool against prolifera-
tion. We need to employ such carrots
along with our non-proliferation
sticks.

The changes put in place by S. 1713
will prevent a major setback for Amer-
ica’s space program, and that is one of
the most important things we are talk-
ing about today. It will prevent this
setback by ensuring a continued and
uninterrupted presence, an American
presence, on the International Space
Station.

Cooperation with Russia, just as
similar cooperation with Russia by the
State of Israel in terms of space policy,
will help us achieve America’s space
goals while maintaining our commit-
ment to non-proliferation.

This bill needs to be passed. There is
a time element here, and I would like
to thank all those who have been in-
volved in trying to get this legislation
to the floor.

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

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

I rise in opposition to the bill, but I
want to make it very clear that the
portion of the bill that the gentleman
from California was speaking about I
strongly endorsed. Matter of fact, I had
a similar bill that would have made the
same corrections, but I would like to
make two points about this portion of
the bill.
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The one is that the corrections were
necessary because we had placed sanc-
tions on Iran, and there was an unin-
tended consequence. It actually
harmed NASA and harmed our rela-
tionships with Russia. This is making a
correction and I think that is good, and
I strongly support that part of the bill.
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But it goes to show that sanctions
per se are not necessarily good. We
might just use as an example not hav-
ing sanctions on a country like China.
We do better talking with and getting
along with China as we become trading
partners rather than adversaries. So
even countries that seem to be adver-
sarial, there are some downsides to
putting on sanctions.

Actually, the portion of the bill that
I rise in objection to is the portion that
was amended dealing with Syria. I con-
sider this a significant change in our
law. There has been very little discus-
sion on this. This makes the bill quite
different from the Senate bill. But once
again, I think it is doing things that
could come back to haunt us, and that
is expanding our authority and the
President’s authority to place sanc-
tions on Syria, of course always with
good intentions; but too often bad
things can happen.

In 1998, a bill came up on the suspen-
sion calendar. It was considered non-
controversial and was called the Iraq
Liberation Act. It passed overwhelm-
ingly, but at that particular time, I
took the time in opposition to point
out that there could be some unin-
tended, or maybe some intended, con-
sequences that at that time the Con-
gress was not admitting to, and that it
could lead to war. And, of course, that
was the first stepping stone to the cur-
rent war that we are in.

Although this particular bill is not
nearly as strong as what the Iraq Lib-
eration Act was, this nevertheless is a
step as far as I am concerned in the
wrong direction.

The basic thing that happens here is
we are expanding tremendously the
power to place sanctions on Syria, and
this comes in light of the publication
of the U.N. investigation on Hariri’s
murder, and there is a tremendous
move right now to move on to the next
regime change in the Middle East. To
me, I believe we are overstepping our
bounds and looking for more trouble.

We have essentially zero right to de-
cide who should head foreign states.
Once we decide that we know what is
best for foreign countries and we can
actually pick a head of state, I think it
leads to trouble. I could give Members
every bit of reason why we ought to
change the King of Saudi Arabia, as we
should change the King of Syria; and
yvet Saudi Arabia gets a lot of support
from us.

There was a recent report in a news-
paper today, whether it is factual or
not it is still frightening, it said that
the administration was actually put-
ting feelers out and asking Israel and
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Italy to nominate a replacement for
Assad. This means we are moving in
that direction.

One of the reasons we are supposed to
be doing this and looking closely to
Syria is they present a destabilizing
element in the Middle East. That in
itself is stretching it. They are strug-
gling to stabilize and survive with the
pounding they are getting internation-
ally. We forget that Syria actually sent
troops into the first Persian Gulf war
dealing with Kuwait. But those kinds
of things are easily forgotten.

The truth is the Mehlis Report is
rather vague. There is no way it ties it
to Assad. There is no proof of that
whatsoever. As a matter of fact, Der
Spiegel, a German magazine, reported
today that the most important infor-
mation that the Mehlis Report cites
comes from an informer who was a con-
victed swindler and felon. That is one
of the sources of the information they
are using to try to tie this into Syria.

If you want to talk about destabiliza-
tion of a region, all we have to do is
look at 150,000 troops in a country 6,000
miles from our borders. If we talk
about the responsibility of somebody
being assassinated, we might ask the
question how many dozens of Iraqi ad-
ministrators have been assassinated in
Iraq since we have been in charge. So
there are two different ways we can
look at that. My deep concern is that
we are moving in the direction of ex-
panding our presence and expanding
the war in that region.

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

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
legislation. Five years ago, Congress
approved far-reaching legislation to
stop the flow of nuclear missiles and
other sensitive technology to the aya-
tollahs of terror in Tehran. By a unani-
mous vote, Congress commanded that
those who aid in the development of
Iran’s destabilizing nuclear and missile
programs be exposed and sanctioned.

The need for the Iran Nonprolifera-
tion Act is stronger today than it was
5 years ago. The Iranian regime con-
tinues to seek aggressively a nuclear
weapons capability by exploiting alleg-
edly peaceful nuclear facilities to
produce nuclear weapons materials.
Iran is also developing long-range mis-
sile systems capable of destabilizing
the entire Middle East and beyond. The
Iranians are accomplishing this task
with the active assistance of Russia
and other irresponsible actors on the
international scene.

Fortunately, Mr. Speaker, in large
part due to the farsighted initiatives
such as the Iran Nonproliferation Act,
the world no longer trusts Tehran. Just
this past month, the Board of Gov-
ernors of the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency in Vienna voted to find
Iran in violation of its nuclear safe-
guards obligations. And absent any
dramatic turnaround by Iran, the
United States must and will demand
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that Iran’s violations be reported to
the U.N. Security Council at the next
meeting of the International Atomic
Energy Agency this coming November.

The legislation before us today is de-
signed to preserve the core of the Iran
Nonproliferation Act while allowing for
continued cooperation with the Rus-
sians in support of our national space
program.

It is unfortunate, Mr. Speaker, that
this legislation is necessary. 1 wish
that the Russians had ceased their mis-
sile-related cooperation with the Ira-
nians so Congress would not be forced
to carve out this new exception. Mos-
cow’s deliberate decision to flaunt
international norms on weapons of
mass destruction just shows how far
away the Russian regime is from being
a responsible international actor.

But we are compelled to pass this
legislation because the United States
needs to continue paying Russia for
rides for American astronauts to the
International Space Station and for
other space services. Because the Presi-
dent cannot certify that Russia has
ended it missile cooperation with Iran,
and with the space shuttle still experi-
encing difficulties in its return to serv-
ice, this exemption has proved nec-
essary.

But, Mr. Speaker, at the end of the
day, the Iran Nonproliferation Act is
emerging even stronger than before.
My good friend, the chairman of the
Committee on International Relations,
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HYDE), and I made changes to the bill
which will focus even greater attention
on Russia’s destabilizing cooperation
with Iran. The Hyde-Lantos provisions
will make governments, not just indi-
viduals and business entities, newly
vulnerable to sanctions for trade in
weapons of mass destruction with the
Iranian regime. It will also help ensure
that Iran does not spread dangerous
technology in the future.

Our bill also applies the provision of
the Iran Nonproliferation Act for the
first time to the authoritarian regime
in Damascus. This action will help en-
sure that whatever happens to the re-
gime of Bashir Assad in the near term
as it faces international condemnation
richly deserved for its direct com-
plicity in the assassination of Rafik
Hariri, the Prime Minister of neigh-
boring Lebanon, it cannot develop
weapons of mass destruction.

Mr. Speaker, the leadership cabals in
both Tehran and Damascus are aggres-
sively seeking to develop such weapons
that would threaten the entire Middle
East and the region beyond. Our legis-
lation marks an important step in fo-
cusing greater attention on these
emerging threats while preserving key
aspects of our own space program. I
urge all of my colleagues to support
this most important and urgent piece
of legislation.

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

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
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Texas (Mr. DELAY), a Member whose
leadership has been a major factor in
the passage of so much historic legisla-
tive reform that has gone through this
body.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from California, and I ap-
preciate the work that you all have
done. I rise in strong support of this
legislation and also to commend every-
one on both sides of the aisle and both
sides of the Capitol who helped develop
this legislation in the recent months.

The legislation before us will correct
an unintended consequence of the Iran
Nonproliferation Act of 2000. Under
that 2000 act passed by a Republican
Congress and signed into law by Presi-
dent Clinton, the United States will
soon find itself unable to manage many
of its investments in space and unable
to continue to develop and conduct
vital scientific experiments aboard the
International Space Station.

Under that 2000 act, by next April,
NASA would be severely limited in its
ability to maintain an American sci-
entific crew on the ISS, let alone mon-
itor the billions of dollars in invest-
ments that the American people have
made in the program.

The bill before us will carve out an
exemption in the 2000 act for NASA’s
relationships with Russian companies
that build and maintain the vehicles
and machinery that provide the serv-
ices that help us in our partnership
with them on the International Space
Station. Among the most critical of
these relationships are those that
allow American astronauts access to
the Russian Soyuz, a crew rescue vehi-
cle, docking components for our own
spacecraft, and other critical equip-
ment and services.

The United States’ permanent pres-
ence in space today depends on our on-
going partnership with the Russian
Federal Space Agency and other inter-
national partners. The President’s new
vision for space exploration depends on
America’s investment and involvement
in the ISS so that we can develop the
science necessary to prepare our astro-
nauts for long-term exposure to micro-
gravity and radiation.

The experiments planned in coming
years aboard the ISS can only be con-
ducted in space, and NASA’s future
missions to the Moon and Mars depend
on those experiments. Meanwhile, the
potential gap between the retirement
of the space shuttle and the deploy-
ment of NASA’s new crew exploration
vehicle would, without this legislation,
leave the United States without con-
tinual access to space at a time at the
end of this decade when we need it the
most.

This bill ensures NASA has the flexi-
bility it needs to meet America’s chal-
lenges in space. I urge all Members to
support it.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

I want to reiterate that the portion
of the bill that deals with our ability
to pursue our space program I strongly
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endorse. It is the portion that deals
with Syria that was added on at the
last minute that I am concerned about.

I want to say that portion of the bill,
I believe, further destabilizes the Mid-
dle East and we should move with
great caution. We have been warned.
We should be prepared for a broader
war in the Middle East as plans are
being laid for the next U.S.-led regime
change in Syria.

A U.N. report of the death of Leba-
nese Prime Minister Hariri elicited
this comment from a senior U.S. policy
maker: ‘“‘Out of a tragedy comes an ex-
traordinary strategic opportunity.”
This statement reflects the continued
neoconservative, Machiavellian influ-
ence on our foreign policy.
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The ‘‘opportunity’ refers to the long-
held neoconservative plan for regime
change in Syria, similar to what was
carried out in Iraq.

This plan for remaking the Middle
East has been around for a long time.
Just as 9/11 served the interests of
those who longed for changes in Iraq,
the sensationalism surrounding
Hariri’s death is being used to advance
plans to remove Assad.

Congress already has assisted these
plans by authorizing the sanctions
placed on Syria last year. Harmful
sanctions, as applied to Iraq in the
1990s, inevitably represent a major step
toward war since they bring havoc to
s0 many innocent people. Syria already
has been charged with developing
weapons of mass destruction based on
no more evidence than was available
when Iraq was similarly charged.

Syria has been condemned for not se-
curing its borders by the same U.S.
leaders who cannot secure our own bor-
ders. Syria was castigated for placing
its troops in Lebanon, a neighboring
country, although such action was in-
vited by an elected government and en-
couraged by the United States. The
Syrian occupation of Lebanon elicited
no suicide terrorist attacks, as was suf-
fered by Western occupiers.

Condemning Syria for having troops
in Lebanon seems strange considering
most of the world sees our 150,000
troops in Iraq as unwarranted foreign
intervention. Syrian troops were far
more welcome in Lebanon.

Secretary Rice likewise sees the
problem in Syria that we helped to cre-
ate as an opportunity to advance our
Middle Eastern agenda. In recent testi-
mony she stated that it was always the
administration’s intent to redesign the
greater Middle East, and Iraq was only
part of that plan. And once again we
have been told that all options are still
on the table for dealing with Syria, in-
cluding war.

The statement that should scare all
Americans and the world is the assur-
ance by Secretary Rice that the Presi-
dent needs no additional authority
from Congress to attack Syria. She ar-
gues that authority already has been
granted by the resolutions on 9/11 and
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Iraq. This is not true, but if Congress
remains passive to the powers assumed
by the executive branch, it will not
matter. As the war spreads, the only
role for the Congress will be to provide
funding lest they be criticized for not
supporting the troops. In the mean-
time, the Constitution and our lib-
erties here at home will be further
eroded as more Americans die.

This escalation of conflict with Syria
comes as a result of the U.N. report
concerning Hariri’s death. When we
need an excuse for our actions, it is al-
ways nice to rely on the organization
our administration routinely con-
demns, one that brought us the multi-
million-dollar oil-for-food scandal and
the sexual crimes by U.N. representa-
tives.

It is easy to ignore the fact that the
report did not implicate Assad, who is
targeted for the next regime change.
The U.N. once limited itself to disputes
between nations; yet now it assumes
the U.N., like the United States, has a
legal and moral right to inject itself
into the internal policies of sovereign
nations. Yet what is the source of this
presumed wisdom? Where is the moral
imperative that allows us to become
the judge and jury of a domestic mur-
der in a country 6,000 miles from our
shores?

Moral, constitutional, and legal argu-
ments for a less aggressive foreign pol-
icy receives little attention in Wash-
ington, but the law of unintended con-
sequences serves as a thorough teacher
for the slow learners and the morally
impaired.

Is Iraq not yet a headache for the
proponents of the shock and awe pol-
icy? Are 2,000 lives lost not enough to
get their attention? How many hun-
dreds of billions of dollars must be
drained from our economy before it is
noticed? Is it still plausible that defi-
cits do not matter? Is the apparent vic-
tory for Iran in the Shiite theocracy
we have created in Iraq not yet seen as
a disturbing consequence of the ill-
fated Iraq regime change effort? When
we have our way with the next election
in Lebanon and Hezbollah becomes a
governing party, what do we do then?

If our effort to destabilize Syria is no
more successful than our efforts in
Iraq, then what? If destabilizing Syria
leads to the same in Iran, what are our
options? If we cannot leave now, we
will surely not leave then. We will be
told we must stay to honor the fallen
to prove the cause was just.

We should remember Ronald Rea-
gan’s admonition regarding this area of
the world. Ronald Reagan reflected on
Lebanon in his memoirs, describing the
Middle East as a ‘‘jungle” and Middle
Eastern politics as ‘‘irrational.” It
forced him to rethink his policy in the
region. It is time we do some rethink-
ing as well.

This bill today does not help.

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of
my time to be equally divided between
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LANTOS) and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER), and I ask
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unanimous consent that they be al-
lowed to control that time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PoE). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. SHERMAN), a distinguished
member of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, as a
member of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, and a member of
the Committee on Science, and as a
member of the Space and Aeronautics
Subcommittee, and, in fact, the rank-
ing member of International Terrorism
and Nonproliferation Subcommittee, I
am well aware of the conflict of two
goals of the Federal Government. One
of those is to meet our obligations to
the international space station. The
other is to use every device possible to
try to prevent Iran from developing nu-
clear weapons and to try to prevent
Russia from assisting in that process.

For me, these goals are not of equal
weight. The supreme goal and objective
and obligation of the Federal Govern-
ment is to protect our people. Iranian
nuclear weapons could be smuggled
into our cities, and I would say that we
should adopt no legislation and leave
on the books current law that puts one
objective, and that is limiting Iranian
nuclear weapons, as the sole objective
that is embodied in our statutes.

But, in fact, some balance is going to
be struck, and it is not going to be the
overwhelming balance that I would
strike, a balance in favor of doing ev-
erything possible to limit Iranian nu-
clear weapons development and giving
far less weight to meeting our inter-
national space station obligations.

I want to take this opportunity to
commend the ranking member and the
chairman of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations and of the Com-
mittee on Science and the gentleman
from California (Mr. ROHRABACHER) for
doing a very good job of trying to nar-
rowly tailor this legislation, to try to
balance those two goals in not the way
I would, but in a way that I have to
concede is reasonable. And for that rea-
son I will not ask for a recorded vote
on this bill. I recognize that if this bill
does not pass in this form, it is as like-
ly to get worse as it is to get better be-
cause, in fact, my colleagues have la-
bored very effectively and have taken
some input from me to create a bill
which is tailored to the twin objec-
tives.

Now, I would hope the day would
come when the President of the United
States could certify to this Nation that
Russia is doing everything possible to
help us prevent Iran from developing
nuclear weapons and in any case was
not helping Iran to develop those ter-
rible weapons. But until that day
comes, present law says that we cannot
contract with agencies of the Russian
Government space program no matter
what for various space-related activi-
ties.
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As T understand this bill in its final
revised form, and I see most of the
principal authors of the amendment to
it here on the floor, and I know the rest
will correct the record tomorrow if I
misstate anything, but I would yield to
anyone here to correct me if I am
wrong, the bill in its present form cre-
ates a very limited exception to
present law. It allows NASA to con-
tract with Russian Government space
agencies only when those agencies are
the only available seller of goods and
services necessary to meet our obliga-
tions to the international space sta-
tion.

There are two important aspects of
that understanding. One is the lan-
guage that I said, the only available
seller of essential goods and services.
That is to say this bill does not author-
ize us to turn a blind eye to Russian
space agency cooperation with the nu-
clear plans of Tehran just because the
Russian space agency is the cheapest
or the most convenient or a few days
faster. It allows us to ignore those im-
portant Iran mnonproliferation goals
only when it is absolutely necessary
and only when necessary to meet our
own obligations to the space station,
not obligations of other countries.

To reiterate, not only is this bill lim-
ited to situations where it is necessary,
not merely convenient, for us to con-
tract with the Russian space agency,
but it is also a requirement that we are
meeting our obligations to the inter-
national space station, not a cir-
cumstance when we are paying the
Russians to meet their own obligations
or the obligations of some other coun-
try.

So I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me this time. And to put it in con-
text, I think this bill does a good job of
striking what is the best balance we
are likely to see in this legislative
process between our goals.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. BOEHLERT), a Member
who was both the senior member of the
Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence as well as serving as chairman
of the Committee on Science.

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

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of this amended
version of S. 1713.

Let me start by thanking the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LANTOS) for working so cooperatively
with us for so long on this issue, which
is of great concern to both of our com-
mittees over which both of our com-
mittees have jurisdiction. I also want
to thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CALVERT), the chairman of
our Space and Aeronautics Sub-
committee, who, as always, has helped
to keep our eye on the ball and has
pressed to make sure we got this done.
The gentleman from California (Mr.
ROHRABACHER), the gentleman from
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California’s (Mr. CALVERT) predecessor,
who serves on both committees, played
a similarly dogged role. And if one has
been exposed to the Rohrabacher ma-
chine, they know he is persistent. All
of us have cosponsored the bill before
us today.

Finally, I want to thank the adminis-
tration, including NASA and the State
Department and the National Security
Council, for being willing to consider a
variety of approaches, and I want to
thank the gentleman from Tennessee
(Mr. GORDON), my ranking Democrat
on the Committee on Science, for being
a thoughtful participant as we exam-
ined different ways to deal with this
issue.

The puzzle we had to solve with deal-
ing with the Iran Nonproliferation Act
was how to enable the U.S. to continue
to man the international space station
without reducing our vigilance with re-
gard to nonproliferation. I have been
clear all along that, for me, maintain-
ing nonproliferation is a far more im-
portant goal than is continuing to have
Americans aboard the space station.

But from the point of view of space
policy, we had another goal here, too.
We wanted to make sure that Russia,
or any other foreign nation, could not
bring our space program to a screech-
ing halt or whatever the equivalent
would be in the vacuum of space.
Therefore, we wanted to try to write
this bill in a way that would create an
incentive for NASA to contract with
new suppliers that would not be de-
pendent on foreign technology to get
U.S. personnel or supplies to and from
the Space Station.
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These are all tough goals, goals that
have had their critics, goals that cre-
ate winners and losers, goals that seek
to balance competing national needs.
And I think with this version of the
Iran Nonproliferation Act, we have
come as close as anyone possibly could
to accomplishing our goals.

The bill enables the U.S. to continue
to use the International Space Station
unimpeded. The bill, in effect, allows
the status quo to continue until 2012,
when presumably the U.S. will have ac-
cess to a new crew exploration vehicle
to carry astronauts and commercial
firms to move cargo. We will see if the
budget enables that to actually happen
on that schedule, but it is a plausible
position.

The bill encourages NASA to find
commercial firms that are not depend-
ent on the Russians to carry cargo in
the future by setting a specific end
date for our current relationship with
the Russians. And the bill minimizes
the harm to the nonproliferation re-
gime by requiring the act to be re-
viewed again in 2012, by making it
clear that no individual entity that
violates the act can receive U.S. money
and by adding Syria to the countries
listed in the act, and, finally, by re-
quiring clear reporting of payments
under the act.
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The Senate deserves credit for mov-
ing all parties toward compromise; and
our version, I would say, perfects that
compromise by adding Syria and by
making it clear that we have a true
deadline. Under our bill, no funds can
be used in violation of the Iran Non-
proliferation Act after 2012, even if the
funds are made available before 2012
and even if they are made available
pursuant to an agreement that existed
before that date.

So I think we are where we have to
be on this bill in order that we are
going to protect the space program
while protecting the world from nu-
clear weapons. These issues are never
easy and nonproliferation necessarily
involves a lot of guesswork about what
is and what is not working; but this is
a responsible, thoughtful compromise.

In closing, let me again thank the
Members of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations and their staff, par-
ticularly Walker Roberts, for working
so0 cooperatively with us and for con-
tinuing to push for tighter, but reason-
able, language.

I want to thank our staff on the Com-
mittee on Science, particularly Bill
Adkins, for ensuring that we always
took into account all the implications
of the proposed language.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this measure, which incor-
porates a truly thoughtful and effec-
tive compromise.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, before
yielding back my time, I want to pay
public tribute to two outstanding
members of our staff, David
Abramowitz and David Fite, who did
extraordinary work on this very com-
plex piece of legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I have no additional re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself 3 minutes.

First of all, thank you very much to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LANTOS) and all those on the other side
of the aisle and the gentleman from
California (Mr. SHERMAN), who has
done such great work in our committee
and on issues dealing with Iran and
trying to secure the safety of our coun-
try as well as the Middle East. The
gentleman has my respect; and as he
knows, he has had my cooperation in
the past, and we appreciate his co-
operation on this effort as well.

This legislation needed to come to
the floor, and we needed that type of
bipartisan cooperation as well as co-
operation with the Members on this
side of the aisle and the hard work of
the staff of both the Committee on
International Relations and the Com-
mittee on Science to ensure that we
were able to get this legislation passed
in time to prevent what would have
been an embarrassment, a major em-
barrassment, to the United States of
America, which would have done irrep-
arable damage to our credibility.

Our space program would have been
humiliated by the elimination of
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America’s presence on the Inter-
national Space Station, having an
International Space Station, which we
paid for, then to be occupied and con-
trolled by Russians. We have, by this
effort today, and by this cooperation,
prevented that shortcoming, that hu-
miliation from happening.

But let me note, it was never the in-
tent of the authors of this part of the
Iran Nonproliferation Act that we
should ever come to a crisis like this. I
can say that with certainty, because I
was the one who was involved with
writing this portion of the Iran Non-
proliferation Act. I felt at that time we
should have taken care of this issue a
long time ago with carrots rather than
sticks.

I went to both the Clinton adminis-
tration and the Bush administration
years ago to ask them to offer Russia
an alternative to being involved with
Iran in terms of building nuclear facili-
ties. The Clinton administration did
not act and the Bush administration
did not act to prevent this crisis that
we are averting right now at the last
minute from happening.

Thus, for the record, let us note that,
yves, we have averted a crisis; but a
long time ago, positive and responsible
actions by either the Clinton adminis-
tration or the Bush administration
could have prevented this from hap-
pening in a most important way.

Let me note, cooperation with Russia
in the space program is not inherently
bad. It is something that is inherently
good. It places the Russian scientists
working on positive programs such as
cooperation with America’s space pro-
gram. Israel itself is very involved with
the Russians in their space program.
Russian rockets launch Israeli sat-
ellites. Thus, we know that it is not in-
herently tied to Iran, the cooperation
with Russia in space matters.

But let us make sure that by passing
this today we in no way are belittling
the argument about the importance of
dealing with Iran’s development of nu-
clear weapons. This should be of con-
cern to each and every one of us, and
passage of this bill does not lessen that
concern whatsoever.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of
the Hyde-Lantos amendments to S. 1713, a
bill passed by the Senate on September 21,
2005 amending the Iran Nonproliferation Act
of 2000 to authorize new payments to Russia
in support of the international space station.
The Hyde-Lantos amendments, which have
been authored on a bipartisan basis, would
provide a substitute text for the Senate bill.

The Senate bill is defective in significant re-
spects. Chief among these would be a reduc-
tion in United States leverage over Russian
technology transfers to Iran’s weapons pro-
grams. The Hyde-Lantos substitute text would
remedy this and other deficiencies in the Sen-
ate bill by more carefully balancing space co-
operation interests with our nonproliferation in-
terests.

In particular, the substitute text would permit
NASA to make payments to Russia for the
next six years, up to January 1, 2012, as pro-
vided in the Senate version. But, it would

H9245

eliminate the ambiguity in the Senate version,
whereby payments and services might be ren-
dered well beyond January 1, 2012. Instead,
the substitute text would clearly establish that
no payments or services may take place after
that date unless Congress provides additional
authority through new legislation or the Execu-
tive Branch makes the determination required
under existing law concerning an end to Rus-
sia’s support for Iran’s weapons programs.

During my discussion of the substitute text
with NASA Administrator Griffin, he expressed
support for our version of the bill provided one
small concern could be resolved. His concern
centered on a parenthetical expression, which
he felt might constrain negotiation of arrange-
ments with Russia before new payments could
commence. | agreed to strike the relevant lan-
guage on the express understanding, which
Mr. Griffin accepted, that, while the substitute
text as revised would permit any necessary ar-
rangement for payments in order to fulfill exist-
ing United States obligations under the space
station agreement, it would not permit pay-
ments for new obligations. During consider-
ation of the bill a question arose concerning
whether this limitation would restrict NASA’s
ability to purchase international space station
re-supply services from U.S. companies using
Russian content, should NASA conclude that
this is necessary to meet U.S. obligations
under the space station agreement. In my
opinion, this would not be the case, assuming
the bona fides of the Russian suppliers.

In addition, the substitute text makes three
changes to the underlying law, the Iran Non-
proliferation Act of 2000. First, the Act would
henceforth be applicable to Syria, as well as
to Iran. Second, the Act would cover weapons
technology exported to other countries by Iran
and Syria (as well as weapons technology im-
ported by them). Third, “foreign persons”
would hereafter be defined to include foreign
governmental entities, in addition to individuals
and business organizations.

| consider these changes to the underlying
law to be both necessary and timely in light of
two recent developments. The first concerns
charges by the United Kingdom that either
Iran, or Iranian-backed Hezbollah, is supplying
explosives technology used by insurgents
against coalition forces in Iraq. The second is
the very troubling UN report implicating Syria
in the February 14th massive bombing assas-
sination in Beirut of former Lebanese Prime
Minister Rafik al-Hariri.

In light of NASA’s support and the enhance-
ments to United States nonproliferation inter-
ests we have made to the bill, | am optimistic
that the Senate will have little difficulty agree-
ing to this substitute text.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of S. 1713, as amended, which strength-
ens the Nation’s nonproliferation principles
and objectives while allowing NASA to meet
its operational and programmatic needs with
regard to the International Space Station
(ISS), as called for in the President’'s Vision
for Space Exploration. | am pleased to be a
cosponsor of such important legislation with
my colleagues and friends, Chairman HYDE,
Ranking Member LANTOS, Chairman BOEH-
LERT, and Congressman ROHRABACHER. This
amendment is timely. NASA must revise its
agreement and contractual arrangements with
the Russian Federal Space Agency quickly in
order to ensure uninterrupted training beyond
October 2005. The next ISS crew is scheduled
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to fly on the Russian Soyuz in April 2006. If
this amendment is not enacted, INA restric-
tions will prevent a continued presence of U.S.
crew onboard the ISS and limit U.S. presence
onboard the ISS to Space Shuttle visits. We
could lose our leadership role on the Inter-
national Space Station.

| know this amendment has been negotiated
and discussed by many of my colleagues, who
recognize the extreme importance of passing
a measure which allows NASA to continue
with its current role on the Space Station. | am
a sponsor of this legislation and, at the same
time, | have been concerned that we not be so
restrictive on NASA to prevent them from
doing their mission. S. 1713 as amended
grants NASA the authority to procure urgent
required goods and services from Russia, in-
cluding crew rescue, to allow continuing ISS
operations in the most safe and effective way
possible. Some of these goods and services
will be required from 2012 to the end of the
program’s operation. Moreover, ISS is an
operational program that continues to evolve,
requiring enough flexibility to deal with emerg-
ing issues over time. Consequently, Congress
may need to address this issue again at a
later date. We should be watchful as we move
forward that we are able to maintain the ISS
and to retain our leadership role.

As the Chairman of the House Space and
Aeronautics Subcommittee, | am mindful of
the importance of a continued American pres-
ence in space. This amendment moves in the
right direction by supporting those Russian en-
tities which are compliant, while helping to
solve near-term problems for NASA and its
international partners.

Without legislative action, NASA will have
limited access to the ISS until the U.S. Crew
Exploration Vehicle is ready to be deployed. |
urge my colleagues to pass S. 1713 as
amended as expeditiously as possible. | also
salute my colleagues for bringing this impor-
tant legislation to the floor in such a timely
manner and plan to offer my support as we
pass this legislation today in the House of
Representatives.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
speak in strong support of the amendment of-
fered by Mr. HYDE and Mr. LANTOS.

Iran and Syria remain threats to the security
and stability of the Middle East and the world
whether it is from their continued support of
terrorists to their desire to obtain unconven-
tional weapons.

Iran continues to thumb its nose to the IAEA
and the international community on its desire
to obtain nuclear weapons.

According to the British, Iran is providing
weapons to terrorists attacking coalition troops
and working hard to destabilize Irag even
though it is not in the region’s interests.

Syria keeps its border with Iraq open thus
allowing foreign fighters to illegally enter lraq
and carry out terrorists plots.

These terrorists are working against the
Iraqi people’s quest for freedom and democ-
racy.

Iran is not the only neighbor Syria has been
working hard to destabilize.

Last week, the UN released the findings of
its investigation into the assassination of
former Lebanese prime minister Rafik Hariri
and | don’t think any of us in this House were
surprised to see that they pointed a finger at
the regime of Syria’s President Bashar Assad.

Before his death the former prime minister
had become one of the most vocal opponents
of the Syrian occupation.
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This report names high level Syrian and
Lebanese government officials who plotted to
assassinate this outspoken leader.

| hope that our actions today will show
President Assad that our resolve is strong.

Mr. Speaker, Syria must change its ways
and begin to contribute to international peace
and security rather than undermine it.

| urge all my colleagues to support this im-
portant amendment.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PoE). The question is on the motion of-
fered by the gentleman from California
(Mr. ROHRABACHER) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the Senate bill,
S. 1713, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the Sen-
ate bill, as amended, was passed.

The title of the Senate bill was
amended so as to read: ‘“An Act to
make amendments to the Iran Non-
proliferation Act of 2000 related to
International Space Station payments,
and for other purposes.’’.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———
SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2005, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

————

THE CONCERN OF FARMERS AND
RANCHERS

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

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker,
tonight I rise to voice the concerns of
farmers and ranchers who struggle to
feed the world as well as their own
families. Kansans will tell you it is dif-
ficult to make a living on the farm.
Federal farm policies do not take into
account the current scenario of input
prices rising to record levels. Natural
disasters, whether it is hurricanes in
the South, in the gulf, or droughts in
the Midwest, still fall far beyond what
a farm bill or crop insurance policy can
adequately address.

As we have seen with hurricanes
Katrina and Rita, not only do such dis-
asters introduce terrible human suf-
fering and paralyze the region in which
they hit, but they also affect with
transportation bottlenecks and sky-
rocketing energy prices many others a
long way away.

Any suggestion that things are good
in ag country does not meet the reality
test. Having completed 69 town hall
meetings, one in each of the counties
that I represent, I know farmers are
greatly affected by the high cost of
fuel, fertilizer, and natural gas.

American agriculture depends on
natural gas to bring food to our tables.
We use natural gas for irrigation, for
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drying our crops, processing our food,
and, most importantly, in producing
our fertilizer.

In addition to price of natural gas
and fertilizer, the cost of diesel is a
major concern for producers. In Kan-
sas, it is estimated that the average
farmer’s fuel bill will increase $17,000
this year. Since January, diesel fuel
has increased from $1.95 a gallon to
$3.15 a gallon this month. Kansas farm-
ers say when you do the math, it just
does not pencil out.

It is easy for a Congressman to talk
about these issues, but the mail from
my Kansas farmers can better tell of
the real struggles and convey the real
story of life on the farm.

Mr. Speaker, this is a letter from a
farmer at Otis, Kansas. He gives me his
name and tells me he is a middle-age
farmer with an operation located in
western Barton and eastern Rush coun-
ties. He tells me: ‘‘The recent fuel and
fertilizer price increases are pushing
my bottom line into the red. Three
years ago I could buy a transport load
of diesel fuel for $7,800 and today the
same amount costs me $27,740, a dif-
ference of 330 percent.”

He says: “It seems as though other
industries can pass fuel expenses by
putting on fuel surcharges. However,
we are not able to do that. The Amer-
ican public is taking the farmer for
granted with the cheap quality food
that we provide. Wait until we are de-
pendent upon foreign food like we are
oil. I just hope and pray that the farm-
er can survive. Thanks for any help.”

And this from Lynette Stenzel, a
farmer in Ness City, Kansas. She tells
me she is ‘“‘extremely concerned with
rising fuel prices. It not only affects
the economic concerns on the farmer,
but our local government, schools,
churches, hospitals and even our com-
munity service organizations. More
money into the expense side of farming
leaves less on the income side to sup-
port schools, churches and help raise
funds for community projects. When
living in a rural area, the economic sit-
uation of the farmer really does affect
local bills as well.”

She tells me that her younger broth-
er, who now operates a third-genera-
tion family farm, said he felt if and
when he had to pay the same amount
for fuel as he got for a bushel of wheat,
it would be time to give up the farm. ‘I
am hoping he forgot that comment, as
that time is here. His 12-year-old son
wants to continues the family farm, so
hopefully that will be possible.”

Finally, from a farm couple in South-
west Kansas: ‘“The real America is not
in the political realm of Washington.
Real Americans cannot afford to drive
to work. They won’t be able to heat
their homes in the winter. Real Amer-
ican farmers continue to lose money
feeding the world. We need real help for
the real America.”

Mr. Speaker, we need to work to-
gether as Members of Congress, as pol-
icymakers in these very challenging
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