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transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Section 8 Housing Assist-
ance Payments Program; Contract Rent An-
nual Adjustment Factors, Fiscal Year 2000
(Notice of Revised Contract Rent Annual Ad-
justment Factors)’’ (FR–4528–N–01), received
October 19, 1999; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC–5722. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulations, Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Fair Market Rents for the
Section 8 Housing Assistance Payments Pro-
gram for Fiscal Year 2000 (Notice of Final
Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 Fair Markets Rents
(FMRs))’’ (FR–4496–N–02), received October
19, 1999; to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs.

EC–5723. A communication from the Legis-
lative and Regulatory Activities Division,
Administrator of National Banks, Comp-
troller of the Currency, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Ex-
tended Examination Cycle for U.S. Branches
and Agencies of Foreign Banks’’ (RIN3064–
AC15), received October 19, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs.
f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES
The following reports of committees

were submitted:
By Mr. CAMPBELL, from the Committee

on Indian Affairs, without amendment:
S. 1290. A bill to amend title 36 of the

United States Code to establish the Amer-
ican Indian Education Foundation, and for
other purposes (Rept. No. 106–197).

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources, with an
amendment in the nature of a substitute:

S. 624. A bill to authorize construction of
the Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water Sys-
tem in the State of Montana, and for other
purposes (Rept. No. 106–198).
f

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE

The following executive report of a
committee was submitted:

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, for the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources:

David J. Hayes, of Virginia, to be Deputy
Secretary of the Interior.

(The above nomination was reported
with the recommendation that he be
confirmed, subject to the nominee’s
commitment to respond to requests to
appear and testify before any duly con-
stituted committee of the Senate.)
f

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. CHAFEE (for himself, Mr.
CRAPO, Mr. MOYNIHAN, and Mr.
LIEBERMAN):

S. 1752. A bill to reauthorize and amend the
Coastal Barrier Resources Act; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. ABRA-
HAM, Mr. LEAHY, and Mr. KENNEDY):

S. 1753. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to provide that an
adopted alien who is less than 18 years of age
may be considered a child under such Act if
adopted with or after a sibling who is a child
under such Act; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. HATCH (for himself and Mr.
LEAHY):

S. 1754. A bill entitled the ‘‘Denying Safe
Havens to International and War Criminals
Act of 1999’’; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. BROWNBACK (for himself and
Mr. DORGAN):

S. 1755. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to regulate interstate com-
merce in the use of mobile telephones; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and
Mrs. MURRAY):

S. 1756. A bill to enhance the ability of the
National Laboratories to meet Department
of Energy missions and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. COCHRAN:
S. 1757. A bill to amend title XVIII of the

Social Security Act to improve access to
rural health care providers; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mr. COVERDELL (for himself, Mr.
DEWINE, and Mr. GRASSLEY):

S. 1758. A bill to authorize urgent support
for Colombia and front line states to secure
peace and the rule of law, to enhance the ef-
fectiveness of anti-drug efforts that are es-
sential to impending the flow of deadly co-
caine and heroin from Colombia to the
United States, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.
f

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. CHAFEE (for himself, Mr.
CRAPO, Mr. MOYNIHAN, and Mr.
LIEBERMAN):

S. 1752. A bill to reauthorize and
amend the Coastal Barrier Resources
Act; to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works.

THE COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES
REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1999

∑ Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am
here today to introduce a bill to reau-
thorize the Coastal Barrier Resources
Act (CBRA). Most people do not realize
that coastal barriers are the first line
of defense protecting the mainland
from major storms and hurricanes, and
this extremely vulnerable area is under
increasing developmental pressure.
From 1960 to 1990, the population of
coastal areas increased from 80 to 110
million and is projected to reach over
160 million by 2015. Continued develop-
ment on and around coastal barriers
place people, property and the environ-
ment at risk.

To address this problem Congress
passed CBRA in 1982. This extremely
important legislation prohibits the
Federal government from subsidizing
flood insurance, and providing other fi-
nancial assistance such as beach re-
plenishment within the Coastal Barrier
Resources System. Nothing in CBRA
prohibits development on coastal bar-
riers, it just gets the Federal govern-
ment out of the business of subsidizing
risky development.

The law proved to be so successful
that we expanded the Coastal Barrier
System in 1990 with the support of the
National Taxpayers Union, the Amer-
ican Red Cross, Coast Alliance and Tax
Payers for Common Sense, to name
just a few. The 1990 Act doubled the

size of the System to include coastal
barriers in Puerto Rico, the U.S. Virgin
Islands, the Great Lakes and additional
areas along the Atlantic and Gulf
coasts. We also allowed the inclusion of
areas that are already protected for
conservation purposes such as parks
and refuges. Currently the System is
comprised of 3 million acres and 2,500
shoreline miles.

Development of these areas decreases
their ability to absorb the force of
storms and buffer the mainland. The
devastating floods of Hurricane Floyd
are a reminder of the susceptibility of
coastal development to the power of
nature. The Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency reports that 10 major
disaster declarations were issued for
this hurricane, more than for any other
single hurricane or natural disaster. In
fact, 1999 sets a record for major dis-
aster declarations—a total of 14 in this
year alone. As the number of disaster
declarations has crept up steadily since
the 1980’s, so has the cost to taxpayers.
Congress has approved on average $3.7
billion a year in supplemental disaster
aid in the 1990’s, compared to less than
$1 billion a year in the decade prior.

Homeowners know the risk of build-
ing in these highly threatened areas.
Despite this taxpayers are continually
being asked to rebuild homes and busi-
nesses in flood-prone areas. The Na-
tional Wildlife Federation came out
with a study that found that over forty
percent of the damage payments from
the National Flood Insurance Program
go to people who have had at least one
previous claim. A New Jersey auto re-
pair shop made 31 damage claims in 15
years.

At a time when climatologists be-
lieve that Floyd and other major hurri-
canes signal the beginning of a period
of turbulent hurricane activity after
three decades of relative calm, safety
factors of continuing to develop coastal
barrier regions must also be consid-
ered. As roadway systems have not
kept up with population growth, it will
become increasingly difficult to evac-
uate coastal areas in the face of a
major storm.

Beyond the economic and safety
issues, another compelling reason to
support the Coastal Barrier Resources
Act is that it contributes to the protec-
tion of our Nation’s coastal resources.
Coastal barriers protect and maintain
the wetlands and estuaries essential to
the survival of innumerable species of
fish and wildlife. Large populations of
waterfowl and other migratory birds
depend on the habitat protected by
coastal barriers for wintering areas.
Undeveloped coastal barriers also pro-
vide unique recreational opportunities,
and deserve protection for present and
future public enjoyment.

The legislation which I am intro-
ducing today would reauthorize the
Act for eight years and make some nec-
essary changes to improve implemen-
tation. A new provision would establish
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a set of criteria for determining wheth-
er a coastal barrier is developed. Codi-
fying the criteria will make it easier
for homeowners, Congress and the Fish
and Wildlife Service to determine if an
area qualifies as an undeveloped coast-
al barrier. The legislation would also
require the Secretary of the Interior to
complete a pilot project to determine
the feasibility of creating digital
versions of the coastal barrier system
maps. Digital maps would improve the
accuracy of the older coastal barrier
maps, and make it easier for the De-
partment of Interior and homeowners
to determine where a structure is lo-
cated. Eventually, we hope that the en-
tire System can be accessed by the
Internet.

I believe that Congress should make
every effort to conserve barrier islands
and beaches. This legislation offers an
opportunity to increase protection of
coastal barriers, and at the same time,
saves taxpayers money. I urge my col-
leagues to support this legislation.∑

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr.
ABRAHAM, Mr. LEAHY, and Mr.
KENNEDY):

S. 1753. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act to provide
that an adopted alien who is less than
18 years of age may be considered a
child under such Act if adopted with or
after a sibling who is a child under
such Act; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

KEEPING IMMIGRANT SIBLINGS TOGETHER

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce a bill corresponding
to one introduced by Congressman
HORN of California and passed the
House of Representatives this week.
The intent of this bill is to allow immi-
grant orphan siblings to stay together
when being adopted by U.S. citizens.

Under current law, a U.S. citizen
may bring an immigrant child they
have adopted to the United States if
the child is under the age of 16. This
bill would allow U.S. citizens to adopt
immigrant children ages 16–17 if the
adoption would keep a group of siblings
together.

Mr. President, I agree with Mr.
HORN’s conclusion that family unity is
a frequently cited goal of our immigra-
tion policy, and this proposal would
promote that goal. Under current law,
if children are adopted by U.S. citizens
and the oldest sibling is 16 or 17, the
oldest sibling cannot come to the
United States with his or her brothers
and sisters under current law. It seems
clear to me that siblings of these
young ages ought not to be separated.

Further, foreign adoption authorities
in some cases do not allow the separa-
tion of siblings. In such cases, if a U.S.
citizen wanted to adopt a group of sib-
lings and one of them is 16 or older, the
citizen would lose the opportunity to
adopt any of them under current law.

As Mr. HORN’s analysis of the con-
sequences of this bill confirm, this bill
is unlikely to cause a significant in-
crease in immigration levels overall.

During fiscal year 1996, a total a 351
immigrant orphans older than age 9
were adopted by U.S. citizens, out of
11,316 immigrant orphans adopted by
U.S. citizens overall that year.

I thank Congressman HORN for his
leadership in this issue. I certainly
hope that we can act of this measure
before we adjourn.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of this bill be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1753
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. PROVIDING THAT AN ADOPTED

ALIEN WHO IS LESS THAN 18 YEARS
OF AGE MAY BE CONSIDERED A
CHILD UNDER THE IMMIGRATION
AND NATIONALITY ACT IF ADOPTED
WITH OR AFTER A SIBLING WHO IS A
CHILD UNDER SUCH ACT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 101(b)(1) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1101(b)(1)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (E)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘(i)’’ after ‘‘(E)’’; and
(B) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(ii) subject to the same proviso as in

clause (i), a child who (I) is a natural sibling
of a child described in clause (i) or subpara-
graph (F)(i); (II) was adopted by the adoptive
parent or parents of the sibling described in
such clause or subparagraph; and (III) is oth-
erwise described in clause (i), except that the
child was adopted while under the age of
eighteen years; or’’; and

(2) in subparagraph (F)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘(i) after ‘‘(F)’’;
(B) by striking the period at the end and

inserting ‘‘; or’’; and
(C) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(ii) subject to the same provisos as in

clause (i), a child who (I) is a natural sibling
of a child described in clause (i) or subpara-
graph (E)(i); (II) has been adopted abroad, or
is coming to the United States for adoption,
by the adoptive parent (or prospective adop-
tive parent) or parents of the sibling de-
scribed in such clause or subparagraph; and
(III) is otherwise described in clause (i), ex-
cept that the child is under the age of eight-
een at the time a petition is filed in his or
her behalf to accord a classification as an
immediate relative under section 201(b).’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS RELATING TO
NATURALIZATION.—

(1) DEFINITION OF CHILD.—Section 101(c)(1)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8
U.S.C. 1101(c)) is amended by striking ‘‘six-
teen years,’’ and inserting ‘‘sixteen years
(except to the extent that the child is de-
scribed in subparagraph (E)(ii) or (F)(ii) of
subsection (b)(1)),’’.

(2) CERTIFICATE OF CITIZENSHIP.—Section
322(a)(4) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act (8 U.S.C. 1433(a)(4)) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘16 years’’ and inserting
‘‘16 years (except to the extent that the child
is described in clause (ii) of subparagraph (E)
or (F) of section 101(b)(1))’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘subparagraph (E) or (F) of
section 101(b)(1).’’ and inserting ‘‘either of
such subparagraphs.’’.

By Mr. HATCH (for himself and Mr.
LEAHY):

S. 1754. A bill entitled ‘‘Denying Safe
Havens to International and War
Criminals Act of 1999; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

DENYING SAFE HAVENS TO INTERNATIONAL AND
WAR CRIMINALS ACT OF 1999

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President. I rise
today to introduce, along with Senator
LEAHY of Vermont, a bill titled ‘‘Deny-
ing Safe Havens to International and
War Criminals Act of 1999.’’ This is an
important measure that I hope can
move promptly through the Senate Ju-
diciary Committee and through the
Senate. The provisions contained in
this bill are crucial in combating crime
internationally. I believe that it will
give law enforcement critical tools in
more effectively pursuing fugitives and
ware criminals.

I thank my ranking member for his
work on this matter. This bill incor-
porates in title III, his own bill dealing
with war criminals and it is an impor-
tant component of this legislation.

I ask unanimous consent to include
the text of the bill in the RECORD.

[Data not available at time of print-
ing.]

∑ Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am
pleased to introduce today with Sen-
ator HATCH a bill to give United States
law enforcement agencies important
tools to help them combat inter-
national crime. The ‘‘Denying Safe
Haven to International and War Crimi-
nals Act of 1999’’ contains a number of
provisions that I have long supported.

Unfortunately, crime and terrorism
directed at Americans and American
interests abroad are part of our modern
reality. Furthermore, organized crimi-
nal activity does not recognize na-
tional boundaries. With improvements
in technology, criminals now can move
about the world with ease. They can
transfer funds with the push of a but-
ton, or use computers and credit card
numbers to steal from American citi-
zens and businesses from any spot on
the globe. They can strike at Ameri-
cans here and abroad. They can com-
mit crimes abroad and flee quickly to
another jurisdiction or country. The
playing field keeps changing, and we
need to change with it.

This bill would help make needed
modifications in our laws, not with
sweeping changes but with thoughtful
provisions carefully targeted at spe-
cific problems faced by law enforce-
ment. We cannot stop international
crime without international coopera-
tion, and this bill gives additional tools
to investigators and prosecutors to
promote such cooperation, while nar-
rowing the room for maneuver that
international criminals and terrorists
now enjoy.

I initially introduced title I, section 4
of this bill, regarding fugitive
disentitlement, on April 30, 1998, in the
‘‘Money Laundering Enforcement and
Combating Drugs in Prisons Act of
1998,’’ S. 2011, with Senators DASCHLE,
KOHL, FEINSTEIN and CLELAND. Again,
on July 14, 1998, I introduced with Sen-
ator BIDEN, on behalf of the Adminis-
tration, the ‘‘International Crime Con-
trol Act of 1998,’’ S. 2303, which con-
tains most of the provisions set forth
in this bill. Virtually all of the provi-
sions in the bill were also included in
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another major anti-crime bill, the
‘‘Safe Schools, Safe Streets, and Se-
cure Borders Act of 1998,’’ S. 2484, that
I introduced on September 16, 1998,
along with Senators DASCHLE, BIDEN,
Moseley-Braun, KENNEDY, KERRY, LAU-
TENBERG, MIKULSKI, BINGAMAN, REID,
MURRAY, DORGAN, and TORRICELLI. In
addition, Senator HATCH and I included
title II, section 1 of this bill regarding
streamlined procedures for MLAT re-
quests in our ‘‘International Crime and
Anti-Terrorism Amendments of 1998’’,
S. 2536, which passed the Senate last
October 15, 1998.

We have drawn from these more com-
prehensive bills a set of discrete im-
provements that enjoy bipartisan sup-
port so that important provisions may
be enacted promptly. Each of these
provisions has been a law enforcement
priority.

Title I sets forth important proposals
for combating international crime and
denying safe havens to international
criminals. In particular, section 1
would provide for extradition under
certain circumstances for offenses not
covered in a treaty or absent a treaty.
Treaties negotiated many years ago
specified the crimes for which extra-
dition would be allowed. Developments
in criminal activity, however, have
outpaced the ability of countries to re-
negotiate treaties to include newly de-
veloping criminal activity. Under the
bill, extradition would nevertheless
proceed as if the crime were covered by
a treaty for ‘‘serious offenses,’’ which
are defined to include crimes of vio-
lence, drug crimes, bribery of public of-
ficials, obstruction of justice, money
laundering, fraud or theft involving
over $100,000, counterfeiting over
$100,000, a conspiracy to commit any of
these crimes, and sex crimes involving
children. The section sets forth de-
tailed procedures and safeguards for
proceeding with extradition under
these circumstances.

Section 2 contains technical and con-
forming amendments.

Section 3 would give the Attorney
General authority to transfer a person
in custody in the United States to a
foreign country to stand trial where
the Attorney General, in consultation
with the Secretary of State, deter-
mines that such transfer would be con-
sistent with the international obliga-
tions of the United States. The section
also allows for the transfer of a person
in state custody in the United States
to a foreign country to stand trial after
a similar determination by the Attor-
ney General and the consent of the
State authorities. Similarly, the Attor-
ney General is authorized to request
the temporary transfer of a person in
custody in a foreign country to face
prosecution in a federal or state pro-
ceeding.

Section 4 is designed to stop drug
kingpins, terrorists and other inter-
national fugitives from using our
courts to fight to keep the proceeds of
the very crimes for which they are
wanted. Criminals should not be able

to use our courts at the same time
they are evading our laws.

Section 5 would permit the transfer
of prisoners to their home country to
serve their sentences, on a case-by-case
basis, where such transfer is provided
by treaty. Under this section, the pris-
oner need not consent to the transfer.

Section 6 would provide a statutory
basis for holding and transferring pris-
oners who are sent from one foreign
country to another through United
States airports, preventing them from
claiming asylum while they are tempo-
rarily in the United States.

Title II of the bill is designed to pro-
mote global cooperation in the fight
against international crime. Specifi-
cally, section 1 would permit United
States courts involved in multi-district
litigation to enforce mutual legal as-
sistance treaties and other agreements
to execute foreign requests for assist-
ance in criminal matters in all dis-
tricts involved in the litigation.

Section 2 outlines procedures for the
temporary transfer of incarcerated wit-
nesses. Specifically, the bill would per-
mit the United States, as a matter of
reciprocity, to send persons in custody
n the United States to a foreign coun-
ry and to receive foreign prisoners to
estify in judicial proceedings, with the
onsent of the prisoner and, where ap-
licable, the State holding the pris-
ner. A transfer may not create a plat-
orm for an application for asylum or
ther legal proceeding in the United
tates. Decisions of the Attorney Gen-
ral respecting such transfers are to be
ade in conjunction with the Sec-

etary of State.
Title III of the bill is the ‘‘Anti-
trocity Alien Deportation Act,’’ S.

235, which I introduced on July 15,
999, with Senator KOHL and is cospon-
ored by Senator LIEBERMAN. This bill
as also been introduced in the House
ith bipartisan support as H.R. 2642
nd H.R. 3058. This title of the bill
ould amend the Immigration and Na-

ionality Act to expand the grounds for
nadmissibility and deportation to
over aliens who have engaged in acts
f torture abroad. ‘‘Torture’’ is already
efined in the Federal criminal code, 18
.S.C. § 2340, in a law passed as part of

he implementing legislation for the
‘Convention Against Torture.’’ Under
his Convention, the United States has
n affirmative duty to prosecute tor-
urers within its boundaries regardless
f their respective nationalities. 18
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This legislation would also provide
statutory authorization for OSI, which
currently owes its existence to an At-
torney General order, and would ex-
pand its jurisdiction to authorize in-
vestigations, prosecutions, and re-
moval of any alien who participated in
torture and genocide abroad—not just
Nazis. The success of OSI in hunting
Nazi war criminals demonstrates the
effectiveness of centralized resources
and expertise in these cases. OSI has
worked, and it is time to update its
mission. The knowledge of the people,

politics and pathologies of particular
regimes engaged in genocide and
human rights abuses is often necessary
for effective prosecutions of these cases
and may best be accomplished by the
concentrated efforts of a single office,
rather than in piecemeal litigation
around the country or in offices that
have more diverse missions.

Unquestionably, the need to bring
Nazi war criminals to justice remains a
matter of great importance. Funds
would not be diverted from the OSI’s
current mission. Additional resources
are authorized in the bill for OSI’s ex-
panded duties.

These are important provisions that I
have advocated for some time. They
are helpful, solid law enforcement pro-
visions. I thank my friend from Utah,
Senator HATCH, for his help in making
this bill a reality. Working together,
we were able to craft a bipartisan bill
that will accomplish what all of us
want, to make America a safer and
more secure place.

I ask that the attached sectional
analysis of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

The summary follows:
DENYING SAFE HAVENS TO INTERNATIONAL AND

WAR CRIMINALS ACT OF 1999—SECTION BY
SECTION ANALYSIS

TITLE I—DENYING SAFE HAVENS TO
INTERNATIONAL CRIMINALS

Section 1. Extradition for Offenses Not
Covered by a List Treaty

This section allows the Attorney General
to seek extradition of a person for specified
crimes not covered by a treaty. Treaties ne-
gotiated many years ago specified the crimes
for which extradition would be allowed, and
developments in criminal activity have out-
paced the ability of countries to renegotiate
treaties to include newly developing crimi-
nal activity. Extradition would proceed as if
the crime were covered by treaty, and the
section sets forth detailed procedures and
safeguards. Applicable crimes include crimes
of violence, drug crimes, obstruction of jus-
tice, money laundering, fraud or theft in-
volving over $100,000, counterfeiting over
$100,000, conspiracy to commit any of these
crimes, and sex crimes involving children.

Section 2. Technical and Conforming
Amendments

This section amends related statutes to
conform with Section 1.

Section 3. Temporary Transfer of Persons in
Custody for Prosecution

This section allows a temporary transfer of
a person from another country to the United
States to stand trial where the Attorney
General, in consultation with the Secretary
of State determines that such transfer would
be consistent with the international obliga-
tions of the United States. The section also
allows for the transfer of a person in custody
in the United States to a foreign country to
stand trial after a similar determination by
the Attorney General.

Section 4. Prohibiting Fugitives From
Benefiting From Fugitive Status

This section adds a new section 2466 (Fugi-
tive Disentitlement) to Title 28 to provide
that a person cannot stay outside the United
States, avoiding extradition, and at the same
time participate as a party in a civil action
over a related civil forfeiture claim. The Su-
preme Court recently decided that a previous
judge-made rule to the same effect required
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a statutory basis. This section provides that
basis.

Section 5. Transfer of Foreign Person to
Serve Sentences in Country of Origin

This section permits transfer, on a case-by-
case basis, of prisoners to their home coun-
try where such transfer is provided by trea-
ty. Under this section the prisoner need not
consent to the transfer.

Section 6. Transit of Fugitives for
Prosecution in Foreign Countries

This section would provide a statutory
basis for holding and transferring prisoners
who are sent from one foreign country to an-
other through United States airports, at the
discretion of the Attorney General. The tem-
porary presence in the United States would
not be the basis for a claim for asylum.
TITLE II—PROMOTING GLOBAL COOPERATION IN

THE FIGHT AGAINST INTERNATIONAL CRIME

Section 1. Streamlined Procedures for
Execution of MLAT Requests

This section permits United States courts
involved in multi-district litigation to en-
force mutual legal assistance treaties and
other agreements to execute foreign requests
for assistance in criminal matters in all dis-
tricts involved in the litigation or request.

Section 2. Temporary Transfer of
Incarcerated Witnesses

This section permits the United States, as
a matter of reciprocity, to send persons in
custody in the United States to a foreign
country and to receive foreign prisoners to
testify in judicial proceedings, with the con-
sent of the prisoner and, where applicable,
the State holding the prisoner. A transfer
may not create a platform for an application
for asylum or other legal proceeding in the
United States. Decisions of the Attorney
General respecting such transfers are to be
made in conjunction with the Secretary of
State.
TITLE III—ANTI-ATROCITY ALIEN DEPORTATION

Section 1. Inadmissibility and Removability
of Aliens Who Have Committed Acts of
Torture Abroad
Currently, the Immigration and Nation-

ality Act provides that (i) participants in
Nazi persecutions during the time period
from March 23, 1933 to May 8, 1945, and (ii)
aliens who engaged in genocide, are inadmis-
sible to the United States and deportable.
See 8 U.S.C. § 1182(a)(3)(E)(i) and
§ 1227(a)(4)(D). The bill would amend these
sections of the Immigration and Nationality
Act by expanding the grounds for inadmis-
sibility and deportation to cover aliens who
have engaged in acts of torture abroad. The
United Nations’ ‘‘Convention Against Tor-
ture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading
Treatment or Punishment’’ entered into
force with respect to the United States on
November 20, 1994. This Convention, and the
implementing legislation, the Torture Vic-
tims Protection Act, 18 U.S.C. §§ 2340 et seq.,
includes the definition of ‘‘torture’’ incor-
porated in the bill and imposed an affirma-
tive duty on the United States to prosecute
torturers within its jurisdiction.

Section 2. Establishment of the Office of
Special Investigations

Attorney General Civiletti established OSI
in 1979 within the Criminal Division of the
Department of Justice, consolidating within
it all ‘‘investigative and litigation activities
involving individuals, who prior to and dur-
ing World War II, under the supervision of or
in association with the Nazi government of
Germany, its allies, and other affiliated [sic]
governments, are alleged to have ordered, in-
cited, assisted, or otherwise participated in
the persecution of any person because of
race, religion, national origin, or political

opinion.’’ (Attorney Gen. Order No. 851–79).
The OSI’s mission continues to be limited by
that Attorney General Order.

This section would amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act, 8 U.S.C. § 1103, by di-
recting the Attorney General to establish an
Office of Special Investigations within the
Department of Justice with authorization to
investigate, remove, denaturalize, or pros-
ecute any alien who has participated in tor-
ture or genocide abroad. This would expand
OSI’s current authorized mission. Additional
funds are authorized for these expanded du-
ties to ensure that OSI fulfills its continuing
obligations regarding Nazi war criminals.∑

By Mr. BROWNBACK (for himself
and Mr. DORGAN):

S. 1755. A bill to amend the Commu-
nications Act of 1934 to regulate inter-
state commerce in the use of mobile
telephones; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

THE MOBILE TELECOMMUNICATIONS SOURCING
ACT

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
rise today to introduce, on behalf of
myself and Senator DORGAN, the Mo-
bile Telecommunications Sourcing Act
of 1999. This legislation is the product
of more than a year’s worth of negotia-
tions between the Governors, cities,
State tax and local tax authorities, and
the wireless industry.

The legislation represents an historic
agreement between State and local
governments and the wireless industry
to bring sanity to the manner in which
wireless telecommunications services
are taxed.

For as long as we have had wireless
telecommunications in this country,
we have had a taxation system that is
incredibly complex for carriers and
costly for consumers. Today, there are
several different methodologies that
determine whether a taxing jurisdic-
tion may tax a wireless call.

If a call originates at a cell site lo-
cated in a jurisdiction, it may impose a
tax. If a call originates at a switch in
the jurisdiction, a tax may be imposed.
And if the billing address is in the ju-
risdiction, a tax can be imposed.

As a result, many different taxing
authorities can tax the same wireless
call. The farther you travel during a
call, the greater the number of taxes
that can be imposed upon it.

This system is simply not sustain-
able as wireless calls represent an in-
creasing portion of the total number of
calls made throughout the United
States. To reduce the cost of making
wireless calls, Senator DORGAN and I
are introducing this legislation.

The legislation would create a na-
tionwide, uniform system for the tax-
ation of wireless calls. The only juris-
dictions that would have the authority
to tax mobile calls would be the taxing
authorities of the customer’s place of
primary use, which would essentially
be the customer’s home or office.

By creating this uniform system,
Congress would be greatly simplifying
the taxation and billing of wireless
calls. The wireless industry would not
have to keep track of countless tax
laws for each wireless transaction.

State and local taxing authorities
would be relieved of burdensome audit
and oversight responsibilities without
losing the authority to tax wireless
calls. And, most importantly, con-
sumers would see reduced wireless
rates and fewer billing headaches.

The Mobile Telecommunications
Sourcing Act is a win-win-win. It’s a
win for industry, a win for government,
and a win for consumers. I thank Sen-
ator DORGAN for working with me in
crafting this bill. And, most of all, I
thank government and industry for
coming together and reaching agree-
ment on this important issue.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

[Data not available at time of print-
ing.]
∑ Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, today
my colleague Senator BROWNBACK and I
are introducing legislation that is de-
signed to address a highly complex
issue with respect the taxation of mo-
bile telecommunications service. Al-
though the issue is complex, the solu-
tion has a simple goal: to create a reli-
able and uniform method of taxation
on wireless telecommunications serv-
ices that works best for consumers.

Currently, the mobility of wireless
telecommunications services makes
the taxation by state and local juris-
dictions a complicated and expensive
task for carriers and consumers be-
cause questions arise as to whether the
tax is levied in the location in which
the call is placed or where the user re-
sides. Because this situation is difficult
to monitor, state and local jurisdic-
tions the prospects of non-compliance
and double taxation are also of con-
cern. For example, a person driving be-
tween Baltimore, Maryland and Phila-
delphia, Pennsylvania can pass through
12 separate state and local taxing juris-
dictions. In the two hours it would
take someone to make that 100 mile
drive, several phone calls could be
made under a cloud of tax ambiguity
that works for no one, not the con-
sumer, not the carrier, and not the tax-
ing jurisdictions. This scenario pre-
sents us with challenge to the tradi-
tional method of taxation in the face of
the growing popularity of mobile com-
munications systems. It is a case that
needs to be changed.

The Mobile Telecommunications
Sourcing Act is, in itself, an achieve-
ment. This legislation was developed
through 3 years of dedicated, good faith
negotiations between the industry and
state and local government organiza-
tions. Rather than allow an unwork-
able situation to continue unresolved
and rather than ignite a polemical po-
litical debate over a special interest so-
lution, the industry and several state
and local government organizations sat
down and worked out a solution that
satisfies all the stake holders. I extend
my congratulations and gratitude to
the leaders and staff members of the
organizations that participated in the
development of this consensus legisla-
tion.
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Under this legislation, a consumer’s

primary place of residence would be
designated as the taxing jurisdiction
for the purposes of taxing roaming and
other charges that are subject to state
and local taxation. This legislation
does not impose any new taxes nor does
it change the authority of state and
local governments to tax wireless serv-
ices. It does, however, provide con-
sumers with simplified billing, reduce
the chances of double taxation, pre-
serve the authority of state and local
jurisdictions to tax wireless services,
and reduce the costs of tax administra-
tion for carriers and governments. In
the end, the consumer will benefit
through this tax clarification legisla-
tion that is badly needed.

As many of my colleagues in the Sen-
ate know, I have been involved in many
battles over the years where state and
local governments have attempted to
preserve their taxation authority as
Congress has sought to preempt that
authority on behalf of some special in-
terest. I am very pleased to be in a po-
sition today to sponsor legislation
which addresses a legitimate need to
clarify and simplify state and local
taxation in a manner that works for
consumers, industry, and state and
local governments alike.

I also want to express my gratitude
to my colleague Senator BROWNBACK
for his work on this measure. I hope
that our colleagues will take note that
Senator BROWNBACK and I stand to-
gether on this consensus, bipartisan
legislation and join us to advance this
bill expeditiously.∑

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself
and Mrs. MURRAY):

S. 1756. A bill to enhance the ability
of the National Laboratories to meet
Department of Energy missions and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President,
today I’m pleased to be joined by Sen-
ator MURRAY in introducing the ‘‘Na-
tional Laboratories Partnership Im-
provement Act of 1999’’. This bill will
make it easier for our national labs to
collaborate and build strong technical
relationships with other technical or-
ganizations, particularly universities
and companies right near the labs.
That will yield two major benefits. It
will improve the labs’ ability to do
their missions, and it will promote
high tech economic growth around the
labs, thus, helping the labs as it helps
the labs’ communities.

Many of you know that making it
easier to work with our national labs is
a cause I’ve pursued for many years.
And we’ve made solid progress. The
labs are now involved in an array of
technical collaborations, usually under
cooperative research and development
agreements or CRADAs, that would
have been impossible a decade ago. In
1989, there were no CRADAs with the
Department of Energy’s national labs;
in 1998, the number was over 800.

So, we’ve come a long way. But
there’s still work to be done. It’s still

not as easy to collaborate with the na-
tional labs as it should be, nor are col-
laborations as common as they need to
be to keep our labs on the cutting edge
of science and technology. This legisla-
tion takes the next steps in that direc-
tion.

There are three fundamental ideas
running through this bill. The first is
that scientific and technical collabora-
tion with the national labs is good for
our economy and essential to the fu-
ture of the labs. The labs will be unable
to succeed in their missions unless
they can easily work with other tech-
nical institutions. Why? Because that’s
where the bulk of cutting edge tech-
nology is today. Consider the fol-
lowing. Real federal spending on R&D
peaked in 1987, but from 1987 to 1997,
national R&D grew by 20%. The federal
government was responsible for none of
that growth, and now accounts for only
about a quarter of national R&D spend-
ing. In the same period, industrial R&D
grew by over 50% and accounted for
around 95% of the growth in national
R&D. As Nobel laureate Dr. Burt Rich-
ter stated during his testimony on
DOE’s reorganization, ‘‘All of the
science needed for stockpile steward-
ship in not in the weapons labs.’’
That’s why I was so concerned with the
ability of the labs to collaborate during
the reorganization debate.

I emphasize how collaboration helps
the labs because it’s a point that’s
often missed in our discussions of tech
transfer, CRADAs, and other such
things. When legislation making it
easier to work with the labs was passed
in 1989, we were in the midst of a ‘‘com-
petitiveness crisis’’ and looking for
ways to use technology to improve our
economic performance. After all, inno-
vation is responsible for 50% or more of
our long term economic growth. With
these roots, people usually focus on
how collaborating with the labs helps
US industry by giving it access to a
treasure trove of technology and exper-
tise. For example, over a 100 new com-
panies were started around DOE tech-
nology in the last four years. And, the
fact that industry has been collabo-
rating with the labs and recently pay-
ing for a greater share of those part-
nerships is good evidence that its get-
ting something of value. The economic
benefits from these collaborations are
real and a primary reason I’ve pushed
them for many years.

But the benefits back to the labs are
real too. A recent letter from Los Ala-
mos to me stated, ‘‘Working with in-
dustry has validated our ability to pre-
dict . . . changes in materials . . ., im-
proved our ability to manufacture . . .
replacement parts with greater preci-
sion and lower cost, and enhanced our
ability to assure the safety and reli-
ability of the stockpile without test-
ing.’’

As an example, Sandia’s collabora-
tion with Goodyear Tire has helped
Goodyear produce computer simula-
tions of tires—an extremely complex
problem—and helped Sandia improve

its modeling and production of neutron
generators, a critical component of nu-
clear weapons. Technical collabora-
tions with our labs that have a clear
mission focus by the lab and a clear
business focus by the company are
good for our economy and good for the
labs’ missions.

The second fundamental idea flows
from the first. If collaborations with
the labs are beneficial, we should keep
working to make them better, faster,
and more flexible—much like the col-
laborations we see sprouting through-
out the private sector. Hence, this bill
includes provisions to:

Establish a small business advocate
at the labs charged with increasing
small business participation in lab pro-
curement and collaborative research;

Establish a technology partnership
ombudsman at the labs to ensure that
the labs are known as good faith part-
ners in their technical relationships;

Authorize DOE to use a very flexible
contracting authority called ‘‘other
transactions,’’ which was successfully
pioneered by the Defense Advanced Re-
search Projects Agency to manage
some of its collaborative projects in in-
novative ways; and

Significantly streamline the CRADA
approval process for government
owned, contractor operated labora-
tories like Sandia, allowing the labs to
handle more of the routine CRADAs
themselves, and allowing more flexi-
bility in the negotiation of intellectual
property rights—all to make CRADA’s
more attractive to industry.

The third fundamental idea that runs
through this bill is that if collabora-
tion is important to our economy and
to the success of the labs, then the
local technical institutions near the
lab—the universities and companies
that might work with the lab—matter
a great deal. We know that the envi-
ronment inside an institution, how it’s
managed, will help determine how in-
novative it is. Managing innovation is
more art than science, and that’s why
people are always visiting places like
3M.

Well, just as the internal environ-
ment affects how innovative an organi-
zation is, its external environment, the
organizations near it that might col-
laborate with it, also help determine
how innovative it is. When the tech-
nical institutions in a region form a
high quality, dynamic network, they
can meld into what’s been called a
‘‘technology cluster’’ that dramati-
cally boosts innovation and economic
growth throughout the region. We see
this most famously in places like Sil-
icon Valley, or Route 128, or Austin,
TX. In most of these places, there is a
large research university that serves as
the anchor innovator seeding the clus-
ter.

With that phenomena in mind, this
bill seeks to harness the power of tech-
nology clusters for the benefit of the
labs’ missions and the labs’ commu-
nities, with the labs as the anchor in-
novator. The bill authorizes the labs to
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work with their local communities to
foster commercially oriented tech-
nology clusters that will help them do
their job. Projects under this ‘‘Re-
gional Technology Infrastructure Pro-
gram’’ would be cost shared partner-
ships between a lab and nearby organi-
zations with the clear potential to help
the lab achieve its mission, leverage
commercial technology, and commer-
cialize lab technology. This is not
about outsourcing a lab’s functions,
but about promoting technical capa-
bilities near the lab that are commer-
cially viable and useful to the lab.
Thus, the lab gets highly competent
collaborators nearby and the region
gets high tech economic growth.

Let me give an example. Imagine a
lab that does research in optics that
has optics companies nearby. The lab
and the companies discover they both
need better training for their machin-
ists and skilled workers. So they agree
to set up and share the cost of an ad-
vanced training program for their
workers at the local community col-
lege. This is good for the workers, good
for the companies, good for the lab.
Other types of projects this program
might fund include:

Local economic surveys and strategic
planning efforts;

Technology roadmaps for local indus-
try;

Personnel exchanges among local
universities, firms, and the lab;

Lab based small business incubators
or research parks; and

Joint research programs between a
group of local firms and the lab.

We have some real life examples of
this kind of thinking in the research
parks Sandia and Los Alamos are set-
ting up to collaborate with industry
and promote economic growth. And Ar-
gonne, Idaho National Engineering and
Environmental Laboratory, and Sandia
have programs to link their technology
with venture capital, to get it into the
marketplace, which can only help ad-
vance the lab’s mission. This bill will
encourage the labs to systematically
experiment with more projects like
those.

Now, some might think that the
Internet will make proximity irrele-
vant to collaboration. But that’s not
the case, as simple observation of Sil-
icon Valley shows; it’s not been dis-
sipating, it’s been growing. Close col-
laboration will remain easier among
close neighbors, because it partly de-
pends on people who know each other
and are rooted in a community—which
is why one provision of this bill is a
study on how to ease employee mobil-
ity between the labs and nearby tech-
nical organizations. The Internet com-
plements and strengthens collabora-
tions, but is not a complete substitute
for having collaborators nearby. Thus,
even as the Internet grows in influence,
it will still make sense to harness the
power of technology clusters to help
our labs do their jobs and to promote
high tech economic growth in their
communities.

Mr. President, for many years I’ve
pushed for and supported efforts to
make it easier for our national labs to
work with industry, universities, and
other institutions. I’ve done this be-
cause I think it’s good for the science
and security missions of our labs, good
for our economy, and good for my
home state of New Mexico. I think this
bill is a comprehensive package that
will yield more of those benefits, and I
urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting it.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill, a sum-
mary, and letters of support for this
bill from the Technology Industries As-
sociation of New Mexico and the City
of Albuquerque be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[The text of the bill was not available
for printing.]

NATIONAL LABORATORIES PARTNERSHIP
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1999

SUMMARY

The National Laboratories Partnership Im-
provement Act of 1999 will build stronger
technical relationships between the Depart-
ment of Energy’s national laboratories and
other institutions, particularly those near
the labs. These relationships will help the
labs achieve their missions by leveraging the
scientific and technical resources of the pri-
vate sector and universities and will also
promote high tech economic growth around
the labs.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION

More and more of our nation’s innovation
occurs outside the federal sector. Since 1987,
around 95% of the real growth in our na-
tional R&D has come from the private sec-
tor, and none from the federal government.
Industry now funds almost 70% of our na-
tional R&D.

Scientific and technical collaborations be-
tween our national labs and other technical
institutions improve the lab’s access to the
huge pool of science, technology, and talent
outside their gates. Technical collaboration
with the national labs is both good for the
companies that do it and essential for keep-
ing the labs on the cutting edge of research.

This bill takes the next step in making it
easier for our national laboratories to work
with other institutions. In addition to im-
proving the CRADA process, the bill also fo-
cuses on improving the ‘‘regional technology
infrastructure’’ around the labs. This refers
to things like the companies, universities,
labor force, and non-profit organizations
near a lab that are not formally part of it
but that nonetheless contribute to its tech-
nical success.

Places like Silicon Valley show that when
these technical institutions form a high
quality, dynamic network, they can develop
into a ‘‘technology cluster’’ that dramati-
cally improves innovation and economic
growth throughout a region. This bill will
promote the development of technology clus-
ters around the national labs both to help
the labs harness the power of technology
clusters to achieve their missions and to
stimulate high tech economic growth around
the labs.

SECTION BY SECTION DESCRIPTION

Sec. 1–3—Titles, findings, and definitions.
Sec. 4—Regional Technology Infrastructure

Program—Authorizes the Department of En-
ergy to promote the development of tech-

nology clusters around the national labs
that will help them achieve their missions.
The idea is to foster commercially oriented,
dynamic networks of local institutions,
broadly analogous to that in Silicon Valley,
that will improve innovation and economic
growth around the labs—thereby helping the
labs as they help the labs’ communities.
Projects under this program will be competi-
tively selected, cost shared partnerships be-
tween a lab and nearby organizations.
Projects with the clear potential to help a
lab achieve its mission, leverage commercial
innovation, and commercialize lab tech-
nology will be selected. The program begins
with $1M of funding at each of the nine, large
multiprogram labs. Examples of the kinds of
projects that might be funded are: local eco-
nomic surveys and strategic planning efforts;
technology roadmaps for local industry; per-
sonnel exchanges and specialized workforce
training programs among local universities,
firms, and the lab; lab based small business
incubators or research parks; and joint re-
search programs between a group of local
firms and the lab.

Sec. 5—Small Business Advocacy and Assist-
ance—Establishes a Small Business Advocate
charged with increasing small businesses’
participation in procurements and collabo-
rative research at each of the nine, large
multiprogram labs. Authorizes the labs to
give small businesses advice to make them
better suppliers and general technical assist-
ance. For example, a lab could point them to
venture capitalists or technical partners
that would strengthen their ability to work
for the lab. Or, a small business could get
technical advice from a lab on how to fix a
product design problem. Complements Sec. 4,
but is focused directly on small businesses.

Sec. 6—Technology Partnership Ombuds-
man—Establishes an ombudsman at the nine,
large multiprogram labs to quickly and inex-
pensively resolve complaints or disputes
with the labs over technology partnerships,
patents, and licensing.

Sec. 7—Mobility of Technical Personnel—Re-
quires DOE to remove any disincentives to
technical personnel moving among the na-
tional labs. Creates a study to recommend
how to ease the movement of technical per-
sonnel between the labs and nearby industry
with the long term goal of promoting start-
ups and stronger networks of technical col-
laboration near the labs.

Sec. 8—Other Transactions—Standard gov-
ernment contracts, grants, or cooperative
agreements can be ill-suited to collaborative
projects that have a variety of actors and eq-
uities. This section gives DOE ‘‘other trans-
actions,’’ an exceptionally flexible con-
tracting authority that allows a ‘‘clean sheet
of paper’’ negotiation with non-federal orga-
nizations. Other transactions were success-
fully pioneered by the Defense Advance Re-
search Projects Agency to manage many of
its innovative relationships with industry;
more recently they’ve been adopted by the
military services and Department of Trans-
portation.

Sec. 9—Amendments to the Stevenson-Wydler
Act—The current law governing CRADAs can
make them slower to negotiate and less at-
tractive to industry than they should be.
This section amends that law to make the
negotiation process faster, more flexible, and
more attractive to industry. More specifi-
cally, this section: shortens the time federal
agencies have to review, modify, and approve
CRADAs with government owned, contractor
operated (GOCO) labs, making it the same as
that for government owned, government op-
erated labs; allows more negotiation over the
allocation of intellectual property rights de-
veloped under a CRADA; and allows federal
agencies to permit routine CRADAs to be
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simply handled by a GOCO lab by elimi-
nating extra steps now required for CRADA
with them.

TECHNOLOGY INDUSTRIES
ASSOCIATION OF NEW MEXICO,
Albuquerque, NM, October 13, 1999.

Hon. JEFF BINGAMAN,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR BINGAMAN: On behalf of the
board of directors of the Technology Indus-
tries Association of New Mexico (TIA), I am
sending this letter to express our support of
legislation you are introducing, the National
Laboratories Partnership Improvement Act
of 1999.

Members of our organization are well
aware of the benefits that already have oc-
curred via the ‘‘technology transfer’’ process
begun with the Stevenson-Wydler Act of 1980
and continuing since with various improve-
ments and changes to the original measure.
Although most of the member companies in
TIA do not engage in direct sales to or con-
tracting with the Federal government or
military a number of these companies have
benefited due to the technology transfer
process.

At least one of our TIA members was cre-
ated as a spin-off of Sandia National Labora-
tories. Some of the larger multinational
companies with divisions in New Mexico
have benefited via CRADA arrangements.
And some of our other smaller member com-
panies have been greatly aided through the
simple but effective mechanism of the tech-
nology assistance program run by Sandia.

After reviewing draft versions of your pro-
posed legislation, we particularly like two
features:

The provision that the national labora-
tories can link with private companies, rath-
er than the other way around. We think this
is important, because, as much as private
companies can and have been aided via ac-
cess to the vast R&D capabilities of the na-
tional labs, it is also important that the gov-
ernment institutions learn from private
companies those skills necessary to succeed
in the intensely competitive international
free-market economies.

The section which promotes the develop-
ment of technology clusters in the local
economies where national laboratories are
located. This strategic approach to economic
development is beginning to emerge in cen-
tral New Mexico with the help of your office
and others. We think the development of
technology clusters provides a focus for
issues and for building vertical infrastruc-
ture that often has been lacking in the pre-
vious well-meaning, but scattergun approach
to economic development.

TIA thanks you for your effort and is hope-
ful the legislation will be enacted.

Sincerely,
JOHN P. JEKOWSKI,

President.

CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE,
Albuquerque, NM, October 13, 1999.

JEFF BINGAMAN,
U.S. Senator, Hart Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR BINGAMAN: On behalf of the
citizens of Albuquerque, I want to state my
strong support of your proposed legislation,
‘‘The National Laboratories Partnership Im-
provement Act of 1999.’’ For the past 50 years
the synergy among our scientific, civic, and
educational communities and the Depart-
ment of Energy’s national laboratories has
helped to build and enhance our modern city.
While we welcome these working partner-
ships, we recognize that stronger technical
relationships between the labs, private busi-
nesses, and other nearby institutions are
needed to leverage additional resources, both

public and private, and promote high tech
economic growth at the local, regional, and
national levels.

Your leadership in the past and your thor-
ough understanding of the complex issues in-
volving tech transfer has deeply benefited
Albuquerque’s economic diversification, job
growth, and stability. This legislation pro-
vides an important and timely framework
for the future, and we look forward to work-
ing with you and your staff in whatever way
necessary to implement it. To this end, we
would hope that monies generated by the
legislation might come directly to the com-
munity, and not go to existing or proposed
lab tech transfer programs. This will enable
our business, institutional and civic leader-
ship to develop the infrastructure required
by this well-crafted, thoughtful, and far-
reaching proposal.

Sincerely,
JIM BACA,

Mayor.

By Mr. COVERDELL (for himself,
Mr. DEWINE, and Mr. GRASS-
LEY):

S. 1758. A bill to authorize urgent
support for Colombia and front line
states to secure peace and the rule of
law, to enhance the effectiveness of
anti-drug efforts that are essential to
impending the flow of deadly cocaine
and heroin from Colombia to the
United States, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, the cur-
rent situation in Colombia is a night-
mare. Embroiled in a bloody, complex,
three decade-long civil war, Colombia
is spiraling toward collapse. Since the
early 1990s, more than 35,000 Colom-
bians have lost their lives at the hands
of two well-financed, heavily-armed
guerrilla insurgency groups, along with
a competing band of ruthless para-
military operatives, hell bent on crush-
ing the group of leftist guerrillas.
Sadly, many of those killed so far have
been innocent civilians caught in the
constant cross-fire.

The American drug habit is at the
core of the Colombian crisis, with drug
users and pushers in this country sub-
sidizing the anti-democratic leftists.
Americans want drugs. The drug traf-
fickers want money. To ensure their
prosperity and to maintain a profitable
industry, the traffickers essentially
hire the guerrillas and, increasingly,
the paramilitary groups to protect
their livelihoods. Violence and insta-
bility reign. Democracy is crumbling.

That’s why, Mr. President, today,
along with my colleague Senator
COVERDELL, we are introducing the
Anti-Drug Alliance with Colombia and
the Andean Region Act of 1999. This
comprehensive bill is designed to pro-
mote peace and stability in Colombia
and the Latin American region. Our
colleague, Senator GRASSLEY also joins
us as a co-sponsor. We believe it is time
that our government work in conjunc-
tion with the government and the peo-
ple of Colombia to help lessen the
growing crisis in the region.

The problems in Colombia run deep.
There are no easy ‘‘overnight’’ solu-
tions. If we are to assist in creating

and sustaining long-term stability in
Colombia, we must commit the re-
sources to achieving that end. It is in
our national interest to support Colom-
bia in its effort to thwart further de-
stabilization. Without a strong Colom-
bia, narco-traffickers will flourish, an
abundant and steady flow of illicit
drugs will head for the United States,
one of our largest export markets in
the western hemisphere will continue
to falter, and a democratic government
will further erode.

Just a couple of weeks ago, I met
with Colombian President Pastrana
during his visit to Washington. We dis-
cussed how our two countries can work
together—in cooperation—to eliminate
drugs from our hemisphere and to
begin restoring democracy and the rule
of law in Colombia.

For more than three decades, the
Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colom-
bia, otherwise known as the FARC, and
the National Liberation Army (ELN)
have waged the longest-running guer-
rilla insurgency in Latin America.
Both rebel groups have a combined
strength of between 15,000 and 20,000
full-time guerrillas. These armed ter-
rorists control or influence up to 60%
of rural Colombia. At present, the Co-
lombian military does not appear to
have the strength and resources to
counter these menacing forces.

Well over a decade ago, the biggest
threat to stability from within our
hemisphere was communism—Soviet
and Cuban communists pushing their
anti-democratic propaganda in Central
America. We overcame that threat.
Under the Reagan and Bush Adminis-
trations, Democracy prevailed. Today,
in our hemisphere, the communists
have been replaced by drug traffickers
and the rebels they hire to protect
their lucrative industry. These drug
traffickers also are financing the
roughly 5,000 armed paramilitary com-
batants, whose self-appointed mission
is to counter the strength of the leftist
guerrillas. If we hope to have any im-
pact at all in eliminating the drugs in
our cities, in our schools, and in our
homes, we need to attack drug traf-
ficking head on—here and abroad. This
is how we can help both the people of
Colombia and the people of our own
country.

With the help of my colleagues, Sen-
ators PAUL COVERDELL, BOB GRAHAM
and CHARLES GRASSLEY, last year we
passed the Western Hemisphere Drug
Elimination Act. This was a much-
needed step toward attacking the drug
problem at its core. This Act is a $2.7
billion, three-year investment to re-
build our drug fighting capability out-
side our borders. This law is about re-
claiming the federal government’s ex-
clusive responsibility to prevent drugs
from ever reaching our borders. This
law is about building a hemisphere free
from the violent and decaying influ-
ence of drug traffickers. This is a law
about stopping drugs before they ever
reach our kids in Ohio.

This bill was necessary because the
Clinton Administration, since coming
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into office, has slashed funding levels
for international counter-narcotics ef-
forts. By turning its back for the bet-
ter part of this decade on the fight
against drugs abroad, this Administra-
tion has contributed inadvertently to
the growing strength of drug traf-
ficking organizations, as well as the
narco-terrorists in the region.

If one principle has guided American
foreign policy consistently since the
dawn of our nation, it is this: The
peace and stability of our own hemi-
sphere must come first. That certainly
has been the case throughout the last
century. The Spanish-American War,
the Cuban Missile Crisis, the democra-
tization of Central America in the
1980s, and the North American Free
Trade Agreement in the 1990s—all of
these key events were approached with
the same premise: A strong, free, and
prosperous hemisphere means a strong,
free, and prosperous United States.

Consistent with that principle, the
United States must take an active role
in seeking a peaceful, democratic Co-
lombia. That is why Senator COVER-
DELL, who just came back from Colom-
bia, and I have developed a comprehen-
sive assistance plan for Colombia. The
Alliance Act of 1999 would authorize
$1.6 billion over three years to support:
1. Alternative crop and economic devel-
opment; 2. Drug interdiction programs;
3. Human rights and rule of law pro-
grams; and 4. Military and police
counter-narcotics operations. Our plan
also contains provisions for counter-
narcotics assistance and crop alter-
native development programs for other
Latin American countries, including
Brazil, Bolivia, Peru, Panama, Ven-
ezuela, and Ecuador.

Our plan not only provides the means
to eradicate and interdict illicit drugs,
but it also provides the training and re-
sources to strengthen both the civilian
and military justice systems to pre-
serve the rule of law and democracy in
Colombia. A hemispheric commitment
to the rule of law is essential. When I
visited with Americans living in Co-
lombia during a trip to the region last
year, judicial reform was a central
focus of our discussion on ways our na-
tion can better assist Colombia. With
our plan, our government would take a
leadership role in promoting a strong
judiciary and rule of law in Colombia
by providing our own technical exper-
tise.

Our plan promotes the sanctity of
human rights and provides humani-
tarian assistance to the hundreds of
thousands of people who have been dis-
placed due to the violence and insta-
bility.

We not only focus on the economy of
Colombia, but also on the stability of
the region, as a whole. We provide sup-
port for the front-line states and call
on them and the international commu-
nity to assist and support the Govern-
ment of Colombia. This is a coopera-
tive effort to help Colombia begin to
help itself.

Our plan would monitor the assist-
ance to the Colombian security forces,

so we can be sure that this assistance
is used effectively for its intended pur-
pose and does not fall into the hands of
those who engage in gross violations of
human rights and drug trafficking.

We urge the Colombian government
to take a tough stance against the
often over-looked paramilitaries. They
are a growing part of the problem in
Colombia and should not be ignored.

Our plan is comprehensive. Our plan
is balanced. It demonstrates our com-
mitment to assisting the Government
of Colombia and our interest in work-
ing together to bring peace and secu-
rity to the hemisphere.

Mr. President, this is not an ‘‘Amer-
ica Knows Best’’ plan. We consulted
with those who are on the front-lines
in Colombia—those who know best
what Colombia needs right now. We
have talked with the Colombian gov-
ernment, including President Pastrana,
to inquire about Colombia’s specific
needs. We also have consulted with
U.S. government officials, who have
confirmed our belief that a plan for Co-
lombia must be balanced if we hope to
address the complex and dangerous ele-
ments of the current situation.

Frankly, Mr. President, it is my hope
that the Administration will pro-ac-
tively work with Congress—and most
importantly, Colombia—to turn the
tide against those seeking to under-
mine democracy in the region. We
must act now—too much is at risk to
wait any longer.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1758
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Alliance with Colombia and the Andean
Region (ALIANZA) Act of 1999’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 2. Purposes.
Sec. 3. Findings.
Sec. 4. Definitions.

TITLE I—UNITED STATES POLICY AND
PERSONNEL

Sec. 101. Statement of policy regarding sup-
port for democracy, peace, the
rule of law, and human rights
in Colombia.

Sec. 102. Requirement for a comprehensive
regional strategy to support
Colombia and the front line
states.

Sec. 103. Availability of funds conditioned
on submission of strategic plan
and application of congres-
sional notification procedures.

Sec. 104. Limitation on availability of funds.
Sec. 105. Sense of Congress on unimpeded ac-

cess by Colombian law enforce-
ment officials to all areas of
the national territory of Co-
lombia.

Sec. 106. Extradition of narcotics traf-
fickers.

Sec. 107. Additional personnel requirements
for the United States mission
in Colombia.

Sec. 108. Sense of Congress on a special coor-
dinator on Colombia.

Sec. 109. Sense of Congress on the death of
three United States citizens in
Colombia in March 1999.

Sec. 110. Sense of Congress on members of
Colombian security forces and
members of Colombian irreg-
ular forces.

TITLE II—ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED
Subtitle A—Democracy, Peace, the Rule of

Law, and Human Rights in Colombia
Sec. 201. Support for democracy, peace, the

rule of law, and human rights
in Colombia.

Sec. 202. United States emergency humani-
tarian assistance fund for inter-
nally forced displaced popu-
lation in Colombia.

Sec. 203. Investigation by Colombian Attor-
ney General of drug trafficking
and human rights abuses by ir-
regular forces and security
forces.

Sec. 204. Report on Colombian military jus-
tice.

Sec. 205. Denial of visas to and inadmis-
sibility of aliens who have been
involved in drug trafficking and
human rights violations in Co-
lombia.

Subtitle B—Eradication of Drug Production
and Interdiction of Drug Trafficking

Sec. 211. Targeting new illicit cultivation
and mobilizing the Colombian
security forces against the
narcotrafficking threat.

Sec. 212. Reinvigoration of efforts to inter-
dict illicit narcotics in Colom-
bia.

Sec. 213. Enhancement of Colombian police
and navy law enforcement ac-
tivities nationwide.

Sec. 214. Targeting illicit assets of irregular
forces.

Sec. 215. Enhancement of regional interdic-
tion of illicit drugs.

Sec. 216. Revised authorities for provision of
additional support for counter-
drug activities of Colombia and
Peru.

Sec. 217. Sense of Congress on assistance to
Brazil.

Sec. 218. Monitoring of assistance for Co-
lombian security forces.

Sec. 219. Development of economic alter-
natives to the illicit drug trade.

SEC. 2. PURPOSES.
The purposes of this Act are—
(1) to prescribe proactive measures to con-

front the threat to United States interests of
continued instability in Colombia;

(2) to defend constitutional order, the rule
of law, and human rights, which will benefit
all persons;

(3) to support the democratically elected
Government of the Republic of Colombia to
secure a firm and lasting end to the armed
conflict and lawlessness within its territory,
which now costs countless lives, threatens
regional security, and undermines effective
anti-drug efforts;

(4) to require the President to design and
implement an urgent, comprehensive, and
adequately funded plan of support for Colom-
bia and its neighbors;

(5) to authorize adequate funds to imple-
ment an urgent and comprehensive plan of
economic development and anti-drug support
for Colombia and the front line states;

(6) to authorize indispensable material,
technical, and logistical support to enhance
the effectiveness of anti-drug efforts that are
essential to impeding the flow of deadly co-
caine and heroin from Colombia to the
United States; and
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(7) to bolster the capacity of the front line

states to confront the current destabilizing
effects of the Colombia conflict and to resist
illicit narcotics trafficking activities that
may seek to elude enhanced law enforcement
efforts in Colombia.
SEC. 3. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:
(1) The armed conflict and resulting law-

lessness in Colombia present a clear and
present danger to the security of the front
line states, to law enforcement efforts in-
tended to impede the flow of cocaine and
heroin, and, therefore, to the well-being of
the people of the United States.

(2) Colombia is a democratic country fight-
ing multiple wars, against the Colombian
Revolutionary Armed Forces (FARC), the
National Liberation Army (ELN), para-
military organizations, and international
narcotics trafficking kingpins.

(3) With 34 percent of world terrorist acts
committed there, Colombia is the world’s
third most dangerous country in terms of po-
litical violence.

(4) Colombia is the world’s kidnapping cap-
ital of the world with 2,609 kidnappings re-
ported in 1998 and 513 reported in the first
three months of 1999.

(5) In 1998 alone, 308,000 Colombians were
internally displaced in Colombia. During the
last decade, 35,000 Colombians have been
killed.

(6) The FARC and the ELN are the two
main guerrilla groups that have waged the
longest-running anti-government insurgency
in Latin America.

(7) The FARC and the ELN engage in sys-
tematic extortion through the abduction of
United States citizens, have murdered
United States citizens, profit from the ille-
gal drug trade, and engage in systematic and
indiscriminate crimes, including kidnapping,
torture, and murder, against Colombian ci-
vilian and security forces.

(8) The FARC and the ELN have targeted
United States Government personnel, pri-
vate United States citizens, and United
States business interests.

(9) In March 1999, the FARC murdered
three kidnapped United States human rights
workers near the international border be-
tween Colombia and Venezuela.

(10) The Colombian rebels are estimated to
have a combined strength of 10,000 to 20,000
full-time guerrillas, and they have initiated
armed action in nearly 700 of the country’s
1,073 municipalities and control or influence
roughly 60 percent of rural Colombia.

(11) The Government of Colombia has re-
covered 5,000 new AK–47s from guerrilla
caches in 1 month, and the FARC has plotted
to use $3,000,000 in funds earned from drug
trafficking to buy 30,000 AK–47s.

(12) Although the Colombian Army has
122,000 soldiers, there are no more than 40,000
soldiers available for offensive combat oper-
ations.

(13) Colombia faces the threat of an esti-
mated 5,000 armed persons who comprise
paramilitary organizations, who engage in
lawless acts and undermine the peace proc-
ess.

(14) Paramilitary organizations profit from
the illegal drug trade and engage in system-
atic and indiscriminate crimes, including ex-
tortion, kidnapping, torture, and murder,
against Colombian civilians.

(15) The conflict in Colombia is creating
instability along its borders with neigh-
boring countries, Ecuador, Panama, Peru,
and Venezuela, several of which have de-
ployed forces to their border with Colombia.

(16) Coca production has increased 28 per-
cent in Colombia since 1998, and already 75
percent of the world’s cocaine and 75 percent
of the heroin seized in the northeast United
States is of Colombian origin.

(17) The first 900-soldier Counternarcotics
Battalion has been established within the
Colombian Army with training and logistical
support of the United States military and
the Department of State international nar-
cotics and law enforcement program, and it
will be ready for deployment in areas of new
illicit coca cultivation in southern Colombia
by November 1999.

(18) In response to serious human rights
abuse allegations by the Colombian military,
the Government of Colombia has dismissed
alleged abusers and undertaken military re-
forms, and, while the Colombian military
was implicated in 50 percent of human rights
violations in 1995, by 1998, the number of in-
cidents attributed to the military plum-
meted to 4–6 percent.

(19) The Government of Colombia has con-
victed 240 members of the military and po-
lice accused of human rights violations.

(20) In 1998, two-way trade between the
United States and Colombia was more than
$11,000,000,000, making the United States Co-
lombia’s number one trading partner and Co-
lombia the fifth largest market for United
States exports in the region.

(21) Colombia is experiencing a historic
economic recession, with unemployment ris-
ing to approximately 20 percent in 1999 after
40 years of annual economic growth aver-
aging 5 percent per year.

(22) The Colombian judicial system is inef-
ficient and ineffective in bringing to justice
those who violate the rule of law.

(23) The FARC continue to press for an ex-
change of detained rebels, which, if granted,
will enable the FARC to increase its man-
power in the short term by as many as 4,000
combatants.

(24) The Drug Enforcement Administration
has reported that the Colombian irregular
forces are involved in drug trafficking and
that certain irregular forces leaders have be-
come major drug traffickers.
SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—Except as provided in section 218, the
term ‘‘appropriate congressional commit-
tees’’ means—

(A) the Committee on Appropriations and
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate; and

(B) the Committee on Appropriations and
the Committee on International Relations of
the House of Representatives.

(2) FRONT LINE STATES.—The term ‘‘front
line states’’ means Bolivia, Brazil, Ecuador,
Panama, Peru, and Venezuela.

(3) ILLICIT DRUG TRAFFICKING.—The term
‘‘illicit drug trafficking’’ means illicit traf-
ficking in narcotic drugs, psychotropic sub-
stances, and other controlled substances (as
defined in section 102(6) of the Controlled
Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 802(6)), as such ac-
tivities are described by any international
narcotics control agreement to which the
United States is a signatory, or by the do-
mestic law of the country in whose territory
or airspace the interdiction is occurring.

(4) IRREGULAR FORCES.—The term ‘‘irreg-
ular forces’’ means irregular armed groups
engaged in illegal activities, including the
Colombia Revolutionary Armed Forces
(FARC), the National Liberation Army
(ELN), and paramilitary organizations.

TITLE I—UNITED STATES POLICY AND
PERSONNEL

SEC. 101. STATEMENT OF POLICY REGARDING
SUPPORT FOR DEMOCRACY, PEACE,
THE RULE OF LAW, AND HUMAN
RIGHTS IN COLOMBIA.

It shall be the policy of the United
States—

(1) to support the democratically elected
Government of the Republic of Colombia in

its efforts to secure a firm and lasting end to
the armed conflict and lawlessness within its
territory, which now costs countless lives,
threatens regional security, and undermines
effective anti-drug efforts;

(2) to insist that the Government of Colom-
bia complete urgent reform measures in-
tended to open its economy fully to foreign
investment and commerce, particularly in
the petroleum industry, as a path toward
economic recovery and self-sufficiency;

(3) to promote the protection of human
rights in Colombia by conditioning assist-
ance to security forces on respect for all
internationally recognized human rights;

(4) to support Colombian authorities in
strengthening judicial systems and inves-
tigative capabilities to bring to justice any
person against whom there exists credible
evidence of gross violations of human rights;

(5) to expose the lawlessness and gross
human rights violations committed by irreg-
ular forces in Colombia; and

(6) to mobilize international support for
the democratically elected Government of
the Republic of Colombia so that that gov-
ernment can resist making unilateral con-
cessions that undermine the credibility of
the peace process.
SEC. 102. REQUIREMENT FOR A COMPREHENSIVE

REGIONAL STRATEGY TO SUPPORT
COLOMBIA AND THE FRONT LINE
STATES.

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 60
days after the date of enactment of this Act,
the President shall submit to the appro-
priate congressional committees and the
Caucus on International Narcotics Control of
the Senate a report on the current United
States policy and strategy regarding United
States counternarcotics assistance for Co-
lombia and the front line states.

(b) REPORT ELEMENTS.—The report re-
quired by subsection (a) shall address the fol-
lowing:

(1) The primary and second priorities of
the United States in its relations with Co-
lombia and the front line states that are the
source of most of the illicit narcotics enter-
ing the United States.

(2) The actions required of the United
States to support and promote such prior-
ities.

(3) A schedule for implementing actions in
order to meet such priorities.

(4) The role of the United States in the ef-
forts of the Government of Colombia to deal
with illegal drug production in Colombia.

(5) The role of the United States in the ef-
forts of the Government of Colombia to deal
with the insurgency in Colombia.

(6) The role of the United States in the ef-
forts of the Government of Colombia to deal
with irregular forces in Colombia.

(7) How the strategy with respect to Co-
lombia relates to the United States strategy
for the front line states.

(8) How the strategy with respect to Co-
lombia relates to the United States strategy
for fulfilling global counternarcotics goals.

(9) A strategy and schedule for providing
urgent material, technical, and logistical
support to Colombia and the front line states
in order to defend the rule of law and to
more effectively impede the cultivation, pro-
duction, transit, and sale of illicit narcotics.
SEC. 103. AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS CONDITIONED

ON SUBMISSION OF STRATEGIC
PLAN AND APPLICATION OF CON-
GRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION PROCE-
DURES.

Funds made available to carry out this Act
shall only be made available—

(1) upon submission to Congress by the
President of the plan required by section 102;
and

(2) in accordance with the procedures ap-
plicable to reprogramming notifications
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under section 634A of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2394–1).
SEC. 104. LIMITATION ON AVAILABILITY OF

FUNDS.
(a) INELIGIBILITY OF UNITS OF SECURITY

FORCES FOR ASSISTANCE.—The same restric-
tions contained in section 568 of the Foreign
Operations, Export Financing, and Related
Programs Appropriations Act, 1999 (as con-
tained in section 101(d) of division A of Pub-
lic Law 105–277) and section 8130 of Public
Law 105–262 that apply to the availability of
funds under those Acts shall apply to the
availability of funds under this Act.

(b) ADDITIONAL RESTRICTIONS..—In addition
to the application of the restrictions de-
scribed in subsection (a), those restrictions
shall apply with respect to the availability
of funds for a unit of the security forces of
Colombia if the Secretary of State reports to
Congress that credible evidence exists that a
member of that unit has provided material
support to irregular forces in Colombia or to
any criminal narcotics trafficking syndicate
that operates in Colombia. The Secretary of
State may detail such evidence in a classi-
fied annex to any such report, if necessary.
SEC. 105. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON UNIMPEDED

ACCESS BY COLOMBIAN LAW EN-
FORCEMENT OFFICIALS TO ALL
AREAS OF THE NATIONAL TERRI-
TORY OF COLOMBIA.

It is the sense of Congress that the effec-
tiveness of United States anti-drug assist-
ance to Colombia depends on the ability of
law enforcement officials of that country
having unimpeded access to all areas of the
national territory of Colombia for the pur-
poses of carrying out the interdiction of ille-
gal narcotics and the eradication of illicit
crops.
SEC. 106. EXTRADITION OF NARCOTICS TRAF-

FICKERS.
(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of

Congress that the Government of Colombia
and the governments of the front line states
should take effective steps to prevent the
creation of a safe haven for narcotics traf-
fickers by ensuring that narcotics traffickers
indicted in the United States are promptly
arrested, prosecuted, and sentenced to the
maximum extent of the law and, upon the re-
quest of the United States Government, ex-
tradited to the United States for trial for
their egregious offenses against the security
and well-being of the people of the United
States.

(b) REPORTS.—Not later than six months
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
and every six months thereafter, the Sec-
retary of State shall submit to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations and the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary of the Senate and
the Committee on International Relations
and the Committee on the Judiciary of the
House of Representatives a report setting
forth—

(1) a list of the persons whose extradition
has been requested from Colombia or the
front line states, indicating those persons
who—

(A) have been surrendered to the custody
of United States authorities;

(B) have been detained by authorities of
Colombia or a front line state and who are
being processed for extradition;

(C) have been detained by the authorities
of Colombia or a front line state and who are
not yet being processed for extradition; or

(D) are at large;
(2) a determination whether or not au-

thorities of Colombia and the front line
states are making good faith efforts to en-
sure the prompt extradition of each of the
persons sought by United States authorities;
and

(3) an analysis of—
(A) any legal obstacles in the laws of Co-

lombia and of the front line states to the

prompt extradition of persons sought by
United States authorities; and

(B) the steps taken by authorities of the
United States and the authorities of each
such state to remove such obstacles.
SEC. 107. ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL REQUIRE-

MENTS FOR THE UNITED STATES
MISSION IN COLOMBIA.

(a) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than
60 days after the date of enactment of this
Act, the President shall submit to the appro-
priate congressional committees a report de-
tailing the additional personnel require-
ments of the United States Mission in Co-
lombia that are necessary to implement this
Act.

(b) FUNDING OF REPORT RECOMMENDA-
TIONS.—

(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—In addition to amounts

otherwise available for such purpose, there
are authorized to be appropriated to the rel-
evant departments and agencies of the
United States for the period beginning Octo-
ber 1, 1999, and ending September 30, 2002,
such sums as may be necessary to pay the
salaries of such number of additional per-
sonnel as are recommended in the report re-
quired by subsection (a).

(B) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Amounts ap-
propriated pursuant to subparagraph (A) are
authorized to remain available until ex-
pended.

(2) ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL DEFINED.—In
paragraph (1), the term ‘‘additional per-
sonnel’’ means the number of personnel
above the number of personnel employed in
the United States Mission in Colombia as of
the date of enactment of this Act.
SEC. 108. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON A SPECIAL CO-

ORDINATOR ON COLOMBIA.
It is the sense of Congress that the Presi-

dent should designate a special coordinator
on Colombia with sufficient authority—

(1) to coordinate interagency efforts to pre-
pare and implement a comprehensive re-
gional strategy to support Colombia and the
front line states;

(2) to advocate within the executive branch
adequate funding for and urgent delivery of
assistance authorized by this Act; and

(3) to coordinate diplomatic efforts to
maximize international political and finan-
cial support for Colombia and the front line
states.
SEC. 109. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE DEATH

OF THREE UNITED STATES CITIZENS
IN COLOMBIA IN MARCH 1999.

It is the sense of Congress that the Govern-
ment of Colombia should resolve the case of
the three United States citizens killed in Co-
lombia in March 1999 and bring to justice
those involved in this atrocity.
SEC. 110. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON MEMBERS OF

COLOMBIAN SECURITY FORCES AND
MEMBERS OF COLOMBIAN IRREG-
ULAR FORCES.

It is the sense of Congress that—
(1) any links between members of Colom-

bian irregular forces and members of Colom-
bian security forces are deeply troubling and
clearly counterproductive to the effort to
combat drug trafficking and the prevention
of human rights violations; and

(2) the involvement of Colombian irregular
forces in drug trafficking and in systematic
terror campaigns targeting the noncombat-
ant civilian population is deplorable and
contrary to United States interests and pol-
icy.

TITLE II—ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED
Subtitle A—Democracy, Peace, the Rule of

Law, and Human Rights in Colombia
SEC. 201. SUPPORT FOR DEMOCRACY, PEACE,

THE RULE OF LAW, AND HUMAN
RIGHTS IN COLOMBIA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The President is author-
ized to support programs and activities to

advance democracy, peace, the rule of law,
and human rights in Colombia, including—

(1) the deployment of international observ-
ers, upon the request of the Government of
Colombia, to monitor compliance with any
peace initiative of the Government of Colom-
bia;

(2) support for credible, internationally
recognized independent nongovernmental
human rights organizations working in Co-
lombia;

(3) support for the Human Rights Unit of
the Attorney General of Colombia;

(4) to enhance the rule of law through
training of judges, prosecutors, and other ju-
dicial officials and through a witness protec-
tion program;

(5) to improve police investigative training
and facilities and related civilian police ac-
tivities; and

(6) to strengthen a credible military justice
system, including technical support by the
United States Judge Advocate General, and
strengthen existing human rights monitors
within the ranks of the military.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to amounts

otherwise available for such purpose, there is
authorized to be appropriated to the Presi-
dent $100,000,000 for the period beginning Oc-
tober 1, 1999, and ending September 30, 2002,
to carry out subsection (a).

(2) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Amounts ap-
propriated pursuant to paragraph (1) are au-
thorized to remain available until expended.
SEC. 202. UNITED STATES EMERGENCY HUMANI-

TARIAN ASSISTANCE FUND FOR IN-
TERNALLY FORCED DISPLACED
POPULATION IN COLOMBIA.

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.— It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) the United States Government should
provide assistance to forcibly displaced per-
sons in Colombia; and

(2) the Government of Colombia should
support the return of the forcibly displaced
to their homes only when the safety of civil-
ians is fully assured and they return volun-
tarily.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 60 days after
the date of enactment of the Act, the Sec-
retary of State shall submit to the appro-
priate congressional committees a report
containing an examination of the options
available to address the needs of the inter-
nally displaced population of Colombia.

(c) AUTHORIZATION TO PROVIDE ASSIST-
ANCE.—The President is authorized—

(1) to provide assistance to the internally
displaced population of Colombia; and

(2) to assist in the temporary resettlement
of the internally displaced Colombians.

(d) FUNDING.—Amounts authorized to be
appropriated by section 201(b) shall be avail-
able to the President for purposes of activi-
ties under subsection (c).
SEC. 203. INVESTIGATION BY COLOMBIAN ATTOR-

NEY GENERAL OF DRUG TRAF-
FICKING AND HUMAN RIGHTS
ABUSES BY IRREGULAR FORCES
AND SECURITY FORCES.

(a) AUTHORITY.—The President is author-
ized to support efforts by the Attorney Gen-
eral of Colombia—

(1) to investigate and prosecute members
of Colombian irregular forces involved in the
production or trafficking in illicit drugs;

(2) to investigate and prosecute members
of Colombian security forces involved in the
production or trafficking in illicit drugs;

(3) to investigate and prosecute members
of Colombian irregular forces involved in
gross violations of internationally recog-
nized human rights; and

(4) to investigate and prosecute members
of Colombian security forces involved in
gross violations of internationally recog-
nized human rights.
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(b) FUNDING.—Amounts authorized to be

appropriated by section 201(b) shall be avail-
able to the President for purposes of activi-
ties under subsection (a).
SEC. 204. REPORT ON COLOMBIAN MILITARY JUS-

TICE.
(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 90

days after the date of enactment of this Act,
the Secretary of State shall submit to the
appropriate congressional committees a re-
port examining the efforts to strengthen and
reform the military justice system of Colom-
bia and making recommendations for direct-
ing assistance authorized by this Act for
that purpose.

(b) REPORT ELEMENTS.—The report re-
quired by subsection (a) shall contain the
following:

(1) A review of the laws, regulations, direc-
tives, policies, and practices of the military
justice system of Colombia, including spe-
cific military reform measures being consid-
ered and implemented.

(2) An assessment of the extent to which
the laws, regulations, directives, policies,
practices, and reforms relating to the mili-
tary justice system have been effective in
preventing and punishing human rights vio-
lations, irregular forces, and
narcotrafficking ties.

(3) Recommendations for the measures
necessary to strengthen and improve the ef-
fectiveness and enhance the credibility of
the military justice system of Colombia.
SEC. 205. DENIAL OF VISAS TO AND INADMIS-

SIBILITY OF ALIENS WHO HAVE
BEEN INVOLVED IN DRUG TRAF-
FICKING AND HUMAN RIGHTS VIO-
LATIONS IN COLOMBIA.

(a) GROUNDS FOR DENIAL OF VISAS AND IN-
ADMISSIBILITY.—Except as provided in sub-
section (b), the Secretary of State shall deny
a visa to, and the Attorney General shall not
admit to the United States, any alien who
the Secretary of State has credible evidence
is a person who—

(1) is or was an illicit trafficker in any con-
trolled substance or has knowingly aided,
abetted, conspired, or colluded with others in
the illicit trafficking in any controlled sub-
stance in Colombia; or

(2) ordered, carried out, or materially as-
sisted in gross violations of internationally
recognized human rights in Colombia.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—
(1) GROUNDS FOR EXCEPTION.—Subsection

(a) does not apply in any case in which—
(A) the Secretary of State finds, on a case

by case basis, that—
(i) the entry into the United States of the

person who would otherwise be denied a visa
or not admitted under this section is nec-
essary for medical reasons; or

(ii) the alien has cooperated fully with the
investigation of human rights violations; or

(B) the Attorney General of the United
States determines, on a case-by-case basis,
that admission of the alien to the United
States is necessary for law enforcement pur-
poses.

(2) CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION.—When-
ever an alien described in subsection (a) is
issued a visa pursuant to paragraph (1) or ad-
mitted to the United States pursuant to
paragraph (2), the Secretary of State or the
Attorney General, as appropriate, shall no-
tify in writing the Committee on Foreign
Relations of the Senate and the Committee
on International Relations of the House of
Representatives of such action.

(c) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—
(1) LIST OF THE UNITED STATES CHIEF OF MIS-

SION.—The United States chief of mission to
Colombia shall transmit to the Secretary of
State a list of those individuals who have
been credibly alleged to have carried out
drug trafficking and human rights violations
described in paragraphs (1) and (2) of sub-
section (a).

(2) TRANSMITTAL BY SECRETARY OF STATE.—
Not later than three months after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of
State shall submit the list prepared under
paragraph (1) to the Committee on Foreign
Relations of the Senate and the Committee
on International Relations of the House of
Representatives.

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
(1) CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE.—The term

‘‘controlled substance’’ has the meaning
given the term in section 102(6) of the Con-
trolled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 802(6)).

(2) HUMAN RIGHTS.—The term ‘‘human
rights violations’’ means gross violations of
internationally recognized human rights
within the meaning of sections 116 and 502B
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961.

Subtitle B—Eradication of Drug Production
and Interdiction of Drug Trafficking

SEC. 211. TARGETING NEW ILLICIT CULTIVATION
AND MOBILIZING THE COLOMBIAN
SECURITY FORCES AGAINST THE
NARCOTRAFFICKING THREAT.

(a) AUTHORITY.—The President is author-
ized to support programs and activities by
the Government of Colombia, including its
security forces, to target eradication and law
enforcement activities in areas of new cul-
tivation of coca and opium poppy,
including—

(1) material support and technical assist-
ance to aid the training, outfitting, deploy-
ment, and operations of not less than three
counterdrug battalions of the Army of Co-
lombia;

(2) to support the acquisition of up to 15
UH–60 helicopters or comparable transport
helicopters, including spare parts, mainte-
nance services and training, or aircraft up-
grade kits for the Army of Colombia;

(3) communications and intelligence train-
ing and equipment for the Army and Navy of
Colombia;

(4) additional aircraft for the National Po-
lice of Colombia to enhance its eradication
efforts and to support its joint operations
with the military of Colombia; and

(5) not less than $10,000,000 to support the
urgent development of an application of nat-
urally occurring and ecologically sound
methods of eradicating illicit crops.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to amounts

otherwise available for such purpose, there is
authorized to be appropriated $540,000,000 for
the period beginning October 1, 1999, and end-
ing September 30, 2002, to carry out sub-
section (a).

(c) SENSE OF CONGRESS RELATING TO ERADI-
CATION.—It is the sense of Congress that the
Government of Colombia should commit
itself immediately to the urgent develop-
ment and application of naturally occurring
and ecologically sound methods for eradi-
cating illicit crops.
SEC. 212. REINVIGORATION OF EFFORTS TO

INTERDICT ILLICIT NARCOTICS IN
COLOMBIA.

(a) AUTHORITY.—The President is author-
ized to support programs and activities by
the Government of Colombia, including its
security forces, to reinvigorate a nationwide
program to interdict shipments of illicit
drugs in Colombia, including—

(1) the acquisition of additional airborne
and ground-based radar;

(2) the acquisition of airborne intelligence
and surveillance aircraft for the Colombian
Army;

(3) the acquisition of additional aerial re-
fueling aircraft and fuel; and

(4) the construction of remote airfields.
(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to amounts

otherwise available for such purpose, there is
authorized to be appropriated to the Presi-

dent $200,000,000 for the period beginning Oc-
tober 1, 1999, and ending September 30, 2002,
to carry out subsection (a).

(2) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Amounts ap-
propriated pursuant to paragraph (1) are au-
thorized to remain available until expended.
SEC. 213. ENHANCEMENT OF COLOMBIAN POLICE

AND NAVY LAW ENFORCEMENT AC-
TIVITIES NATIONWIDE.

(a) AUTHORITY.—The President is author-
ized to support programs and activities by
the Government of Colombia, including its
security forces, to support anti-drug law en-
forcement activities by the National Police
and Navy of Colombia nationwide,
including—

(1) acquisition of transport aircraft, spare
engines, and other parts, additional UH–1H
upgrade kits, forward-looking infrared sys-
tems, and other equipment for the National
Police of Colombia;

(2) training and operation of specialized
vetted units of the National Police of Colom-
bia;

(3) construction of additional bases for the
National Police of Colombia near its na-
tional territorial borders; and

(4) acquisition of 16 patrol aircraft, 4 heli-
copters, forward-looking infrared systems,
and patrol boats to support for the nation-
wide riverine and coastal patrol capabilities
of the Navy of Colombia.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to amounts

otherwise available for such purpose, there is
authorized to be appropriated to the Presi-
dent $205,000,000 for the period beginning Oc-
tober 1, 1999, and ending September 30, 2002,
to carry out subsection (a).

(2) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Amounts ap-
propriated pursuant to paragraph (1) are au-
thorized to remain available until expended.
SEC. 214. TARGETING ILLICIT ASSETS OF IRREG-

ULAR FORCES.
(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF TASK FORCE.—Not

later than three months after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Secretary of the
Treasury, in coordination with the Director
of the Office of National Drug Control Pol-
icy, Attorney General, Secretary of State,
and Director of Central Intelligence, shall
establish a task force to identify assets of ir-
regular forces that operate in Colombia for
the purpose of imposing restrictions on
transactions by such forces using the Presi-
dent’s authority under the International
Emergency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C.
1701).

(b) REPORT ON ASSETS OF IRREGULAR
FORCES.—Not later than 12 months after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary
of the Treasury shall submit to Congress a
report on measures taken in compliance with
this section and recommend measures to tar-
get the unlawfully obtained assets of irreg-
ular forces that operate in Colombia.
SEC. 215. ENHANCEMENT OF REGIONAL INTER-

DICTION OF ILLICIT DRUGS.
(a) AUTHORITY.—The President is author-

ized to support programs and activities by
the United States Government, the Govern-
ment of Colombia, and the governments of
the front line states to enhance interdiction
of illicit drugs in that region.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—In
addition to amounts otherwise available for
such purposes, there is authorized to be ap-
propriated to the President $410,000,000 for
the period beginning October 1, 1999, and end-
ing September 30, 2002, to carry out sub-
section (a), of which amount—

(1) up to $325,000,000 shall be available for
material support and other costs by United
States Government agencies to support re-
gional interdiction efforts, of which—

(A) not less than $60,000,000 shall be avail-
able for the Drug Enforcement Administra-
tion;
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(B) not less than $40,000,000 shall be avail-

able for regional intelligence activities; and
(C) not less than $30,000,000 for the acquisi-

tion of surveillance and reconnaissance air-
craft for use by the United States Southern
Command primarily for detection and moni-
toring in support of the interdiction of illicit
drugs; and

(2) up to $85,000,000 shall be available for
the governments of the front line states to
increase the effectiveness of regional inter-
diction efforts.

(c) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Amounts ap-
propriated pursuant to subsection (b) are au-
thorized to remain available until expended.

(d) LIMITATION ON AVAILABILITY OF
FUNDS.—Funds made available to carry out
this section may be made available to a front
line state only after the President deter-
mines and certifies to the appropriate con-
gressional committees that such state is co-
operating fully with regional and bilateral
aerial and maritime narcotics efforts or is
taking extraordinary and effective measures
on its own to impede suspicious aircraft or
maritime vessels through its territory. A de-
termination and certification with respect to
a front line state under this subsection shall
be effective for not more than 12 months.
SEC. 216. REVISED AUTHORITIES FOR PROVISION

OF ADDITIONAL SUPPORT FOR
COUNTER-DRUG ACTIVITIES OF CO-
LOMBIA AND PERU.

Section 1033 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1998 (Public
Law 105–85) is amended—

(1) in the first sentence of subsection (a),
by inserting before the period at the end the
following: ‘‘, including but not limited to
riverine counter-drug activities’’;

(2) in subsection (c), by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(4) The operating costs of equipment of
the government that is used for counter-drug
activities.’’; and

(3) in subsection (e)(2), by striking ‘‘any of
the fiscal years 1999 through 2002’’ and in-
serting ‘‘the fiscal year 1999 and may not ex-
ceed $75,000,000 during the fiscal years 2000
through 2002’’.
SEC. 217. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON ASSISTANCE

TO BRAZIL.
It is the sense of Congress that the Presi-

dent should—
(1) review the nature of the cooperation be-

tween the United States and Brazil in coun-
ternarcotics activities;

(2) recognize the extraordinary threat that
narcotics trafficking poses to the national
security of Brazil and to the national secu-
rity of the United States;

(3) support the efforts of the Government
of Brazil to control drug trafficking in and
through the Amazon River basin;

(4) share information with Brazil on nar-
cotics interdiction in accordance with sec-
tion 1012 of the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 1995 (22 U.S.C. 2291–
4) in light of the enactment of legislation by
the Congress of Brazil that—

(A) authorizes appropriate personnel to
damage, render inoperative, or destroy air-
craft within Brazil territory that are reason-
ably suspected to be engaged primarily in
trafficking in illicit narcotics; and

(B) contains measures to protect against
the loss of innocent life during activities re-
ferred to in subparagraph (A), including an
effective measure to identify and warn air-
craft before the use of force; and

(5) issue a determination outlining the
matters referred to in paragraphs (1) through
(4) in order to prevent any interruption in
the provision by the United States of critical
operational, logistical, technical, adminis-
trative, and intelligence assistance to Brazil.
SEC. 218. MONITORING OF ASSISTANCE FOR CO-

LOMBIAN SECURITY FORCES.
(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to amounts
otherwise available for such purpose, there is
authorized to be appropriated for the Depart-
ment of Defense and the Department of
State for each of fiscal years 2000, 2001, and
2002 an amount not to exceed the amount
equal to one percent of the total security as-
sistance for the Colombian armed forces for
such fiscal year for purposes of monitoring
the use of United States assistance by the
Colombian armed forces, including moni-
toring to ensure compliance with the provi-
sions of this Act and the provisions of sec-
tion 568 of the Foreign Operations, Export
Financing, and Related Programs Appropria-
tions Act, 1999 (as contained in Public Law
105–277; 112 Stat. 2681–195) and section 8130 of
the Department of Defense Appropriations
Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–262; 112 Stat. 2335).

(2) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Amounts ap-
propriated pursuant to paragraph (1) are au-
thorized to remain available until expended.

(b) REPORTS.—Not later than six months
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
and every six months thereafter, the Sec-
retary of Defense and the Secretary of State
shall jointly submit to the appropriate con-
gressional committees a report on the moni-
toring activities undertaken using funds au-
thorized to be appropriated by subsection (a)
during the six-month period ending on the
date of such report.

(c) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES DEFINED.—In this section, the term
‘‘appropriate congressional committees’’
means the following:

(1) The Committees on Appropriations,
Armed Services, and Foreign Relations of
the Senate.

(2) The Committees on Appropriations,
Armed Services, and International Relations
and the Permanent Select Committee on In-
telligence of the House of Representatives.
SEC. 219. DEVELOPMENT OF ECONOMIC ALTER-

NATIVES TO THE ILLICIT DRUG
TRADE.

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress—

(1) to recognize the importance of well-con-
structed programs for the development of
economic alternatives to the illicit drug
trade in order to encourage growers to cease
illicit crop cultivation; and

(2) to stress the need to link enforcement
efforts with verification efforts in order to
ensure that assistance under such programs
does not become a form of income supple-
ment to the growers of illicit crops.

(b) SUPPORT FOR DEVELOPMENT OF ECO-
NOMIC ALTERNATIVES.—The President is au-
thorized to support programs and activities
by the United States Government and re-
gional governments to enhance the develop-
ment of economic alternatives to the illicit
drug trade.

(c) PROHIBITION ON CERTAIN USE OF ALTER-
NATIVE DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE.—No funds
available under this Act for the development
of economic alternatives to the illicit drug
trade may be used to reimburse persons for
the eradication of illicit drug crops.

(d) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS.—Funds
authorized to be appropriated by subsection
(e) may only be made available to Colombia
or a front line state after—

(1) such state has provided to the United
States agency responsible for the adminis-
tration of this section a comprehensive de-
velopment strategy that conditions the de-
velopment of economic alternatives to the il-
licit drug trade on verifiable illicit crop
eradication programs; and

(2) the President certifies to the appro-
priate congressional committees that such
strategy is comprehensive and applies suffi-
cient resources toward achieving realistic
objectives to ensure the ultimate eradication
of illicit crops.

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to amounts

otherwise available for such purpose, there is
authorized to be appropriated $180,000,000 for
the period beginning October 1, 1999, and end-
ing September 30, 2002, to carry out sub-
section (b), including up to $50,000,000 for Co-
lombia, up to $90,000,000 for Bolivia, and up
to $40,000,000 for Peru.

(2) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Amounts ap-
propriated pursuant to paragraph (1) are au-
thorized to remain available until expended.

f

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 185

At the request of Mr. ASHCROFT, the
name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
LUGAR) was added as a cosponsor of S.
185, a bill to establish a Chief Agricul-
tural Negotiator in the Office of the
United States Trade Representative.

S. 620

At the request of Mr. SARBANES, the
name of the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. ROTH) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 620, a bill to grant a Federal charter
to Korean War Veterans Association,
Incorporated, and for other purposes.

S. 720

At the request of Mr. HELMS, the
name of the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. BIDEN) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 720, a bill to promote the develop-
ment of a government in the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and
Montenegro) based on democratic prin-
ciples and the rule of law, and that re-
spects internationally recognized
human rights, to assist the victims of
Serbian oppression, to apply measures
against the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia, and for other purposes.

S. 758

At the request of Mr. ASHCROFT, the
names of the Senator from Texas (Mrs.
HUTCHISON) and the Senator from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. LOTT) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 758, a bill to establish
legal standards and procedures for the
fair, prompt, inexpensive, and efficient
resolution of personal injury claims
arising out of asbestos exposure, and
for other purposes.

S. 1130

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. ABRAHAM) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1130, a bill to amend title 49,
United States Code, with respect to li-
ability of motor vehicle rental or leas-
ing companies for the negligent oper-
ation of rented or leased motor vehi-
cles.

S. 1144

At the request of Mr. VOINOVICH, the
names of the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. ROTH) and the Senator from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. LOTT) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1144, a bill to provide in-
creased flexibility in use of highway
funding, and for other purposes.

S. 1242

At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the
names of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. DASCHLE) and the Senator
from Georgia (Mr. CLELAND) were
added as cosponsors of S. 1242, a bill to
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