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sites. And hundreds of thousands of brown-
fields across the nation sit idle instead of
being returned to productive use. Can we real-
ly continue to afford leapfrogging existing and
valuable infrastructure to build anew?

That's why the Superfund needs dedicated
revenue. In 1995 when the tax expired, the
Superfund held a significant surplus, so few
people were concerned. Today, however, as
many had predicted, the surplus is gone. An
empty trust fund, annual budget squabbles, re-
cent budget cuts, and larger and more com-
plex site cleanups have hurt the superfund
program, slowing or delaying cleanups. The
lack of dedicated revenue for superfund has
also put pressure on other parts of the EPA’s
budget. That pressure surely has been felt by
the Brownfields program, which is our premier
program to bring sites back to productive use
and hasn’t yet been fully funded at authorized
levels.

It is all the more distressing that we let the
corporate environmental income tax lapse 10
years ago—forgoing $7 billion of dedicated
funding for cleanup and redevelopment.

That is why it is time to rededicate our-
selves to creating jobs, rebuilding urban Amer-
ica, and eliminating this core cancer in so
many of our communities. And isn’t it refresh-
ing to advocate for a plan with worthy objec-
tives and a method to pay for it!
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Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
honor of Mrs. Rosa Lee Parks.

Mrs. Parks’s refusal to give up her seat to
a white man on a bus in Alabama in 1955 trig-
gered a 381-day boycott of buses, organized
by the then little-known Baptist minister Martin
Luther King Jr. She did so without knowing the
support she would rally.

Her single act of quiet courage and defiance
on that December day undeniably became a
watershed moment in the history of U.S. civil
rights.

I's most fitting that at today’s funeral in De-
troit, R&B legend Aretha Franklin sang “The
Impossible Dream” in honor of Mrs. Parks. It
was that action nearly 50 years ago that
sparked what seemed at the time to be the
impossible dream of the modern civil rights
movement, culminating in the 1964 federal
Civil Rights Bill.

In 1996, Mrs. Parks received the Presi-
dential Medal of Freedom, awarded to civilians
who make outstanding contributions to Amer-
ican life. In 1999, she was awarded the Con-
gressional gold medal, the nation’s highest ci-
vilian honor.

Mr. Speaker, with the permission of this
House, | would like to enter into the RECORD
the words of a civil rights leader in my com-
munity, the Rev. Dr. Benjamin K. Watts, Pas-
tor of the Shiloh Baptist Church in New Lon-
don (CT).

“Rosa Parks was a woman of character,
commitment and courage. When she sat
down the world stood up against injustice,
bigotry and hatred. Mrs. Parks was not the
first to refuse to live down to the status quo
of inequality yet because of her unimpeach-
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able character she unwittingly became a
spark that ignited the flame of passion that
created ultimate change. Like Jackie Robin-
son breaking the color barrier in baseball,
the right character was necessary in order to
break the back of racism. Her commitment
to social justice gave her iconoclastic status
as the epitome of courage and commitment.
Her passing leaves a void in civil society
that each one of us should seek to fill by liv-
ing lives of high moral value always refusing
to sit at the back of the bus of life and ready
to accept our place at the forefront of the
battle for social change.”—Rev. Dr. Ben-
jamin K. Watts

Mrs. Rosa Lee Parks, this great American
hero, deserves not only our tributes and grati-
tude, but our continuing commitment to peace,
justice, equality, and freedom for all.

May God rest her soul.

—
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Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, | rise to
clarify a confusing or mistaken impression that
may have been left by one of my colleagues
during the House floor debate on S. 1713, the
Iran Nonproliferation Amendments Act of
2005, for which | served as the majority floor
manager.

The purpose of enacting S. 1713, as
amended by the House, is twofold: to
strengthen our nonproliferation tools in dealing
with Iran and also Syria, and at the same time
enable necessary cooperation between NASA
and U.S. businesses with their Russian coun-
terparts on the International Space Station.
Just to be clear, in no way does S. 1713 favor
our space goals at the expense of effective-
ness in nonproliferation. In fact, the time-lim-
ited authority we give NASA to purchase, ei-
ther directly or through U.S. companies, Rus-
sian space goods and services, is in my view
a net plus for nonproliferation, not a minus.

That said, | want to stress that the legisla-
tion the House adopted, and the intent of that
legislation, allows NASA significant flexibility in
using Russian space goods and services to
support the assembly and operation of the
International Space Station between now and
January 1, 2012. NASA is free to make pay-
ments pursuant to the Intergovernmental
Agreement on ISS “or any protocol, agree-
ment, memorandum of understanding, or con-
tract related thereto.” As Chairman HYDE
pointed out in his floor statement, this means
that after enactment of this legislation, NASA
can enter into new arrangements to meet our
needs regarding ISS, but that NASA will not
enter into new obligations beyond or unrelated
to the ISS.

The primary limitations with respect to ISS
payments are the sunset date of January 1,
2012, and the existing statutory requirement
that the specific Russian entities to be paid
have not been sanctioned as proliferators
under the earlier sections of the Iran Non-
proliferation Act.

| point all of this out because my friend and
colleague, Mr. SHERMAN, mistakenly sug-
gested during the floor debate that the phrase
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“necessary to meet United States obligations”
added to the Hyde-Lantos substitute to S.
1713 implies that NASA could not purchase
Russian goods or services if any other alter-
native was available. That is certainly not the
plain meaning of the phrase, nor the intent be-
hind it. However, because Mr. SHERMAN ex-
plicitly invited correction, | am doing so here in
some detail.

Here are three examples of arrangements
that are wholly consistent with the legislative
text, the Senate and House floor statements
by the architects of this legislation, and the
Administration’s request for relief, but which
would not be allowed under Mr. SHERMAN’s in-
terpretation.

First, NASA has stated it wants to use the
Russian Soyuz crew capsule to exchange
long-term ISS research crews, even during the
time the Space Shuttle is flying, because this
will allow the Shuttle astronauts to focus on
the job of assembling the Space Station to
meet our international partner commitments
during the Shuttle’s limited remaining lifetime.
Under the previously negotiated agreements
between our countries, Russia is no longer ob-
ligated to provide NASA with Soyuz crew
transport seats. Therefore, in this example,
NASA would not be paying Russia for an obli-
gation they have promised to us. However,
because NASA could theoretically use the
Space Shuttle as an alternative to carry out
crew transfer, albeit at some risk and a cost
to our other ISS commitments, Mr. SHERMAN’s
inference would suggest NASA cannot do this.
Given that the primary exigency for adopting
this legislation is enabling continued U.S. oc-
cupation of ISS beyond April of next year,
which requires payment for training and
launch to ISS of a NASA astronaut on the
next Soyuz launch, Mr. SHERMAN’s interpreta-
tion is incorrect.

Second, Chairman HYDE’s statement explic-
ity makes clear that cargo resupply services
to ISS using technology developed by Russian
companies would be legal under the amended
Act, again within the limitations | stated above.
This would be the case regardless of whether
the Space Shuttle might technically be avail-
able to deliver cargo to ISS, namely through
the middle of 2010.

Third, some bidders may wish to use a very
reliable and capable U.S. launch vehicle, one
which the Defense Department uses right now
to launch critical military satellites, and which
happens to incorporate Russian rocket en-
gines. Nothing in this bill was meant to pre-
clude such activities, even though there might
be similar launch vehicles which do not use
Russian rocket engines. Mr. HYDE’s statement
makes this clear.

Beyond those examples, | would offer the
words of House Science Committee Chairman
BOEHLERT as further disputation of Mr. SHER-
MAN’s reading. In his floor statement, Chair-
man BOEHLERT declares that “by setting a
specific end date for our current relationship
with the Russians” the bill “encourages NASA
to find commercial firms that are not depend-
ent on the Russians to carry cargo in the fu-
ture.” While | may disagree with that goal or
a sunset date’s effectiveness as a manage-
ment tool, if Mr. SHERMAN’s reading were true,
the sunset date would be superfluous, be-
cause once a U.S. provider whose service had
no Russian content emerged, NASA would be
barred from any further payments, let alone
purchases, from companies which do use
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